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Dec~cr 15, 1978 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Watt at 1:00 p.m. Members present were: 
L. Blackman, W. Brennan, J. Bushnell, J. Deutsch, s. Edgar, D. Innis, J. Kucaba, 
R. MacV1ttie, T. Pray, R. Rocha. Visitor: J. Komisar. 

During the first portion of the meeting, Vice Chancellor Komisar responded to committee 
members' questions on a number of topics, including affirmative action, faculty hiring, 
and tenure decisions. 

The minutes of the December 5, 1978 meeting were approved as printed on pp. 146-147. 

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC - No report. 

This issue of Faculty Senate consists of pages 159-166. 
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GAAC - At this afternoon's Senate meeting, GAAC will present for second reading 
the policy defining faculty teaching graduate courses. The policy regarding the 
academic dismissal of graduate students will be presented for first reading. Mr. 
Deutsch distributed copies of proposed constitutional amendments that will be 
necessary if the latter policy is passed. These amendments include a new section 
on the Committee on Graduate Academic Standards, and minor changes in wording and 
section number of existing sections of Article III. 
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FACULTY AFFAIRS - At last week's meeting, Mr. Casler presented his recommendations I 
for the revision of Forms H and I. Mr. Casler is apparently speaking on behalf of 
the Faculty Personnel Committee, whose members have expressed a concern that an r 
estimate of an individual ' s future usefulness to his department has often been used ' 
as a criterion for evaluation even though it does not appear on the forms. The 
Committee asked Mr. Casler to return to the Faculty Personnel Committee for a reso
lution which could be presented to the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

The Committee also discussed Mr. Calahan's suggestion regarding the iwplementation 
of continuing faculty review, but deferred further discussion of the matter until 
Mr. Calahan clarifies portions of his memorandum. 

The Committee discussed the proposed C.I.E. form, and expressed some dissatisfaction 
that the C.I.E. Committee disregarded the suggestions made by the Faculty Affairs 
Committee. Mr. Kucaba assured Mr. Innis that the suggestions of his committee and 
the Student Affairs Committee were carefully considered. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS - At last week ' s meeting, the Committee discus~ed the proposed 
student handbook. An ad hoc subcommittee was formed to discuss further the need 
for such a handbook, which would include material from the college catalog and 
material _submitted by individual departments. 

The Committee also discussed the proposed C.I . E. form and shared many of the 
concerns expressed by the Faculty Affairs Committee. · 

BUDGET · - The Committee met last week with Vice Chancellor Spindler, who discussed 
such issues as travel funds, the Michigan Plan, SUNY-wide economic problems caused 
by decl1ning _enrollment, and the role of budget committees on other campuses. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:10 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Judith Bushnell, Secretary 
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The meeting was called to order by Chairman Watt at 4:05 p.m. The agenda was adopted 
as printed on pp. 157-158. 

The minutes of the November 14, 1978 meeting were approved as printed on _.pp. 122-126. 

CHAIRMAN 1S REPORT 

President MacVittie is unable to attend today•s meeting because he 'is meeting with 
Vice Chancellor Komisar. He extends his greetings of the season to the Senate. 

Three SUNY Vice Chancellors have recently visited or will soon visit the campus . 
Vice Chancellor Spindler was here last Thursday and met with the Senate Budget Committee. 
Vice Chancellor Komisar is here today and met with the Executive Committee. Vice 
Chancellor Smoot will be here on Friday, December 15. · 

Martin Fausold has been re-elected chairperson of the Faculty Personnel Committee. 

Margaret Matlin has been elected Chairperson of the Committee on Nominations and . 
Elections. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC - Mrs. Edgar 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the Revised Programs in Management Science and 
English printed on pp. 86-87. The motion was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading _the New Program in Geography printed on p. 87. 
The motion was seconded and passed. · 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the Program Changes in Biology printed on p. 108. 
The motion was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the New Courses printed on p. 143. The motion 
was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for first reading the New Program in Biology printed on p. 143. 
The motion was seconded and passed. . 

Mrs. Edgar moved for first reading the New Programs in Management Science, Chemistry, 
Economics, and Political Science printed on pp. 151-152. The motion was seconded and 
passed. 

GAAC - Mr. Deutsch 

Mr. Deutsch moved for second reading the New Course printed on p. 109. The motion 
was seconded and passed. 

Mr. Deutsch moved for first reading the New Courses printed on p. 153. The motion 
was seconded and passed. 

, Mr. Deutsch moved for first read1ng the Minor Course Changes printed on p. 154. 
The motion was seconded and passed. 
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Mr. Deutsch moved for second reading the Policy on Faculty Teaching Graduate 
Courses printed on p. 110. The motion was seconded and passed. 

Mr. Deutsch moved for first reading the Policy on Academic Dismissal of Graduate 
Students printed on p. 154. The motion was seconded and passed. 
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Mr. Innis moved for second reading the Policy on College Bulletin Distribution II 
printed on p. 124. The motion was seconded and passed. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS - Mr. Innis 

At last week's committee meeting, Mr. Casler presented his suggestions for the ~( 
revision of Forms H and I. Mr. Casler feels that it is desirable to provide depart
mental committees and the Faculty Personnel Committee with as much written information . 
as possible regarding the criteria that are actually used in evaluating faculty members. 
Since Mr. Casler was apparently speaking on behalf of the Faculty Personnel Comm'ittee, 
he was asked ·to return to that committee for a resolution that could be considered by 
the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

The Committee also dfscuss!d Mr. Colahan•s m~randum regarding the implementation 
of continuing review of all faculty. There was some confusion over Mr. Calahan's use 
of the word .. recommendation," since the or1gina1 ,Senate pol icy calls for the use of 
Forms H and I but does not mandate addit1ona1 recommendations. The Committee has deferred 
discussion of this memorandum until Mr. Calahan clarifies his use of tbis term. ( 

The Committee discussed the proposed C.I.E. form, which is printed on p. 140 of · 
the Faculty Senate. The Committee was annoyed that the form reflects little of the work 
done by last year 1s Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs Committees. They especially 
objected to the inclusion of questions 12 and 13t which both committees felt should be 
omitted. 

Mr. Innis pointed out that the new col1ege·catalogs were made available to most ( 
students after they registered. Mr. Gerber asked what caused the delay in publication; 
he was especially concerned because photographs taken late this semester appear in the 
catalog. Ms. Kemp replied that the main cause of the delay was the desire to have the 
new catalog reflect as many as possible of the curriculum changes made last year; the 
inclusion of recent photographs did not cau~e any additional delay. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS - Mr. Rocha 

An ad hoc subcommittee has been formed for the purpose of gathering informatian 
regard1ng-t~need for a student handbook. Such a handbook would probably include 
items from the college catalog and material contributed by academic departments. 

The Student Affairs Committee also examined the proposed C.I.E. form, and expressed 
concern that it does not reflect the work done by the Student Affairs and Faculty Affairs 
CO!Tillittees. 

BUDGET - Mr. Pray - No report. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR - Mr. Kucaba - No re~ort. 

NEW BUSINESS 

The C. I.E. Committee Policy printed on p. 158 was moved for first reading. The 
motion was seconded. 
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Mr. Wortman asked why the Senate should adopt the policy when no rationale for 
its adoption has been presented. Mr. Edgar pointed out that the best rationale seems 
to be that the use of a C.I.E. form provides more information about effectivness of 
teaching than hearsay would. Mr. Wortman asked whether the form reflects the input 
of .the faculty Affairs and Student Affairs Committees, whose members spent a year . 
trying to devise a form that would be usable for both faculty and students. Mr. Edgar 
stated that the form is not significantly different from the one recommended_by Faculty 
Affairs and Student Affairs; the major difference fs the inclusion of questions 12 and 
13, which are valuable summary questtons. Ms. Ruddy pointed out that the Faculty 
Affairs and Student Affairs Committees recommended that these two questions be omitted 
since they may be given too much importance when evaluating effectivness of teaching. 
She added that if these questions are felt to be so important, perhaps the rest of the 
form should be omitted. 

· Mr. Kucaba stated that the C.I.E. Committee gratefully acknowledged the input of 
the Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs Committees, and that they carefully considered 
all recommendations. He pointed out that there is a strong correlation between the 
form printed on p. 140 and the one proposed by last yea~s· Faculty Affairs and Student 
Affairs Committees: questions 1, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 14 on the C.I.E. Committee's 
f~rm correspond with the two committees' questions 7, 2, 8, 3, 4, 6, and 5 respectively. 
Also, the material at the top of the form comes from the two committees' suggestions. 

Ms. Duffy said that last year's Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs Committees did 
an extensive review of the literature on course-instructor evaluation and examined 
many existing forms before devising a new form. The two committees wanted a form that 
would measure teaching effectiveness rather than just rapport, and there seems to be 
little correspondence between their proposal and the form printed on p •. 140. Mr. Duffy 
also called attention to the lack of documentation in support of the proposed form. 

Mr. Richard stated that the use of any C.I.E. form means that the .effectiveness of 
a faculty member's teaching 1s still being evaluated on the basis of hearsay, and that 
the 'practice is professionally unacceptable. He favored the rejection of the policy. 
Mr. Edgar pointed out that the proposed fonn is better than no form at all. Mr. Richard 
argued that the best method of evaluating teaching effectiveness is for faculty members 
to directly observe their colleagues' classes. Mr. Kucaba stated that this form of 
peer review will come with the mandated continuing review of all faculty, but that the 
opinions of students are still important. Mr. Richard agreed that student opinion is 
necessar,y but that it should not be the only means of evaluation. Mr. Finke asked 
whether students are considered incapable of evaluating teaching effectiveness, and 
Mr. Richard replied that their evaluations may be subjective. 

Mr. Innis asked the C.I.E. Committee what kind of validity and reliability tests 
have been applied to the new form. The forms examined by Faculty Affairs and Student 
Affairs had previously been tested for validity. 

Mr. Alley felt that the new form represents an improvement over the present one, 
and that there will not be a form that is acceptable to ever,yone . He repeated Mr. 
Edgar's belief that the summary questions are necessary. Mr. Alley expressed concern 
that the C • . I. E. is not given uniformly by all faculty members. · 

Mr. Lougeay repeated that Facul~ Affairs and Student Affairs recommended wordings 
of questions that had been tested for relfabtlity. He questioned the C.I.E. Committee's 
reasons for changing these wordings. Mr. McNally replied that the wording of questions 
has been examined for six years, and that the meaning is essentially the same in all 
of the forms. The input from the two committees was advisory, and the C.I.E. Committee 
had to make the final decisions. 
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Mr. Wortman felt that the C.I.E. Committee made a mistake by not communicating its 
decisions to Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs before presenting the new form to the 
entire Senate. He moved that the Senate recommit the policy to the C.I.E. Committee 
for further consultation with the Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs Committees . The 
motion was seconded. 
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Mr • . Ruth~rford ·spoke in favor of Mr. Wortman's motion, adding that an open hearing I 

on the policy and proposed fonm might be in order. He asked how many students use the I 
complete C.I.E. results in ' choosing courses, and how many faculty find the C.I.E. results 
a· useful diagnostic tool. Mr. Rutherford and his department find it difficult to use 
the results without referring to the comments which student~ write on the back of the I 
form. Mr. Rutherford also urged that any C.I.E. form should include a question about ; 
the faculty member's attendance and his willingness to make up any classes missed. ~ 

Ms Roark-Calnek also spoke in favor of the motion, and stated that last year's 
Student Affairs Committee was also concerned about the administration of the C.I.E., 
and made several recommendations to the C.I.E. Committee. There is no indication that 
these suggestions were _discussed by the C. I.E. Committee. 

Mr. Alley spoke against the motion, and reminded the Senate that when committees 
such as Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs make recommendations to other committees, 
such as the C.I.E. Committee, their recommendations do not have to be accepted or 
rejected. The work of such committees should be reported to the Senate as a whole. He 
felt that recommitting the policy would serve no purpose, and that the decision on the 
C.I.E. form should be made now. 

Mr. Bryant spoke iri favor of the motion, and expressed concern over the demographics 
at the top of the form. He felt that these demographics might cause a problem with the 
confidentiality of the respondents and thus affect the honesty of the responses. Ms. 
Duffy pointed out that the Student Affairs and Faculty Affairs Committees recommended 
that this information be optional, and that the C.I.E. Committee ignored this recom
mendation. She expressed concern that the opinions of experts on testing are being · 
ignored. 

Mr. Casler repeated that it would appear to be fruitless to recommit the policy. 
The C.I.E~ Committee•s judgments ·will remain the same unless the composition of the 
Committee is changed. Is there sentiment among the faculty to reconstitute the 
committee? 

In response to Mr. Alley•s earlier remarks, Mr. Rutherford pointed out that the 
work of the Senate, including the refining of motions, should be done in committee 
rather than on the floor of the Senate. 
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The question was called. The motion to end debate was secondea and passed. ~ [ 

Mr. Cook asked what -would happen if the motion to recommit the policy did not pass. l. 
Chairman Watt replied that the Senate would then vote on the policy as originally 
presented. Mr. Cook asked whether another form could be proposed dS an alternative 
without going through the C. I . E. Committee • . Chainman Watt felt that individual proposals 
would circumvent the Senate•s committee structure, but individuals could offer sugges
tions to existing committees -or ask the Executive Committee to consider alternative 
procedures. Mr. Gerber asked what the future of the C.I.E. would be if the proposal 

. is· rejected. Ms. Kemp replied that the present policy ends in December, 1978, and that 
the Senate would have to vote to mandate a C.I.E. and propose a fonm for the Spring 
1979 semester. Mr. McNally pointed out that special printing requirements for the C.I.E. 
forms mean that a form would have to be approved at least eight weeks prior to the date 
it would be administered. 
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The motion to return the policy to the C.I.E. Committee for further consulta
tion with the Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs Committees passed. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Judith Bushnell, Secretary 

FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
DECEMBER 5, 1978 

Present: Donald Innis, Chairperson, Dennis Bradford, Ruth Covill, Karen Drysdale, 
Karen Duffy, Margaret Giles, Ray Lougeay, Janice Meyer, Richard Reilly, Roger B. Smith, 
Mary Uhl and Miles Wortman. 

The minutes of the previous meeting (as printed on p. 112) were approved unanimously. 

Mr. Casler addressed the committee on possible revisions of Forms Hand I. The revisions 
are needed, Mr. Casler said, to reflect a criteria that the administration is using to 
grant tenure .and promotions but which is not present in the current forms: namely, how 
any candidate will fit into the future plans of the department. Scepticism was voiced 
as to the value of Forms H and I. We must narrow the possibilities available for 
arbitrary decisions. A suggestion was made that perhaps the administration should fill 
out a form for the Personnel Committee that would detail its perception of the future 
of departments. A question raised as to the 11Weight .. such a category would be given 
on Forms H and I. After additional discussion the committee agreed to ask Mr. Casler 
to discuss this further with the Personnel Committee and perhaps come up with additional 
recommendations as to what questions should be placed on Forms H and I. 

The Committee discussed Vice President Co1ahan•s draft memo on the review of the per
formance of all faculty members. Concern was voiced as to the stringent scheduling 
the memo orders. The judging of tenured faculty members in the fall, and non-tenured 
in the spring might violate the original policy passed last year that the review of 
continuing appointments should be accomplished "according to procedures common to the 
department ... It was suggested that there should be some mechanism for dividing review 
throughout the semester to avoid too much congestion at any one part of the year but 
perhaps this could be accomplished in a manner that does not make distinctions between 
faculty. Second, serious concern was voiced as to the meaning of "recommendations .. 
(p. 3 of the draft memo) that the VPAA would make at the end of the review procedure. 
Would such recommendations entail remunerative or punitive action~ ~r would they be 
observations. It was felt that this word was too vague and a defin ition of the powers 
of the VPAA was needed. Mr. Innis will contact the academic Vice President to ascer
tain his views on this. 

The Committee discussed the proposed CIE form. As a whole, the committee was perplexed 
that after a year's work on the form by the Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs 
Committees no reasons or rationale were provided by the CIE Committee that defended 
the continued use of the old form with only minor modifications. Ms. Duffy (ex
chairperson of the Student Affairs Committee and currently a member of this committee) 
will report on the extensive deliberations of the FAC and SAC of last year. Mr. Innis 
was requested by the FAC to ask members of the C.I.E. Committee the rationale for their 
decisions next week when the Senate meets. In general, the attitude of the FAC towards 
the ·new form was "polite indign3tion ... 
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The Faculty Affairs Committee recommended a C.I.E. form for which a considerable amount 
of testing and validation had been carried out. The committee would like to ask what 
studies of validity and reliability have been carried out for the proposed fonm which 
was printed in the December l Faculty SenAte. 

Also, the Committee specifically requested that the last two questions be omitted from 
any new fonm as they are excessively simplistic. Some students are no doubt recommending 
a course and/or instructor because tough important subjec~ matter is covered with clarity 
and intellectual rigor, while other students may give a good rating because they believe 
that a good grade can be obtained without too much work. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
DECEMBER 5, 1978 

MEETING #5 

Chairman Rocha called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m. Members present were: 
Sue Roark-Calnek, Lawrence Casler, John Davis. James Garvey, George Gregory, Jerome 
Meyer, Arsenio Rey, Michel Richard, James Somerville, Julie Gallego, Howard Gerber, 
Barbara Raymond, Frank Barone, David Gordon, Ramon Rocha. 

1. Mr. Rocha reported he had sent a letter to Dr. David Young regarding the need the 
committee felt for a student handbook. Dr. Young's response indicated there is 
no plan for a student handbook and he felt the responsibility for such would 
rest with Joan Schumaker's office. There followed some discussion as to whose 
responsibility such a handbook might be, what it might include and whether this 
information should be {or is) included in the curreht college catalog. Mr. Rocha 
asked Barbara Raymond and David Gordon to meet with him to review these items and 
see whether there is a need for the committee to pursue ·this. 

2. Mr. Rocha distributed copies of the new proposed course-instructor evaluation form 
to be introduced at the upcoming Faculty Senate meeting. He read parts of a memo 
from Dr. McNally to Dr. Watt regarding this form. He also pointed out the specific 
changes in the new proposal. There was a discussion as to whether the changes in 
the new form really strengthened it or whether they weakened it by making the items 
more ambiguous. Jerry Meyer said that considerable information and literature 
regarding studies of course-instructor evaluation had been presented to Dr. McNally 
and that there is no evidence that this information had been considered in r~
writing the present proposed form. Mr. Meyer and Mr. Rocha will meet to formulate 
a statement to this effect and will tnquire of the committee drafting the form 
what procedures they used in its formulation . 

3. Mr. Rocha read part of a memo from Dr. Calahan to Dr. Watt regarding procedures 
for evaluating the faculty who are on continuing appointment. This action resulted 
from the recommendation of Faculty Senate 31 January 1978. 

4. There was no new business. The meeting was adjourned at 4:44 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

John Davis 


