
~ACULTY SENATE STAT£ UNIVERSITY CCLLCGC AT CCNCSCO, N.Y. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
FEBRUARY 20, 1979 

MEETING NO. 20 

February 23, 1979 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Watt at 1:00 p.m. Members present were: 
L. Blackman, W. Brennan, J. Bushnell, T. Colahan, J. Deutsch, S. Edgar, R. Foreman, 
D. Innis, J. Kucaba, G. Moore, R. Rocha. 

The minutes of the February 13, 1979 meeting (pp. 214-216) were approved with one editorial 
correction: the first paragraph of the UAAC report was inadvertently omitted from p. 215. 
That paragraph reads: 

So far, only a few course proposals for core credit have reached the Area 
Core Committees. UAAC encourages departments to submit core course pro
posals this spring and early next fall, so that as many approved core 
courses as possible can be reflected in the new College Catalog. 

PRESIDENT'S REPORT 

President MacVfttie is meeting in Albany with the Chancellor's search committee for a 
new Vice Chancellor. 

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT 

The spring election of officers and at-large senators will be held during the week 
of April 23. Chairman Watt will ask individual departments to elect their departmental 
senators by M~ 1. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC - No report. In response to a question, Mrs. Edgar said that the course 
deletions, new courses, and course revisions printed on pp. 228-232 of the 
Faculty Senate will be presented for second reading at the March 13 Senate meeting. 

GAAC - The Committee will meet on February 27. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS - The Committee will meet on February 27. In response to a question 
regarding the status of the continuing review of all faculty, Mr. Innis stated that 
the Committee has concluded their discussion and has sent a letter to Dr. Calahan. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS - Representatives from Women Together have asked the Student Affairs 
Committee to aid them in securing a.dditiona.l office space for meetings and storage of 
resource materials. The Committee directed the Chairman to speak with Dean Salters 
regarding this request. Dean Salters informed Mr. Rocha that if a campus organization 
is a student organization, college policy has been to locate the organization in the 
College Union, where space is very limited. 

Gary Cox, Chairman of the UAAC Policy Subcommittee, has requested that two represen-

This issue of Faculty Senate consists of pages 236 - 250. 



..,. ":" · .. -· Page 237 

tatives from the Student Affairs Committee be appointed to serve on an ad hoc 
committee that would propose to the Faculty Senate a policy concerning student 
representation in academic departments. Howard Gerber will serve as student 
representative and Sue Roark-Calnek will serve as facul~y representative. 

BUDGET - Mr. Brennan - The Committee will continue its investigation of the 
feasibility of a tie-line. In an attempt to discover the advantages and disad
vantages of a tie-line to individual departments, the Committee will distribute a 
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questionnaire that will ask for each department•s opinions regarding a tie-line, (-
the average percentage of the department•s toll calls that are made within the 
state, and the average percentage of toll calls for which the department reports I 
having no knowledge of the calls having been made. 

At last week•s meeting, Mr. Pray presented a detailed report on Geneseo's budget for 
1979-80. ( 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR - No report. ,. 

CENTRAL COUNCIL CHAIRMAN - No report. Mr. Deutsch asked about a recent article in 
Grass Roots which credits the Central Council with "saving the C. I.E. 11 at Geneseo. Mr. , 
Foreman replied that the article was published, without his knowledge, in an attempt to I 
gain Geneseo•s support for SASU, and he disclaimed re~ponsibility for "saving the C.I.E. '' 

[ The meeting was adjourned at 1:10 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Judith Bushnell, Secretary 

FACULTY SENATE 
FEBRUARY 20, 1979 

MEETING NO. 6 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Watt at 4:03 p.m. The agenda was adopted 
as printed on pp. 234-235. 

The minutes of the January 23, 1979 meeting were approved as printed on pp. 177-181. 

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT 

f 

I 
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President MacVittie is meeting in Albany with the Chancellor's search committee for r· 
a new Vice Chancellor. 

Mr. Innis could not attend today•s meeting, and asked the Chairman ·to announce that 
the Faculty Affairs Committee will meet next week. ( 

Ken Deutsch, who has been serving as an at-large senator, is on leave in India this 
semester. It has been the tradition to fill uncompleted terms by appointing the person 
who received the next highest number of votes in the appropriate category. However, there 
are no back-up names from the Spring 1978 election remaining to fill the vacancy. Chair
man Watt had recommended that Bill Derby be named to replace Ken Deutsch, and the Execu
tive Committee approved his suggestion, which also needs to be approved by the full Senate. 
A motion to approve this recommended change was made, seconded, and passed. 

Chainman Watt called attention to a change which should be made on p. 226 of the 
Faculty Senate. The following phrase, 1n parantheses, should be added after the heading . 
for the Proposed Attendance Pol icy Revision: "as revised, Feb. 13, by UAAC." 
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At the request of the C.A.S. Board, the election of faculty representatives to C.A.S. 
has been moved from the fall to the spring. The change does not require a constitutional 
amendment, and it will facilitate the operation of C.A.S. and increase continuity from 
one academic year to the next. A slate of nominees will appear on the Spring 1979 ballot. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC - Mrs. Edgar 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the Course Deletion printed on p. 188. The 
motion was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the New Courses printed on p. 188. The motion 
was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the Revised Course printed on p. 188. The motion 
was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for second reading the Minor Course Changes printed on p. 209. The 
motion was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for seconded reading the New Course printed on p. 209. The motion 
was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for first reading the Public Relations Minor printed on p. 209. The 
motion was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar· moved for first reading the revised programs in Biology and Mathematics 
printed on p. 228. The motion was seconded. Referring to the proposed Revised B. A. in 
Mathematics, Mr. Deutsch pointed out that Che 322, listed as an option in section I-C, 
requires several chemistry and physics courses as prerequisites, and that a person taking 
this minor would have almost a major in chemistry. Mr. Towsley replied that the list of 
possible courses has been around for several years, and he was unable to explain it. Mr. 
Deutsch also questioned GSc 343, which also carries several prerequisites. He also pointed 
out that several of the courses listed are freshman-level introductory courses, while 
others are advanced courses, and he questioned the idea of equating introductory and 
advanced courses in this way. Mr. &eutsch moved that the revised B.A. in Mathematics be 
returned to the Curriculum Subcommittee of UAAC in order to resolve these questions. The 
motion was seconded. Chairman Watt stated that Mrs. Edgar's original motion would thus 
be amended, and the two revised programs would be considered separately. Mr. Tow3ley 
stated that he would prefer to see the revised program be returned to the mathematics 
department~ and Chairman Watt asked UAAC's Curriculum Subcommittee to get in touch with 
the department for further consideration. The motion to return the revised B.A. in 
Mathematics to the Curriculum Subcommittee of UAAC was passed. 

The motion to approve for first reading the Revised N-6 Biology Concentrators' Program 
printed on p. 228 was seconded and passed. 

Mrs. Edgar moved for first reading the New Programs in English and Mathematics printed 
on p. 232. The motion was seconded. Referring to the proposed Minor in Mathematics, Mr. 
Deutsch pointed out that it would be possible for a student majoring in the natural 
sciences to exceed the maximum of 75 hours in the natural sciences by electing this minor. · 
Mr. Deutsch asked whether the mathematics department consulted other departments whose 
majors might be most apt to elect this minor. Mr. Towsley replied that some consultation 
occurred. In response to a question regarding the requirement of Mat 223, Mr. Towsley 
stated that the department felt that a course in linear algebra at that level was essential. 
Mr. Deutsch repeated that the main problems with the minor are the matter of consultation 
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with other departments and the possibility that a student might exceed 75 hours in the 
natural sciences. Mr. Clausz pointed out that, since a minor is optional, a student 
electing it might expect to have to take more than 124 hours to graduate. Mr. Giachino 
stated that he would favor deleting Mat 231, and Mr. Towsley replied that it is possible 
for students to go from Mat 231 to Mat 222. Chairman Watt suggested that concerned 
senators meet with Mr. Clausz prior to the second reading of the new program in an 
attempt to clarify some of these questions. The original motion was passed. 

Mrs. Edgar deferred to Mr. Cox, Chairman of the Policy Subcommittee of UAAC, who 
read the following statement: 

In moving, -ror -rirst reading, Senate approYBl. o-r the UAAC Proposed Attendance 
Policy Revision printed on pages 226 and 227 o-r the Senate Bulletin, I will exercise 
the privilege accorded me by the Faculty Chairman, to make a statement that provides 
background on, and clarification ot; .the issues. This statement, I promise you, will 
occupy much less o-r your time than last month's desultory debate in Senate concerning 
exactly where, on the CIE forms, students might best write their comments. I would 
not make the statement unless I bglieved that it could serve to save the Senators ' 
time by directing ~~_scussion t'? ~~ose_ ma~ters that most merit debate at this point ~ 

To this end, the bulk of my comments will focus upon three widespread misconceptions 
as to how UAAC's proposal is related to t he existing college policy. I challenge any 
Senator to find any error of fact or relevance in what follows. What weight, if any, 
Senators give to these points, is of course a matter which each will decide. -- - - - - - - -· - -- - - -

The review o-r attendance policy which the Policy Subcommittee carrie~ out during 
the entire Fall 1978 semester was not undertaken because the Subcommittee considered it 
to be the most important policy matter to deal with, let alone a possible cure-all. 
Rather, the review was undertaken in compliance with a request by President MacVittie 
to give further study to the attendance policy proposal which Senate approved and sent 
to him in the Spring o-r 1978. The subcommittee actively sought out suggestions and 
arguments, from all points o-r view, and spent virtually all of its weekly meetin g 
time for four months weighing arguments and suggestions . Students and faculty were 
ably represented. The committee has been commended - both by those who support its 
policy recommendation (even as amended in UAAC), and by those who, despite careful 
weighing of their arguments, are still against it -- commended for its professional 
approach to, and conduet of, the review. The committee's efforts were directed t owards: 
1) producing an attendance policy statement which, by any reasonable standard, would 
be superior to anything previously entertained, and 2) providing accompanying information 
to facilitate Senate debate that would be accurately and fully informed, to the point , 
and unmarred by excessive presentation of arguments already carefully scrutinized and 
found wanting. The subcommittee's REPORT appears on pp . 190 - 197 of the Bulletin. 
The subcommittee's unamended PROPOSAL appears on p. 198. The PROPOSAL AS AMENDED BY 
UAAC AND MOVED HERE TODAY appears on pp. 226 and 227. 

I went to show that three widespread beliefs, which underlie much of the opposition 
to UAAC's proposal, are simply mistaken in such a way that they cannot rati onally be 
regar_9-ed as El?lo!lg the reasons for ~p_posi_~g _uAAc 's proposal. 

The first misconception is that the existing policy does not allow instructors to 
establish attendance policies for the courses they teach 2 but UAAC 's proposal would do 
.!!.2_· That this is false is shown by T.he fact that any faculty member can be in full 
compliance with the existing policy end still have answers to such student guerries as: 
"If a student misses a quiz due to an unexcused absence, can he make it up?" "If not, 
will he get a zero?" "If a student cuts class on a day a paper is due, and hands 1 t 
in late, how much, i-r at all, will his grade be affected?" Instructors have their 
practices in these matters. Those represent their de facto attendance policies. 



I Page 240 

! The existins policy, while it obviously allows instructors to establish attendance 
policies in the courses they teach, does not even suggest that it would be nice if 
instructors would let their students ~~ such policies. The existing a~dance 

· policy does not require that these be published, let alone scrutinized beforehand by 
( colleagues and student representatives. The existing college attendance policy statement 

I 
includes absolutely no right of appeal for a student who judges he has been the 
victim of an educationally or morally objectionable attendance policy. 

- -- -·· - . -- - .. --·- - . - ------ ---- - - - -

r 
It could not be a reason, then, to prefer the existing policy to UAAC's proposal on 

the gound that one allows, while the other disallows, instructors to establish course 
attendance policies, because there is~ difference ~~point between the alternative 
policies. 

--- - - - -- -
The second misconception is that the existing policy statement prouibi ts an 

instructor from "considerin attendance" when determinin rades while UAAC 's 
ro osal would that. This is false; both policies would allow and neither 

require an instructor to consider attendance when determining grades -- counting 
regular attendance to each student's credit, and/or unexcused absences to each studen~s 
discredit. Contrary to widespread opinion, what the existing college attendance policy 
prohibits is not attendance in relation to grade determination, but attendance in 
itself in relation to grade determination. There is a very substantial difference. 
Attendance considered as an absolutely necessary condition for class participation, 
is not attendance considered in itself. The difference is so great that, to the 
surprise of those who haven't seen the possibility, an instructor could remain fully 
in compliance with the existipg policy and impose a de facto mandatory course 
attendance policy in his or her course. How could this happen under the existing 
policy? That policy allows instructors to count class participation as heavily as 
they care to in grade determination. Since non-attendance on a given day logically 
guarantees zero class participation by the absent student that day, an instructor 
is -- so far as present policy is concerned -- free to assign a zero for class parti
cipation for the day. Nothing is stopping -- so far as the existing policy is con
cerned -- an instructor from counting as class participation any form of class 
participation, such as that often unexciting but effective form of participation 
which consists in paying close attention to a lecture or to a discussion and taking 
notes. Of course instructors mgr also count other forms of class participation, 
especially those that involve more sound and movement t but they are all forms of 
taking part, and all something profoundly more than mere bodily presence. Thus t by 
construing class participation in its full meaning, and by weighing class participation 
very heavily, and by giving zeros when participation is zero, an instructor could, 

it he chose, and while complying with the existing policy, impose what is a de facto 
mandatory course attendance policy. 

So it is no reason at all to prefer the existing policy to UAAC 's proposal on 
the ground that the former prohibits, while the latter would allow, ;,considering 
attendance" in grade determination. The wlicies are identical in that particular 
respect: both quite obviously allow it. -

. -~- - ---- . -- -
:::;urely the existing policy does prohibit something by the vords "attendance in 

itself is not a factor in final evaluation." It rules out giving credit for the -
mere presence of a student's living body in the classroom and it rules out giving 

II ' low grades on a ground such as the student's body was elsewhere." But it is a self-
evident truth that zero attendance on a given d~ entails zero class participation 
on a given day, and to represent that With a zero would not be to misrepresent the 
facts. It is cowmon practice to grade on class participation. Thus, considering 
attendanc~- fn _that we.y is not considering attendance in itself. 
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The third misconception I want to address is the belief that the existing policy 
protects students from harsh, unreasonable instructors who went to impose harsh, 
unreasonable course attendance policies in their courses; whereas UAAC's proposal 
would create a new situation in which students would become vulnerable to such 
instructors. This is false. The matters are precisely opposite, for it is UAAC 's 
proposal that embodies the extraordinary (and as far as we have determined, ~e) 
safeguards which the Senators will see in the pre-implementation screening of 
attendance policy statements (added in UAAC, not recommended by the subcommittee), and 
the right of student appeal of any course attendance :policy judged by students enrolled 
in a course to be objectionable on moral or educational grounds. It is UAAC's proposal 
and not the existing policy which incorporates safeguards against the eventuality 
of the occurence of a seriously objectionable course attendance policy. The above 
discus sion should make it obvious to those 'Who will take thought, that, for all the 
existing policy says, students are vulnerable and without institutionalized procedures 
for dea.]_in~ with ob.1ectionable attendance policies -- whether ~ facto or de jure --
in their courses. 

Why, if the existing policy doesn't prohibit it, don't we hear any vocal complaints 
about instructors even now imposing de facto mandatory course attendance policies? 
Does it not occur? Perhaps that is because those harsh, unreasonable instructors 
haven't thought of this angle for abusing their office and lording it over their 
student-victims. Alas, the cat is now out of the bag, and this angle may soon enter 
the i r thoughts. So it would be unwise to vote for the existing policy (or Senate's 
Spring 1978 proposal, totally devoid of screening or appeal procedures) and against 

t.,be UMC proposal (or the Subcammi ttee 's proposals p. ~98) Wich offer institutional 
procedures for the protection of student's interests in these matters. It is the 
UAAC proposal and the earlier unamended subcommittee proposal alone, of those policies 
that have reached the light of Senate and Committee deliberati~ which incorporate 
some safeguard$ of these specific students' rights: 1) The right to know the instructor's 
answers to such questions as are listed in the fifth paragraph of this statement, i.e., 
the right to know the instructor's attendance policies; 2) The right to take part in 
a course that is free from morally or educationally objectionable attendance policies ; 
and 3) The right to appeal an attendance policy they believe marked by such objectionable 
features. 

Why do students consider themselves protected by the present policy? Perhaps 
it is the failure to see the implications of the difference between "considering atten
dance" when determining grades and "considering attendance in itself" when determining 
grades. That is no security at all. 
. -··--·- -- - -~ ----- - --

Perhaps the bel 1 cf that they are protected by the existing policy -- and the 
. absente of loud complaints about ~ facto mandatory attendance policies in their 
courses -- is partly to be accounted for in terms of the character of the facult y -
not the nature of the existing policy. How many faculty really are inter ested in 
imposing mandatory attendance policies in their courses? How many !'e.culty are 
really interested in grading on the basis of attendance per !!.e, -- that is, the 
mere bodily presen?_~ _in the class:r_:oom of a student? 

It has been objected: the screening and appeal procedures won't work. That may 
be true. but the choice which presently faces the Senate is that 1:-etween a proposal 
with two control procedures by which objectionable policies might be addressed, on 
the one hand, and the existing policy (and Senate's Spring 1978 propos al) which incor
porate no such safeguards. 

It is a safe generalization that no attendance policy is perfect. UAAC does 
however, recommend Senate approval of the UAAC Proposed Attendance Policy Revision. 
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Senators rlll,. it ~s to be hoped, give considerable weight to the fact that UAAC' s 
proposed revis~on l.S the fruit of intensive, open, informed, critical and lengthy 
··-in a word, reasonable -- deliberation. Whether it is reasonable to give no 

r ~!~~--to the product which sten:s . from a reasonable __ ~e~iberation, I ask you to judge. 
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Senators will also, it is to be hoped, give weight to the fact that the committee did 
not start from ground zero, but rather built upon the deliberations which led to 
Senate's own Spring 1978 proposal -- the one with no screening and no appeal procedures 
the one the President asked be reviewed, and which the Subcommittee care:f'ully reviewed. 
(Please examine closely the Subcommittee's report, pp. 190 - 197, passed ·..n thout dissent.) 
And the objective was to improve upon the policy which Senate already .1udged by an ... 
overwhelming majority to be su erior to the existin statement. To vote against the 
policy rens on now efore you J.S to tell the President that UMC has failed to 
produce a better policy. What could the grounds for such an evaluation possibly be? 

Some faculty will agree w1 th the Subcommittee (not UAAC as a whole), that the pre
implementation screening ma,y be superflous, and a waste of time, since the objectionable 
course attendance policies do not seem to be getting attention (if there are any) 

) despite the absence of institutional procedures to prevent or to appeal them. !> 

Some faculty will, on the contrary, consider the pre-implementation screening too weak. 
Prior discussion on screening is found on pages 205 - 208, and 218 to 225. 
These and one or two other matters should be the focus of our deliberations. The 
less-than-ideal policy proposal can still be improved, you may judge, by some minor 
surgery. It certainly is, by standards applicable, a superior policy to the existing 
policy or Senate's Spring 1978 policy. 

In the hope that the college attendance policy can be wisely and promptly resolved' I 
move' for first reading, Senate approval of the UAAC Proposed Attendance Policy RevisiOn. 



Page 243 

Mr. Casler called attention to p. 218 and the Poicy Subcommitt~e·s 6 reasons for 
rejecting the idea of pre-screening of attendance policies by a central committee, and 
he stated that these arguments seemed inconsistent and nonpersuasive. As a point of 
information, Mr. Cox said that these 6 points were a spontaneous attempt to summarize ~ 
the full text of the Subcommittee•s position, as printed on pp. 222-223. Mr. Casler t 
felt that the points on p. 218 were also a matter of record, and added that the full I 
document cannot be persuasive if these 6 points are not persuasive. Mr. Casler I 
objected to point number one, stating that a review of all courses was never proposed, 1 and probably few people would present attendance policies for approval, so the review f. 
process would not be 11 too cumbersome ... Regarding the second point, Mr. Casler felt 
that pre-screening at the departmental level would also involve a certain degree of I' 
.. detail and specificity," so that this point does not seem persuasive. Referring to the 
third point, Mr. Casler felt that many people would welcome the opportunity to serve on 
what would be one of the most important committees on campus. Mr. Casler agreed with 
the fourth point, adding that the burden of proof should be on the faculty rather than (. 
the students. Mr. Casler found the fifth point unclear, but did not feel that · 
11 different1al treatment .. would be a problem. Referring to the sixth point, Mr. Casler 
stated that pre-screening would not solve all problems, and asked whether that would be 
a good reason for rejecting the idea. 

Mr. Casler proposed the following amendment: ( 
Instructors must receive approval by a duly appointed subcommittee 
of UAAC before implementing a policy of lowering students• grades 
because of non-attendance. 

The motion was seconded. In response to a question from Chairman Watt, Mr. Casler said l 
that he would propose that this sentence be added at the end of the first paragraph of 
the section headed 11Attendance Policy Statement." 

Ms. Kemp asked whether the amendment would mean that an instructor would have to 
have policies such as those regarding pop quizzes or make-up tests approved by UAAC. 
Mr. Casler replied that the amendment refers only to physical attendance per se and 
is not intended to cover anything else. --

Mr. Richard questioned whether Mr. Casler's proposed policy would be consistently 
interpreted. Mr. Cox added that, under this policy, a faculty member could say that gradel 
are not affected by attendance per se but are affected by class participation. The result 
would be that instructors could achieve the goal of marking on attendance in spite of the 
amendment, and this would perpetuate the problems caused by the present policy. ( 

Mr. Sanders responded to Mr. Casler's point that pre-screening of attendance policies ~ 
by a central committee would not be cumbersome, and added that he doubted that the 
suggested amendment would be workable. Mr. Sanders felt that th8 following questions 
need to be answered before such a subcommittee is established: How will the sub-committee 
be appointed? Who will serve on it? When and how often will it meet? Will it handle 
post-approval reviews? What happens when the instructor of a course changes or a course 
is revised? When will policies be submitted to the subcommittee? Will the subcommittee 
have any authority, or will it merely make recommendations to UAAC, which recommends to 
the Senate? How will the subcommittee insure that its decisions are effective? Will 
subcommittee members be relieved of other subcommittee assignments? Mr. Sanders felt 
that the people supporting the amendment should solve these problems before the amendment I 
can be aporoved. Mr. Casler pointed out that the policy originally proposed by the 
Policy Subcommittee also omits many details, and that it would be unfair to reject his 
amendment on ' this basis and then accept the original policy. Mr. Sanders argued that the 
proposed policy states many procedural details, and that it would be easier to implement 
pre-screening on the departmental level than on a larger scale since pre-screening by 
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individual departments would not r~qufre Senate debate, while pre-screening by a UAAC 
Subcommittee would. 

Ms. Roark-Calnek pointed out that there was much discussion in UAAC over the power
ful word "approval," which was replaced by the vague and toothless word "review." Mr. 
Cox suggested that the idea of "review .. is no more or less vague than the idea of 
.. approval, .. although he agreed that 11approval" is a more powerful word. Mr. Cox repeatec; 
that he would oppose Mr. Casler's amendment for the reasons he stated earlier and also 
for the reasons printed under #1 at the bottom of p. 222. He added that the amendment 
would not change reality but would add to the bureaucracy. 

Mr. Alley felt that a key consideration was that all subcommittees must report to 
the full Senate, while departmental pre-screening committees would not have to do so. 

Mr. Moore felt that there was some attempt to use the concepts of class participatio~ 
and physical attendance interchangeably. He cautioned that the two are not interchangeab ~ ~, 
although participation cannot exist without attendance, and he questioned whether instruc·· 
tors have the right to grade on the basis of attendance per ~· 

The question was called and seconded, and the motion to end debate passed by a vote 
of 46 for, 14 opposed. Mr. Casler's proposed amendment was defeated. 

Mr. Alley pointed out the second sentence of the section headed "Attendance Policy 
Statement," which implies that course syllabi are written before pre-registration, and 
added that this is an unrealistic expectation. Ms. Roark-Calnek agreed, adding that 
UAAC seems to be attempting to revise the pr~sent policy regarding syllabi in a "back
door" fashion. She felt that this sentence sets too rigid a policy and does not address 
the problem of how to provide this information for courses to be taught by new faculty 
members. Ms. Roark-Calnek moved that the phrase "1n the course syllabi" be deleted 
from the third line of the first paragraph of the section headed "Attendance Policy 
Statement." The motion was seconded. 

Mr. Rutherford moved a substitute amendment which would change that same sentence to 
read: "Every instructor must make a statement on attendance, to be posted prior to pre
registration and distributed fn the course syllabus during the first week of classes each 
semester." This change was accepted by Ms. Roark-Calnek and her second. Mr. Rueckert 
moved that the sentence be changed to read: "Every instructor must make a statement on 
attendance fn the course description, to be posted prior to pre-registration and distributed 
in the course syllabus during the first week of classes each semester." Mr. Wortman 
asked whether there fs a campus-wide accepted definition of course descriptions. Ms. 
Kemp replied that Mr. Rutherford's proposal is just a restatement of existing college 
policy, while Mr. Rueckert•s proposal would add a dimension which does not currently exist 
in college policy. Ms. Roark-Galnek added that such policy revisions should be considered 
independently of the policy currently under consideration, and spoke in favor of Mr. 
Rutherford•s proposal. 

The question was called and seconded, and the motion to end debate was passed. As 
a point of information, Mr. Alley asked whether an instructor who did not have an atten
dance policy would have to post a statement to that effect. Mr. Rutherford replied that 
that was the intent of his amendment • . Mr. Rutherford•s proposed amendment was passed. 

Ms. Carrier ·felt that there would be a problem with departmental pre-screening of 
attendance policies, and added that she failed to see what impact peer pressure would have 
on tenured faculty members. Mr. Sanders stated that peer pressure may seem inadequate 
but that it is the only alternative since there fs no way to force an instructor to 
change his/her policies. Ms. Carrier pointed out that a department could disapprove a 
course on the basis of its attendance policy. 

• I 
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Ms. Duffy voiced her disapproval of the amended Attendance Pol i cy Statement, and 
expressed a concern that individual attendance policies might become the main criterion 
by which students select courses. She added that she would prefer to see attendance t 
policies presented during the first class meeting. ~ 

Mr. Howard pointed out the last sentence in the first paragraph of the section I 
headed "Attendance Policy Statement," and asked how students would be involved in the 
process in departments that do not have voting student representatives. Mr. Cox pointed 
out that an ad hoc subc01m1ittee made up of members of UAAC and the Faculty Affairs and 1 
Student AffaTrs Committees will discuss the matter of improving student representation · 
at the departmental level. He added that the approval of the entire attendance policy ( 
would mean that the individual departments would be responsible for seeing that students ( 
are involved in the process. · J 

Mr. Goedel · moved that the second sentence of the section headed "Attendance Policy f 
Statement" be deleted, and that the third sentence be amended to read: "It is especially 
important that all statements on attendance spell out the place of class attendance and 
participation in the evaluative procedures for a given course in the course syllabus, and 
that departments, either at the committee level or as a whole, carefully review the 
statements on attendance for all the. courses they offer. 11 The motion was seconded. 

J1r. Rueckert spoke against the motion, saying that the deletion of the second sentence! 
removes one of the major components of the policy. Mr. Wortman spoke in favor of the 
amendment since the effect of the deleted sentence would be to make attendance policies 
a major criterion for students' selection of courses. Mr. Parish spoke against the amend
ment, and asked whether a student could discuss a policy with an instructor during pre
registration in hopes of resolving problems. Mr. Cox replied that this would be possible 
if the amendment were defeated. Mr. Casler felt that Mr. Cox's response contradicted the 
second sentence in the section headed "Students' Right of Appeal, 11 but Mr. Cox disagreed. 
Mr. Goedel felt that the deletion of the sentence would cause no problems since students 
could drop courses with objectionable policies during the drop-add period. Mr. Sanders 
pointed out that a student would have a problem dropping a required course. Mr. Cox 
stated that the sentence Mr. Goedel wanted to delete is the most important statement in 
terms of protecting the students' right to know policies, and he asked whether this right 
was being denied. Mr. Goedel answered that it was not, and only the timing of students 
gaining that knowledge would be changed. 

Mr. Willey spoke in favor of the existing policy, which he felt demands resourceful
ness on the part of the instructor who wants to encourage class attendance. He added 
that the proposed policy would add another layer to the bureaucracy. Mr. Rutherford 
felt that bureaucracy was not a major problem in the proposed policy. 

Mr. Goedel's proposed amendment was defeated by a vote of 23 for, 34 against. 

The question was called on the main motion, and the motion to end debate was seconded 
and passed by a vote of 43 for, 13 against. As a point of information, Chairman Watt 
stated that the policy would come up for a second reading if passed. 

Mrs . Edgar pointed out that Robert's Rules of Order allows the person who made the 
matn motion to close debate, and that Mr. Cox should oe allowed to summarize his motion. 
Mr. Cox stated that to oppose the f .rst reading of this policy on the grounds stated 
by Mr. Willey would not be sound. The idea that the policy adds to bureaucracy could 
be remedied by amending the section dealing with pre-implementation screening of atten
dance policies. 

The motion to accept the proposed attendance policy revision for first reading was 
defeated by a vote of 25 for, 33 against. 
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GAAC - Mr. Deutsch 

Mr. Deutsch moved for first reading the New Course printed on p. 233. The 
motion was seconded and passed. 

Mr. Deutsch moved for first reading the Revised M.S. in Education - Education 
of the Hearing Impaired, printed on p. 233. The motion was seconded and passed. 

Mr. Deutsch moved for first reading the New Programs in Education printed on 
p. 233. The motion was seconded and passed. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS - Mr. Rocha 

Representatives from Women Together have asked the Student Affairs Committee 
to aid them in securing additional office space for meetings and storage of resource 
materials. The Committee directed Mr. Rocha to speak with Dean Salters regarding 
this request. Dean Salters informed Mr. Rocha that if a campus organization is a 
student organization, college policy has been to locate the organization in the 
College Union, where space is very limited. Dean Salters has expressed willingness 
to review some possible areas of unutilized or under-utilized space which have been 
suggested by member~ of the committee. 

Gary Cox, Chairman of the UAAC Policy Subcommittee, has requested that two 
representatives from the Student Affairs Committee be appointed to serve on an ad 
hoc committee that would propose to the Faculty Senate a policy concerning student 
representation in academic departments. Howard Gerber and Sue Roark-Calnek will serve 
as representatives to this committee. 

BUDGET - Mr. Brennan 

The Committee will continue its investigation of the feasibility of a tie-line. 
In an attempt to discover the advantages and disadvantages of a tie-line to 
individual departments, the Committee will distribute a questionnaire that will ask 
for each department's opinions regarding the tie-line, the average percentage of 
the department's toll calls that are made within the state, and the average percen
tage of toll calls for which the department reports having no knowledge of the 
calls having been made. 

At last week's meeting, Mr. Pray presented a detailed report on Geneseo's 
budget for 1979-80. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR - Mr. Kucaba 

In view of the lateness of the hour and the length of his rf~~rt, Mr. Kucaba suggested 
postponing the oral presentation of his report. His written report will be printed in 
a forthcoming issue of the Faculty Senate, and he will present his oral report at the 

March 13 Senate meeting. 

OLD BUSINESS 

The proposed C.I.E. Committee Policy was moved for second reading. The motion was 
seconded . 

. Mr. Neyer spoke against the policy, calling attention to past argtJnents concerning 
the validity and usefulness of the instrument. He outlined the background of the debate 
over the C.I.E •• and pointed out that there has been discontent with the present instrument. 

, I 
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He added that the proposed instrument seems to be little different from the original 
form, which was supported by only 15.5% of the faculty. He also fe1t that the changes 
which have been made do not seem to add to the usefulness or validity of the instrument. r 

Mr. Goedel directed the Senators• attention to the minutes of the January 23 Senate ( 
meeting. On p. 180, Ms. Duffy proposed an amendemnt that would require Institutional ( 
Research to do research on the new form and report back to the Senate during the first ~~ 
year of its use. This amendment was passed but is not reflected in the policy as it is 
printed on p. 235. Chainman Watt said that this was an editorial oversight, and that the ( 
motion before the Senate includes MC3. Duffy's amendment. r 

In response to a question Chairman Watt explained that the motion included both C. I.E. 1; 
Policy and the recently revised form implementing that policy. 

Mr. Giachfno pointed out that questions #11 and 12 are summary questions, and that 
there has often been a problem with misreading the responses to summary questions when 
individual instructors add questions after them. He moved that #11 and #12 be renumbered 
#1 and 2 on the form. His motion was seconded. In response to a question, Mr. Giachino 
said that it was not the intent of his amendment to insure that people not interpret 
these questions as summary questions. The amendment was passed. 
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Mr. Rutherford asked why the concept of clarity and fairness of grading was removed ( 

from the C. I.E. Mr. Edgar replied that several questions regarding grading were considered, 
and that the present question represents an attempt to reach a compromise. ! 

Mr. Blackman felt that Mr. Meyer's remarks on the background of the C.I.E. debate 
were not relevant to the present discussion, and added that it would be tragic to vote 
down the C.I.E. Ms. Kemp added that only three items on the new instrument also appeared 
on the instrument that many faculty members had found objectionable. 

The question was called. The motion to end debate was seconded and passed. In 
response to a question as to whether a quorum was present, the voting senators in atten
dance were counted, and the number present, 52, constituted a quorum. 

The main motion was passed. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Mr. Gerber distributed a position paper of the Western New York State Coalition 
against a Tuition Hike, and moved the following resolution: 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate endorse the position paper 
of the Western New York State Coalition Against a Tuition Hike . 

. Mr. Alley spoke against the motion, saying that taxpayers expect people who receive 
services to pay more for these services to reduce the taxpayers• burden. He added that 
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state aid is available to he1p those who would be hurt by a tuition hike. Mr. Howard (. 
pointed out that New York is one of the few states that sacrifices public education in 
order to support private education. Mr. Roger Smith added that i~creased tuition t 
assistance also goes to students in private institutions, so that the taxpayer•is payfng 
more for private education. Mr. Mellore pointed out that tuition goes mainly to pay for 
construction bond debts rather than programs, and Mr. Smith added that most of the pro
posed tuition increase would support construction at Stony Brook and Buffalo. The l 
motion was passed. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:07 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Judith Bushnell, Secretary 
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STUDENT AFfA~RS CO~MI.TTEE. 
FEBRUARY 13, 1979. 

Present were: R. Rocha, L. Casler, J. Davis, G. Gregory, C. Luedeking, J. Meyer, 
B. Raymond, M. Richard, S. Roark-Calnek, R. Scott. Guests: S. Bain, K. Gisonny, 
I. Jaffe. 

Chairperson Rocha called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. He announced that UAAC was 
continuing its deliberations on the class attendance policy at this hour, and suggested 
that Student Affairs members might wish to attend on the conclusion of this meeting. 

As the first item under Old Business, Mr. Rocha reported on the status of the Committee's 
resolution of 1/16 regarding peer evaluation. Mr. Innis has noted that the Senate has 
already endorsed peer review, and that Faculty Affairs is currently developing recom
mendations for departmental implementation of this policy. The Committee concurred with 
Mr. Rocha that no further action on the part of Student Affairs was necessary at this 
time. 

Mr. Rocha then asked Mr. Casler for comment on the draft policy regarding class atten
dance which is being developed by UAAC's Policy Subcommittee. Mr. Casler has proposed, 
with support from members of Student Affairs, that the burden of proof for an attendance 
requirement rest with the instructor, and that some centralized screening procedure, 
possibly conducted by UAAC or a subcommittee thereof, be applied to instructors' atten
dance policies. UAAC's Policy Subcommittee has rejected this proposal and is now con
sidering amending its policy draft to include a provision for departmental review. Mr. 
Casler does not think that this procedure will be at all effective. Mrs . Roark-Calnek 
indicated her support for a two-tier screening process, proceeding from departmental 
to some supra-departmental level, but asked whether departmental review, under guidelines 
developed by each department, with student input, would not be preferrable to no pre
screening at all. Mr. Meyer suggested that departments might submit guidelines being 
developed by UAAC for review. Mr. Rocha noted that the timing of final UAAC action on 
this policy is not certain. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Mss. Bain, Gisonny and Jaffe, representing Women Tog2ther, requested committee assistance 
in their petition to obtain a room for their activities. Women Together is a recognized, 
on-campus student organization which sponsors programs of relevance for women in the 
college community. They currently share a small office in the College Union with two other 
organizations, but report that this space is inadequate for meetings or for use as a 
resource center for womens' affairs. They have requested another room through Union 
officials and the Dean of Students' office, but have been informed that no space is avail
able at present. Mr. Meyer asked if the group had attem;Jted to work through the Women's 
Studies program. Mrs. Roark-Calnek noted that Wanens' Studies c-:.d other women-oriented 
interest groups in the campus community strongly endorsed the request of Women Together, 
and that these groups were likewise in need of space for meetings and as a repository for 
resource materials. Members of the Committee suggested several locations which might be 
suitable and available. These include: two rooms off the tunnel t~tween Welles and 
Wadsworth, the tower room above Wadsworth Auditorium, a maintenance storage/office area 
in Fraser across from the mail room, the Fraser lounge, the Blake E English lounge, and 
rooms in Doty which are currently a~located but underutilized. The latter include the 
Genesee Community College extension office room. Mr. Rocha offered to contect Dean 
Salters with regard to these locations, concerning the Women Togethers' request in 
general. Some of the difficulty appears to stem from separate jurisdictions and policies 
governing academic and non-academic space, and academic and non-academic uses of space. 
Mr. Scott reviewed the channels for space allocations. The Committee may inquire further 
i~to these policies and their implementation. 
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Mr. Scott drew the Committee's attention to the new Management Science policy which will 
limit enrollment in Management Science courses to majors, expressed his concern, and asked 
for comment. It was observed that departmental policies of this sort do not require 
Faculty Senate concurrence, and no Committee action appears to be appropriate. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sue Roark-Calnek 
Secretary Pro-Tem 
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The meeting was called to order at 4:00p.m. Members present were: F. Bright, G. Hasted:, 
D. Pebbles, T. Pray, and S. Spezzano. 

The first topic discussed concerned the committee's efforts to gain information needed t o 
evaluate the feasibility of a tie~line for Geneseo. Mr. Pray reported that the information 
we had hoped to gain at the department level would be unavailable there due to 11 DAK11 

(deny all knowledge) billings which caused the bills to be sent back to the administratio~ . 
It was decided to go ahead with a revised memo asking department heads, deans, etc., for 
general estimates of phone charges, asking for reactions, and to provide them with infor
mation on the tie-line. 

The second topic discussed was Geneseo•s budget for the upcoming fiscal year and how 
Geneseo fared compared to other SUNY units. Geneseo asked for about a 5% increase and 
received a 2~% increase. W£ also were given an increase in mandated savings of $112,500. 
No increases were given to offset the increase in minimum wage for temperary service 
workers. Geneseo also did not receive funds for library improvements, public service, or 
a minimum capital replacement request of $120,000. 

Mr. Pray informed the committee that for the first time the Executive Budget recommendation 
for funding faculty positions were developed in accordance with a peer group distribution 
of faculty by rank. The program is based on the national peer group models for the 
University Centers and Colleges. Geneseo was one of six schools to receive funds for an 
upward adjustment of salaries. We received $49,600. Ten schools have to make downward 
adjustments. 

It was additionally noted that changes in campus enrollments were being reflected more 
rapidly than in the: past in changes in the number of faculty lines at a SUNY unit. 
Schools not making their enrollm~nt targets were hit hardest with faculty cuts. 

The revised Budlet Handbook, as well as the results of the tie-line survey, will be 
presented and d scussed at the next meeting to held in early April. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:35 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Glenn Hastedt 


