
~cULTY SENATE STAT£ UNIVERSITY COLLEt:£ AT t:ENCSCQ, N.Y. 

September 5, 1975 

Dates of Faculty Senate Meetings for 1975-76 on Tuesdays at 4 P.M. in Newton 214 

9/23/75 
10/21/75 
11/18/75 

12/9/75 
1/27/76 
2/24/76 

* * * 

3/16/76 
4/13/76 
4/27/76 

* * 

5/4/76 

Voting irregularities and alleged voting irregularities, loss of ballots (both in sending 
and receiving), and violation of the secrecy of the ballot lead the Executive Committee 
to pass the following change in balloting procedures: 

1. Voting shall take place fn person in the Faculty Senate Office for one 
wee~, Monday through Friday, between the hours of 12 and 3 P.M. 

2. A roster of all eligible voters shall be kept in the Faculty Senate 
Office. Voters shall sign the roster at the time that they vote. 

3. Ballots shall be kept in a locked metal box, to be opened by the 
Faculty Chairman at 3 P.M. on the last day of voting. 

Whether or not this change decreases faculty participation in elections lies with the 
Faculty itself. 

* * * * * 
The Nominations and Elections Committee is now accepting nominations for the Campus 
Community Council and for the Nominations and Elections Committee. Call Myrtle Merritt, 
x5346. 

* * * * 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

2 September 1975 

Meeting # 1 

* 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Edgar at 1 P.M. Members present were: 
J. Chen, T. Calahan, W. Derby, D. Innis, R. MacVittfe, G. Miller, V. Rabe, G. Smith and 
J. Watson. 

The minutes of the last meeting (6 May 1975) were accepted as printed. The schedule 
of Faculty Senate meetings for the academic year was accepted. 

* * * * * 

This Faculty Senate consists of pages 1-10. 
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Mr. Edgar announced the receipt of invitations to various conferences which will be 

available in the Faculty Senate Office. A report from Vice President Calahan relating 
to the award of academic honors was given to Mr. Chen for consideration by UAAC; one 
titled 11 Procedure on Academic Dishonesty11 to Mr. Miller for action by Student Affairs. 
Mr. Edgar read the text of a change in the College Handbook statement of the procedure f 
providing substitutes in the event of the absence of instructors from scheduled classes 
"Arrangements to insure the quality and continuity of instruction and/or service during 
the period of absence and the make up of all cancelled classes must be approved by the 
Department Chairperson or Administrative Department or Division Head ... (p. 91, College 
Handbook 1975-77). 

Nominations of candidates for several appointive and elective faculty committees we 
requested. A discussion of anticipated enrollments and admissions standards, was 
concluded with Mr. Smith's suggestion that the annual profile of the freshman class be 
made more generally available to the faculty. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS: 

UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS, Mr. Chen: First meeting scheduled for September 16. 
An inquiry regarding forms P.Q. and R as revised by last year's committee, revealed 

that these are available from Mr. Ristow's office and will be distributed to the academic 
departments in the near future. 

GRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS, Mr. Watson: First meeting scheduled for September 18. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS, Mr. Miller: No report. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS, Mr. Innis: No report. 

BUDGET, Mr. Smith: A report on Mr. Smith's participation during the summer in the develo 
ment of the 1976-77 budget, led to an extended discussion of prospective budget cuts and 
the possibility of retrenchment. Pertinent details will be contained in a report to be 
made to the Faculty Senate. 

STATE UNIVERSITY SENATOR, Mr. Derby: No report . 

NEW BUSINESS 

In view of difficulties and irregularities in past elections, Mr. Edgar proposed the 
following change in Faculty Senate balloting procedures: 

1. Voting shall take place in person in the Faculty Senate Office for one week, Monday 
through Friday, between the hours of 12 and 3 P.M. 

2. A roster of all eligible voters shall be kept in the Faculty Senate Office. Voters 
shall sign the roster at the time that they vote . 

3. Ballots shall be kept in a locked metal box, to be opened by the Faculty Chairman at 
J P.M. on the last day of voting. 

Adoption moved by J. Watson, seconded by W. Derby. Discussion focused on the 
potential effect of limiting the balloting to a single location, particularly in 
reducing faculty participation. The motion passed. 

Respectfully smitted, 

Valentin H. Rabe, Secretary 



Account for 1974-75 
Income 

Balance from 1973-74 
Dues 

FACULTY SENATE 

TREASURER'S REPORT 

1974-75 

Contributions to Researcb Fund 

Expenditures 
Flowers and memorials 
Retirement Gift 
Research grants* 

Balance fn checking account 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

Balance in regular savings account 
Balance in savings certificate 
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$ 23.47 
459.00 
59.00 

$ 541.47 

$ 67.89 
100.00 
350.00 

$ 517.89 

$ 23.58 

$ 1331.42 
$ 2335.55 

*A new policy permitting the bulk of the year's balance to be used 
for research grants at the discretion of the Faculty Research 
Committee was approved by the Faculty Senate on 6 May 1975. 

Proposed Budget for 1975-76 
Income 

Dues and Research Fund $ 550.00 
TOTAL $ 550.00 

Expenditures 
$ Flowers and memorials 75.00 

Retirement gift 100.00 
Research grants 375.00 

Total $ 550.00 

John Kucaba 
Faculty Treasurer, 1974-75 
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SUBJECT: 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

Donald Innis, Chairman of the Faculty Senate 
Richard B. Hatheway, Chairman, UAAC 
August 15, 1975 
Annual Report of the Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee 
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Several items of interest occurred during the past academic year that warrant some 
discussion. There is no need to reiterate those new and revised courses and programs 
which were discussed by UAAC and eventually recommended to the Senate for action - they 
can be found recorded in the minutes of the monthly Senate meetings and are summarized 
elsewhere. What is important as far as this report goes is the manner in which the 
Committee operated and its role in the Geneseo faculty governance structure. 

At the outset, I must state that I believe a strong Undergraduate Academic Affairs 
Committee is essential, is critical, if the faculty wishes to maintain control of the 
college curriculum. In spite of the suggestions or innuendoes that UAAC spends too 
much time shuffling papers and generally acts as a rubber stamp to departmental 
proposals, numerous valid questions have been raised this past year during deliberations 
The faculty as a whole is quite capable of asking pertinent questions regarding course 
proposals in another discipline. To have the opinion that only biologists, for 
example, are qualified to question biology courses ts narrow and invalid. It is true 
that not many departmental proposals are totally rejected by the Committee, but it is 
also true that not many proposals are approved by the Committee without some modificati 
In some cases, these changes are minor, such as requiring a more realistic bibliography, 
but in other cases the changes are drastic enough to require additional departmental 
consideration before UAAC action. The Senate itself requires and demands a thorough 
and competent UAAC, as there are very few inquiries regarding academic proposals that 
ere ever raised on the Senate floor. It is interesting to note that the Senate did n0t 
raise one question when a new program, the B.S. in Special Education, was being 
considered, yet spent more than an hour debating the merits of a policy statement 
regarding equa1 rights for all individuals. The point is that the Senate expects that 
UAAC has done its job thoroughly and relies heavily on the judgment rendered by UAAC. 
If UAAC failed to fully consider all course and program proposals, the responsibility 
would pass to some other group, etther the Senate as a whole, or, more likely, to the 
administration. 

Questions raised this past year did not necessarily deal specifically with the 
merits of a particular course. For instance, the degree of overlap, if any, with 
offerings of other departments was considered, as was the audience for which the course 
was intended, as well as the relationship between the proposed course and the goals of 
the department, and the availability of resources. In addition questions were often 
raised that dealt with the course itself, such as the background of the staff expected 
to teach it, the availability of the library holdings, the grading procedures, the 
content of the course, the adequacy of the course description, and so on. The ultimate 
purpose of these questions was to satisfy UAAC members that this particular course did, 
indeed, belong as part of Geneseo's curriculum. 

The very existence of UAAC and the requirement that all undergraduate curriculum
related matters be under its responsibility forces departments to carefully consider 
all course and program proposals. If questions are not satisfactorily answered, the 
proposal can easily be returned to the department for further consideration. If the 
Senate or the faculty in general feels that such questions are beyond the area of 
concern or expertise of UAAC members, then it would be relatively easy for UAAC to 
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relinquish its responsibility and permit the appropriate administrative office to handle 
all scholastic matters. If, on the other hand, the faculty desires to maintain control 
of academic programs, then it is mandatory that they accept that responsibility and 
continue to act accordingly. 

Of increasing concern in this ever tiQhtening student market is the conflict 
between academic excellence and the desire to attain our student quota . We recognize 
that there is competition between colleges, that there is competition between depart
ments, all of which seems to lead eventually to a decrease in academic quality. It 
is widely acknowledged on this campus that some courses are far less demanding and far 
more rewarding (grade-wise) than others . The concept that the most populated courses 
are the best courses on the campus is fallacious -- what it really means is that some 
faculty members are reluctant to honestly evaluate the performance of students. Many 
students tend to gravitate toward the courses or departments of leastresistance. Until 
we come up with a college-wide response, until all of us attempt to force students to 
use the utmost of their abilities, we are going to continue to have courses of 
questionable academic merit introduced into the curriculum, all because they generate 
numbers of students. There does not seem to be a ready answer to this dilemma -
however, we must, for the sake of the future of the College, not let FTE arguments 
override the importance of striving for academic excellence. 

In order to permit UAAC the data so essential in dealing with academic matters, it 
would be most helpful if individual departments would voluntarily undergo review of 
their curricula by a panel of peers. As with specific courses, the question that is 
constantly raised is that dealing with the expertise of those outside of the field in 
question. Can a mathematician, for example, understand a history department's curriculum 
and appreciate goals of that department? If departments are willing to accept the fact 
that there are others ouside the field that are interested and knowledgeable and that 
curriculum review is beneficial to the department, then, perhaps, more departments would 
volunteer to be scrutinized. Most faculty seem to feel that curriculum review is a 
sinister plot meant to publicize weak points to the entire college community and under
taken for some undefined administrative purpose. A statement made previously perhaps 
should be repeated -- if we, the faculty, are unwilling to oversee our own academic 
affairs, then we are not in a position to voice opposition when it is done by adminis
trative action . Thus, I strongly urge that the curriculum review guidelines developed 
this past year be implemented and that UAAC use its influence to see that individual 
departments become involved with the process. 

Several additional observations come to mind. 

1) The various types of courses offered on this campus need to be cl~arly defined and 
widely publicized. There is still confusion in many quarters as to the difference 
between open and experimental courses, how a 'topics in' course differs from a slot 
course, how the definition of a slot course differs from one department to another, 
etc. Questions on these differences were raised numerous times, indicating that 
there is campus-wide confusion regarding course types. It can be alleviated by 
publishing clearly written, clearly defined guidelines, and making them widely 
available. 

2) Departments have the sole responsibility to provide the necessary data and multiple 
copies directly to the UAAC chairman if they are submitting a new or revised course 
or program. To send a huge packet to the Vice President's office and expect them 
to be responsible for its delivery is not right. Neither should it be necessary 
for the UAAC chairman to have to go begging for the documents. In other words, 
the responsibility should rest on the departments, not on UAAC, not on the adminis

tration, to see that the proposals are in order. 
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3) The routing procedure used for course proposals should be altered. It is the 
Senate that recommends action to the President, therefore it should be a Senate 
body (e.g., UAAC) that receives course proposals at the outset. At the present 
time, the office of the VPAA acts as a clearing house for matters of academic 
concern because all course proposals are first sent there, then, within 10 days 
(working? calendar?) are supposed to be referred to UAAC. In many cases, the 
delay is longer because of some valid questions raised by that office and because 
of the flood of proposals at peak times. There is no doubt that the VPAA office 
must be fully cognizant of any proposed changes in the college curriculum. 
However, faculty governance procedures required recommendation by the Seante, 
therefore the Senate should attempt to keep control of academic matters. I suggest 
that a department should submit single copies of proposals to UAAC and to the 
VPAA's office simultaneously. Upon clearance (not necessarily approval) by the 
vice president's office, multiple copies could then be provided UAAC for distribu
tion and the proposal could be brought before the committee for deliberation. As 
it stands now, it is not clear to most faculty that VP approval is not required for 
UAAC action on a request. Perhaps this is a minor point to some, but it could 
easily lead to further erosion of faculty control. 

4) Departments must be more aware of proposal ·deadlines and adhere to them. In most 
cases the due dates are imposed because of publishing requirements, a matter we 
were not concerned about this year. In another year, when we will have, hopefully, 
another catalogue, the departments must realize that it is not UAAC's imposed 
deadlines, rather they are due to the publisher. It thus behooves a department to 
allow ample time for a proposal to be considered by committee, by Senate, and by 
the President if it wishes its courses to appear in the most recent college bulletin 

5) The College must come to grips with the question of what type of extra- or co
curricular experience is worthy of academic credit. At present credit toward the 
degree is granted for participation in certain areas, but not in others. For 
instance, a student is awarded credit if he has the ability to perform in the band, 
yet the ability or talent involved in dramatic productions or athletic endeavors is 
not rewarded in the same fasion. Should the amount of credit allowed be increased? 
decreased? should all extra-curricular activities require the same degree of 
participation? how would the academic standing of the institution be effected by 
changing the amount of credit? -- all are examples of questions that must be 
answered before the problem is solved. 

6) Assuming greater importance lately is the lack of attendance requirements at the 
college. Certain subjects demand a minimum amount of active participation by the 
student, such as studio courses, science laboratories, foreign language conversation 
courses, and physical education courses. Is it possible to impose some type of 
attendance requirement for these courses and not for others? The attendance questi 
should be thoroughly examined and new guidelines should be established, applicable 
to those courses that demand active student participation. 

7) A revised grading policy of some kind must be implemented. Any time that between 
20 and 25% of a class graduates with honors, questions have to be raised. By 
refusing to apply accepted standards we are denyinq special recognition to some who 
truly deserve the honor. When it is widely acknqwledged that the students who 
attend Geneseo are not necessarily near the top of their high school class, the 
fact that hofds graduate from Geneseo with honors makes a mockery of the entire 
grading procedure. It is imperative that new grading policies be implemented 
and be applied equally college-wide. 
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From the foregoing, it is abvious that there is an ample supply of material to 
keep this year's committee occupied. I wish the chairman the same cooperation I had 
from the members of the '74-'75 committee. 

In closing, let me recognize the member of the entire Committee for the job each 
did. All too often the contribution that each of these has made to the improvement of 
Geneseo goes unnoticed. I, personally, commend them for their efforts. 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: Donald Innis, Chairman, Faculty Senate 
FR~1: Melvyn D. Yessenow, Chairman 

1974-1975 GAAC 
DATE: May 12, 1975 
RE: Annual Report of GAAC Activities 

The 1974-75 GAAC began its' year by participating in the intensive review of 
degree programs that was conducted in the fall by SUNY. When the review effort was 
completed, the committee proceeded over the course of the year to introduce several 
new programs and policies which will hopefully improve the quality and flexibility 
of the Masters program in future years. 

As is always the case, many new courses were considered by GAAC and passed along 
to the Senate. These activities are detailed in the "Faculty Senate" and so will not 
be reviewed here. This report will serve as a review of major accomplishments, policy 
revisions, program changes and other general problems considered by this year's GAAC. 

In the summer of 1974, several new experimental courses were offered for the first 
time. These courses were of special interest because they required special travel 
arrangements, teaching environments, etc. When experimental courses are passed by 
GAAC, the professor(s) are asked to submit a written report after completion of the 
course which reviews and evaluates the effort. GAAC requested and received these 
reports early in the fall semester and discussed them in committee with the professors. 
These reviews proved to be informative and helpful in evaluating courses of a similar 
nature in the spring of 1975. GAAC should continue to insist upon early receipt of 
these reports. 

When the SUNY Masters Program evaluation team arrived on campus, they met with 
GAAC to discuss the committee's operations and responsibilities as well as the general 
state of Masters programs at Geneseo. In preparation for this meeting, GAAC involved 
itself in discussions of several basic issues concerning the Geneseo graduate program, 
i.e., how the programs can be refined, what effect the presence of a graduate program 
has on the entire academic community, etc. The results of these discussions were 
published in "Faculty Senate" for general review and comment. 

The new graduate workshop program was initiated this year by GAAC and the Graduate 
Dean's office. A workshop course is designed to cover very specific areas of study 
(professional studies, professional experiences) and is thus much narrower in scope 
than the traditional liberal arts course. The departments can now offer this type of 
course to their own students and to individuals who have completed their bachelors 
degree, but who are not participating in a Masters degree program. As an example, 
people from the surrounding community can take these workshop courses for their own 
interest or perhaps for professional advancement reasons. New academic policies were 
also proposed by GAAC and passed by the Senate to govern the workshop program. These 
policies included the implementation of an S/U grading system for workshops and 
permission for GAAC to approve these courses without a vote of the entire Senate. The 
workshop courses added a new dimension to the graduate program at Geneseo and allow 
the college to expand its services to the community. 
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During the fall semester, GAAC introduced a "mini-course" proposal for the 
graduate program. After the proposal was accepted by the Senate, the History and 
English departments combined their efforts and submitted three mini-courses 
commemorating the American BiCentennial. These courses~re passed by the Senate and 
will be taught next year. 

At the end of the year, the committee initiated a proposal for a plus/minus 
grading system for graduate programs similar to that used for the under~raduate 
programs. As a part of the proposal evaluation, the student GAAC members surveyed 
faculty and student opinions concerning implementation of the system. The survey, 
in addition to providing information, was an attempt to encourage graduate student 
participation in the Senate decision-making process. Participation by graduate 
students up to the present has been modest at best. The next GAAC and the Senate 
should attempt, wherever possible, to continue to encourage more graduate students to 
play an active role in academic affairs. 

Several major program revisions were considered by GAAC during the year. The 
greatest controversy surrounded the various CBTE Education Programs. GAAC and the 
Senate should continue to study these programs to assure that the CBTE approach chosen 
by the Education Division provides the best possible training for Geneseo students. 

During the spring semester, the State Education Department visited the campus to 
review the graduate programs. GAAC met with the evaluation team to again discuss the 
committee's operations and procedures. 

There are several areas of concern that should be carefully studied by future 
Graduate Academic Affairs Committees: (1) With the advent of the workshop ~rogram, 
there was a decline in the number of liberal arts course proposals presented to the 
committee. The continued reviews by the various state agencies may have been one 
cause of this decline but GAAC shoulci continue to encourage active development and 
revision of the liberal arts courses, and programs. Excessive development of work
shops at the expense of other activities should be viewed with concern. (2) GAAC 
should attempt to establish a regular program review process at both the department 
and college level. At present, GAAC spends the bulk of its time considering new 
courses, policies, etc. and is unable to study short or long range goals of departments 
or of the overall Masters degree program. Perhaps a subcomrntitee or committees 
should be established to handle these important tasks. (3} Another issue that should 
be considered is whether graduate liberal arts courses should be offered in the three
week summer session. Several members of GAAC felt that offerings in the three-week 
session must be "diluted" due to lack of time, especially in the area of required 
reading. 

Finally, I would like to thank Dr. Donald Innis for the privilege of serving the 
Senate as GAAC Chairman. My special thanks go out to the members of the committee for 
their diligence in reviewing new course proposals and programs and for their interest 
in exploring new ideas. In reviewing the record, it is clear that each individual 
assigned to this committee served in an active and responsible manner. It was a 
distinct pleasure for me to work with these people toward the common goal of maintaining 
a quality graduate program. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Melvyn D. Yessenow 
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 1974-75 

As usual the Student Affairs Committee was not overwhelmed with business. In 
fact, little business is brought before the committee from outside, and the 
committee did not seem interested in searching for things to get involved in. One 
early concern was with the doing away with the Student Affairs Handbook in favor of 
several pamphlets and a section in the College Bulletin. The committee favored one 
comprehensive book containing relevant information for students. The committee was 
also disturbed that the decision for the new format was decided upon without 
consultation with the previous year's Student Affairs Committee. 

The committee reviewed practices in the Boo~store and the Health Center without 
drawing any particular conclusions or making any recommendations. 

The committee felt there was a real need for a student directory which would 
contain both campus and home addresses. The last such directory was published in 
1971-72. It was felt that this could be sold for a modest fee if budgetary considera
tions did not permit free distribution to the entire campus. No action was taken, 
but this is an area that should be considered in 1975-76. 

At President MacVittie's · urging, the committee considered the role of a faculty 
advisor to student organizations. Sever~l recommendations were made to the Senate 
which clarified the liability of a faculty advisor. 

The Rochester Area Colleges drug statement was considered by the committee. The 
committee's recommendation that the Senate accept it was rather strongly defeated. 

The committee studied the problem of confidentiality of student records. The 
chairman felt that recommendation forms from the Placement office were not sufficiently 
clear about confidentiality. Furthermore, the committee could not learn whether a 
confidential file from Geneseo sent to a state with a •sunshine11 law would be made 
available to the student despite it being labeled confidential. Furthermore, there 
were reports of serious violations of confidentiality of records in the School of 
Library and Information Science which the chairman unsuccessfully tried to investi-
gate; there was very little cooperation and the chairman could come up with no firm 
conclusions on library School policy. This is a most serious area to student and faculty 
should be thoroughly pursued by the incomtng Student affairs Committee, perhaps in 
cooperation with the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

The committee considered at some length the problem of the rising cost of books 
for courses and instructors' use of texts. The chairman felt strongly that the 
committee should issue some non-binding guidelines to all faculty regarding book 
orders, but the committee chose to support a rather detailed and rigid plan which the 
Senate subsequently rejected. This is another unresolved matter which the Student 
Affairs Committee for the coming year should address itself to. 

Depsite some rhetoric, the Office of Student Affairs seems to take a rather 
detached view from the Student Affairs Committee and seems unwilling to involve the 
committee in deliberations and decision Making processes. This cool attitude causes 
disinterest in the committee and a lack of business, since that office rarely brings 
key issues to the attention of the committee. The committee can only play a signifi
cant role in student life at Geneseo if this attitude ceases to exist or the committee 
legislates for itself a more central role in policy making. 

Interest on the committee varied a good deal, and attendance was sometimes light. 
It was usually difficult getting a volunteer secretary, and some faculty (no students) 
never volunteered. 

Respectfully submitted. 
William R. Cook, Chairman 
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS PASSED BY FACULTY SENATE 1974-75 

DATE POLICY REFERENCE PRESIDENTIAL ACTI 

1011 Faculty Publication Fund FS 9/16, p. 17 APPROVED 10/25 

12/10 Program Revision: M.S. in Education, Secon- FS 11!1, p. 88 APPROVED l/3 
dary Social Studies 

Distribution of Student Affairs Handbook FS 12/6, p. 143 ACCEPTED AS ADVl 
1/3 

l/21 New Program: B.S. in Special Education FS 12/6, pp. APPROVED 2/14 
127-132 

Guidelines for Departmental Evaluation FS 12/6, pp. APPROVED 2/14 
138-139 

Graduate Mini-Course Policy FS 12/ 6, p. 140 APPROVED 2/14 

Graduate Workshop Course Policy FS 1/17, p. 152 APPROVED 2/14 

Program Revision: M.S. in Speci a 1 Education FS 12/6, p. 141 APPROVED 2/14 

Program Revision: M.S. I~ Education of the FS 12/6, pp. APPROVED 2/14 
Deaf 141-143 

Consultation on Changes in Student Affairs FS 12/6, p. 135 ACCEPTED AS ADVl 
Handbook 2/14 

3/4 New Program: B.S. in Special Education with FS 2/14, pp. APPROVED 3/26 
N-6 Certification 177-178 

Program Revision: B.A. in Geography FS 2/14, p. 176 APPROVED 3/26 

Student Representation in Departments FS 3/7, p. 216 APPROVED 3/26 

4/15 Extension of 3-yr. B.A. Experiment Through FS 4/11, p. 241 APPROVED 6/6 
6/78 

4/29 New Program: B.A. in Geophysics FS 4/11, p. 242 APPROVED 6/6 

Program Revision : M.S. in Elementary FS 4/11, pp. APPROVED 6/6 
Education (N-6) 234-235 

Program Revisions in Art FS 4/11, pp. 243 APPROVED 6/6 

Plus/Minus Grading for Graduate Courses 
(Fall '75) 

FS 4/11, p . . 240 APPROVED 6/6 

5/6 Program Revision: Speech and Hearing FS 4/25, pp. APPROVED 6/6 
272-277 

New Program: Environmental Studies FS 4/25, p. 267 APPROVED 6/6 

Program Revision: M.A. in Speech and Hearing FS 4/25, pp. APPROVED 6/6 
269-270 

Faculty Advisors to Student Organizations FS 5/2, p. 282 APPROVED 6/6 

Program Revision: 3 Yr B.A. Area Exams and FS 5/2, p. 283 APPROVED 6/6 
Advisors 

ALso·:NOTE: Report of Faculty Affairs Conmittee of Tenure Review FS 271a, pp. 188-197. 
Constitutional Amendments: 1. Abolished Academic Services Committee; 
2. Increased student membership in FS from 12 to 17 (UAAC 2, SAC 2 under, 
1 grad.); 3. Change in the wording of the function of the Student Affairs 
Committee (see FS 4/23/74); 4. Revision of Faculty Personnel Committee 
(passed ll/22/74) . 


