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Minutes of the College Senate 
 

24 April 2007 
 

 
Present: I. Alam, L. Argentieri, M. Bagel, S. Bailey, T. Bazzett, I. Belyakov, S. Brainard, J. Chester, R. 
Coloccia, K. Conway-Turner, C. Dahl, J. Dolce, G. Drake, A. Eisenberg, C. Garrity, E. Gillin, S. Giorgis, 
D. Granger, K. Griffin, A. Gu, K. Hannam, W. Harrison, A. Herman, R. Herzman, K. Hinman, J. Kleiman, 
C. Leary, K. Levison, D. Levy, M. Lima, J. Lovett, D. Mackenzie, P. MacLean, K. Mapes, C. Matthews, 
M. McCrank, J. McLean, B. Morgan, J. Morse, L. O'Brien, B. Owens, P. Pacheco, T. Paradis, D. 
Robertson, S. Salmon, S. Schwartz, D. Scott, C. Shin, D. Showers, M. Stolee, G. Towsley, E. Wallace, L. 
Ware, B. Welker, J. Williams, J. Zook.  

   
Guests:  S. Edgar, E.R. Johnson, S. West. 

 
 

Call to Order  
 
Chair Showers called the meeting to order at 4.06PM. 
 
 
Adoption of the Agenda (College Senate Bulletin #10, pages 147-148) 
 
The agenda was adopted unanimously without additions or corrections.  
 
 
Approval of the Minutes of the All-College Meeting 20 March 2007 (Bulletin #10, 
pages 128-129) and the  Minutes of the Senate Meeting 20 March 2007 (Bulletin #10, 
pages 129-140) 
 
These minutes were approved unanimously without additions or corrections.  
 
 
Senate Reports 
 
President’s Report  

 
 

1. This evening and tomorrow, new System Provost Risa Palm will visit campus. She will interact with 
Administration members and Department Chairs about the College’s future plans.  
 
2. We have all been affected by events at Virginia Tech. Geneseo’s Administration has tried to think 
through what we might learn from that episode and how  we might need rethink our safety procedures and 
the way we operate.  
 
Beyond our own grief and sense of solidarity and compassion, two issues come to mind: 
 

• Communication on campus. If there is a disaster, how do we get the word out? Is it possible to 
lock down dorms and other buildings? The Virginia Tech incident has revealed that we must look 
at worst-case scenarios to see if our own notification and communication procedures are adequate 
and what we can do in response. If we send out emails to all students and faculty or voice mail to 
all residence hall phones, does that actually communicate? Most students may use cell phones and 
similar devices.  
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We also conduct a gap analysis of our own disaster response. While we have already been looking 
at such scenarios as flu epidemics, snow, floods, and power failures, but we need to look carefully 
at disasters like the one at Virginia Tech. So we will do a desk-top simulation to begin with, in 
concert with Livingston County Ambulance and Police forces.  

 
• As an educational community, how do we balance community safety with FIRPA and HIPAA 

rights to privacy? How we deal with aberrant behavior without sacrificing legal rights of people 
who may have serious psychological problems? Our worry is that we will get quick, cookie-cutter 
solutions from the Federal or State governments.  

 
The SUNY System is putting together a commission to address these issues, and Chancellor Ryan wants 
the Legislature to fund what we need to do on our own campuses. Even if new communication tools cost 
money, they may be useful.  At the Senate Higher Education Committee 2 May, Chancellor will testify 
about these needs; there is hope for a positive agenda leading to legislative action that will improve systems 
rather than simply regulate.  
 
Statistically, a disaster last week’s probably will not or cannot happen here, but Virginia Tech is still a 
cautionary example. And this has led to Dahl’s recent decision to change the arming policy of the College. 
Dahl said he felt that the change needed to be made rapidly. He did not think it was a happy decision, but 
he took into account two factors. 
 
First, there is the response time to very serious active shooting episodes. Under the previous policy, our 
Police were armed, but the policy had been nuanced to meet the needs of this particular community—
something difficult to explain in a soundbite. But the time needed to go to the lockboxes to retrieve 
weapons is as much as a minute, and that could be a matter of life and death for people under threat. 
Second, since September 2004, we have been the only campus out of 31 others whose Police force is not 
fully armed. As the SUNY System is subject to greater public scrutiny, we need to have consistency. That 
scrutiny would have brought closer attention to our policy, and thus changes would have been inevitable.  
 
Dahl admitted that he was keenly aware of the advantages and many downsides of having fully-armed 
officers on all shifts.  For this reason, we will explore the question of how our philosophy of community 
policing changes when that policing involves armed officers with weapons in holsters at all times. Dahl is 
exploring an independent review of policing outside the reporting structure of the University Police through 
a kind of ombudsman. In any event, we have retained full local control of the University Police and local 
oversight responsibility.  
 
The press has reported a proposal for a SUNY-wide University Police with barracks on campus and no 
local, civilian control. This was another consideration. 
 
Early next week, faculty and students will receive new document on how students can report bias-related 
incidents. We have studied this since last semester, and this will be a helpful document for students. There 
is no way to assert that we have a perfect climate on campus for students of color and other categories, so 
we want to have this process. 
 
J. Morse (School of Education) asked if any evidence exists that not having fully-armed Police causes more 
violence on campus. Dahl said no. He referred again to his two reasons for the change. He also noted that 
we monitor all reported crime on campus weekly and monthly. Under the federal Cleary law, we must; but 
it is also our policy to do such monitoring. Since the lockbox policy was instituted, we have reviewed every 
incident in which officers have had to remove weapons from lockboxes. Dahl, Vice-President Bonfigilio, 
and the University Police Chief have reviewed this but have seen no trends. 
 
M. Lima (English) said she had received email from at least one of our alumni who thought that the 
President had “caved” in re-arming the Police. Lima herself worried about racial profiling and about  who 
will be shot first. She asked how much training the Police have, and she also knew there was a petition 
circulating asking Dahl to change his position. She wondered if the diction had been too hasty. Dahl 
responded that our Police undergo the full training of all City and Town Police, maintaining the legal status 
of regular Police officers who have training with diverse populations and specific training to handle 
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exceptional situations that will probably never occur. There is also continuing professional education. Dahl 
believes the force is professional and that the training levels are appropriate. As we implement changes in 
policy, we must be sure that our philosophy of community policing is carried out.  
 
J. Williams (History) noted that the University Police have a higher level of firearms training than the 
Village Police and County Sheriffs; our Police are held close to State standards. The training issue is not 
something Williams worries about; but, speaking from his many years in the Army Reserves, he was 
worried about the thirty seconds of fumbling with a lockbox. Williams also strongly supported the 
continued review of every occasion for when a weapon is drawn, just as it was done when weapons were 
kept in lockboxes. 
 
A Senator who did not identify himself to the Secretary asked whether University Police at Virginia Tech 
carried guns. They did, Dahl replied. That fact does suggest that increasing response time means a marginal 
increase in safety. But in making these decisions, Dahl had to weigh marginal increases on the one hand 
and the downsides of effects on community policing on the other. 
 
The two large questions that Dahl, the Provost, and Vice-President Levison derive from the Virginia Tech 
experience are a) how we communicate in disasters and be) how we maintain people’s rights to engage in 
therapy or be compelled to do so, based on the Federal privacy acts. Dahl wants to review as well what 
kinds of things our counseling services do with students who are plainly disturbed. These questions need to 
be sensitively handled.  
 
L. O’Brien (School of Education) asked what plan existed to gather input from Students and Faculty about 
what makes them feel safe or unsafe. Dahl answered that one benefit of an active College Senate is to 
engage in this kind of discussion; we need a wide-ranging approach and ideas from community members. 
Individual communications to Dahl from Faculty about troubling student cases and other cases I am aware 
of at other institutions—case that require separation and therapy—make Dahl realize that we need broader 
consultation and a task force from relevant fields here at the College, such as  Criminal Justice and Clinical 
Psychology, who could contribute expertise.  

 
 

Provost’s Report  
 

Provost Conway-Turner thanked the College community for GREAT Day’s success. We had nearly 500 
students giving presentations throughout the day and 2000 in attendance. It was a wonderful representation 
of what we do here at Geneseo. Anne Baldwin did a wonderful job and will send a note out to everyone in 
community for feedback on what was liked and what can be improved upon.  
 
The Curriculum Task Force continues to meet, discussing General Education and the curriculum in general. 
There will be many opportunities for the Students, Faculty, and a variety of College groups to give 
feedback and improve upon the curriculum starting in the fall during the Wednesday All-College Hour. 
 
For the Middle States periodic review, Kurt Fletcher and Dave Gordon will have a full draft out by next 
week and remind the College community that it can review the report and give feedback. The report is due 
at Middle States on June. This is different from the regular accreditation process, but it is still an important 
process. 
 
We have acquired the ANGEL Course Management System and CIT is implementing it. ANGEL will be 
ready by summer, and a number of Faculty will be piloting this during the second Summer Session. There 
will be training programs this summer, plus more this fall.  
 
 
Chair’s Report  
 
1.  There were four nominees for the Roark Award.  The Chair thanked faculty who nominated students for 
this important award. 
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2. University Faculty is meeting this week. Campus Governance Chairs will meet together as well. 
 
 
Vice Chair’s Report  
 
D. Granger thanked the Excellence Committee for its work. He also asked current Committee Chairs to 
indicate if they will be able to serve again.  
 
 
Past Chair’s Report  
 
No report.  

 
 
Treasurer’s Report  
 
K. Mapes sent a basket of flowers on behalf of the Senate to M. Stolee, whose father recently passed away, 
at a cost of $69.12. $1241.33 remains in the Senate’s account; Mapes is asking for donations. 
 

 
University Faculty Senator’s Report  
 
No report. 
 
 
Student Association Vice President’s Report  
 
No report.   
 
 
Reports of the Standing Committees of the Senate 
 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Report  
 
M. Stolee moved the following on behalf of her Committee: 
 
Revised Courses: Second Reading 
 
 COMN 102: Principles of Communication  
 Math 262: Applied Statistics 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Deleted Courses: Second Reading 
 
 ENGL 100: College Writing I 
 
The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Revised Programs: Second Reading 
 
 Honors Program 
 
The motion passed unanimously.  
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Stolee thanked her hardworking and dedicated committee, especially G. Towsley for producing the 
minutes. Stolee also said that Jared and Katie were the best Student Senators she has ever worked with.  
 
Showers thanked Stolee for taking on UCC again this year.  

 
 

Undergraduate Policies Committee Report  
 
E. Wallace moved the Second Reading of the Policy on Publishing Standing Committee Business prior to 
Senate Meetings (College Senate Bulletin #8, p. 97). 
 
The motion passed unanimously.   

 
Showers thanked Wallace for his service this year.  
 

 
Graduate Academic Affairs Committee Report  
 
S. Salmon moved the following on behalf of her Committee: 
 
New Courses: Second Reading 
 
 CDSC 420 
 CDSC 581 
 CDSC 583 
 
The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Revised Program: Second Reading 
  
Masters of Arts in Speech-Language Pathology 
 
The motion passed unanimously  
 
Wallace thanked Salmon for her help this year. 
 
 
Student Affairs Committee Report  

 
D. Scott said that Student Affairs had had a relatively quiet year and looks forward to more issues emerging 
in the coming year. Scott thanked the Committee, and Showers thanked her for her leadership this year and 
the next. 
 
 
Faculty Affairs Committee Report  
 
1. J. Morse said that Faculty Affairs met on 10 April, taking up old business: how to respond to the 
recommendations of the Task Force on Roles, Rewards, and Evaluations’ recommendations. Faculty 
Affairs has not been able to send recommendation to Senate for first and second readings. So Morse hoped 
that next year’s Committee will consider these recommendations in the fall. 
 
Faculty Affairs is recommending that any future revisions of Faculty evaluation retain service as a separate 
category and has further recommendations on service and contributions to the discipline. Departments 
should create clear guidelines on the precise disposition of particular categories in their respective 
disciplines; Morse observed that there is variation even between particular liberal arts departments. Some 
departments already have such guidelines available. This will be useful for newer Faculty members up for 
renewal and promotion.  
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The Committee would also like these recommendations be forwarded to the Provost by 1 May 2008 and 
given to College-wide Committees as well as candidates.  

 
The Provost was a guest at this meeting and listened to deliberations, plus gave feedback.  

 
2. Faculty Affairs also discussed a project for implementing a college-wide mentoring project. Some 
Departments already have these. It is most useful to have Departmental mentoring, but there could be 
outside mentoring, too. Some other considers: advisement should be included in this program, too; the 
confidentially of mentorships is important; mentorship is a large time-commitment for mentors and need to 
be rewarded in some way without breaking confidentiality. Morse commended this issue to next year’s 
Committee as well.  

 
Morse thanked Committee members for their hard work; they produced interesting discussions,and useful 
documents for Faculty. Showers, in turn, thanked Morse for serving again this year as Faculty Affairs 
Chair.   

 
 
Old Business 
 
There was no old business.  
 
 
New Business 
 
Showers said that Senators would soon receive a memo for spring elections. The Nominations Committee 
has agreed to allow Showers to run for Vice-Chair.  
 
 
Adjournment 
 
Showers adjourned the Senate at 4.55PM. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary  
  
 
 

Minutes of the Inaugural 2007-2008 College Senate Meeting 
 

24 April 2007 
 
 

Call to Order 
 
Chair Granger called the meeting to order at 4.56PM.  
 
  
Adoption of the Agenda (College Senate Bulletin #10, p. 148)  
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The agenda was adopted unanimously.  
 
 
Senate Reports 
 
Outgoing Chair’s Report 
 
Granger thanked Showers for his work this year as Senate Chair and said he looked forward to Showers’  
mentorship. Showers thanked Kathleen Mapes for her work as Senate Treasurer and Graham Drake for his 
work as Secretary.  
 

 
New Business  
 
There was no new business. 
 
 
Old Business  
 
There was no old business. 
 
 
Adjournment 
 
Chair Granger adjourned the Senate at 5.01PM. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary  
 
 
 

FACULTY  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE  
Minutes  of  April  10,  2007  Meeting  

 
Attending: J. Morse (Chair), A. Gu, R. McKnight, J. McLean, K. McKeever, I. Bosch, Y. Zhang, J. 
Lovett, A. Stanley, P. MacLean, J. Zook. 
 
Guest: K. Conway-Turner 
 
J. Morse called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. She announced that this would be her last year 
as chair of FAC, but that she would be willing to help the new chair next year. She asked that 
anyone interested in serving as chair contact her. 
 
The minutes of Feb 13, 2007 printed in Senate Bulletin No. 8 were approved. 
 
Old Business 
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The committee discussed what to do with the recommendations from its subcommittees on 
“Contributions to the Discipline” and  “Service (including, perhaps, advising)” as recommended 
in the Final Report of the Task Force on Faculty Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation of 2004. 
Recommendations are found in the section on a new PER form in the Report. Members felt it was 
important that Senate as a whole have a chance to act on these recommendations, so J. Lovett 
moved “that the Chair present the status of our deliberations to the Senate and charge next year’s 
FAC to make consideration of the recommendations and their presentation to Senate a priority.” 
The motion was seconded and passed unanimously. 
 
The committee discussed the subcommittees’ recommendations and decided to modify and 
combine them as follows: 
 

Recommendation of Faculty Affairs Committee  
on Service and Contributions to the Discipline 

 
April 10, 2007 

 
We recommend that any future revision of the Form H retain Service as a separate 
category. 
 
We recommend that departments create clear guidelines about which types of activities fall 
within each category on the H Form (Teaching, Contributions to the Discipline, or Service). 

 
We also recommend that each department or school develop expectations identifying the types and levels 
of activities falling under each category of evaluation that are appropriate within that discipline's culture. 
These expectations should be clearly defined for each of the various levels of evaluation: contract 
renewal, continuing appointment, and promotion to Associate and Full Professor. Information that would 
help evaluators outside the discipline regarding the relative significance of the different types of 
discipline-specific activities should be included. 

 
These guidelines should be forwarded to the Provost’s Office for further refinement and 
approval by May 1, 2008, and thereafter publicized to candidates and provided to the 
Faculty Personnel Committee of the College with candidates’ materials. 
 
We wish this issue to receive priority from next year’s FAC to be submitted for first and 
second readings in a timely fashion.  

 
New Business 
Provost Conway-Turner told the committee she had been talking with departments about 
mentoring of new faculty and learned that some departments do mentor and some do not. She 
asked if Geneseo needs a college-wide mentoring program and if this is something FAC could 
take up and make recommendations. 
 
The following are among the issues raised in discussion: 

• Mentoring seems best done by fellow department members, but should there be 
alternatives from outside the department—perhaps from the Teaching and Learning 
Center or from a faculty ombudsperson. 

• It would be another time commitment. How would mentoring relate to student advising 
responsibilities? Is it in fact peer advising? 

• Mentoring relationships should be confidential. 
• Mentorship should be separate from evaluation. How would this work in small 

departments? 
• How is mentoring rewarded? 
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• There would need to be flexibility in matching. Some departments already have 
mentoring programs that work well. 

• Where does one go when an issue is sensitive and needs someone from outside the 
department? 

 
The Provost asked the committee to consider the question more and develop recommendations. 
She also thanked the committee for its work on faculty observation which is bringing beneficial 
results. 
 
J. Morse thanked committee members for their service and accomplishments this year. 
Committee members thanked her with a round of applause. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Paul MacLean 
 
 

College Senate Vice-Chair 
End-of-Year Report 2006-2007 

 

The College Senate Vice-Chair acting as the Chair of the 
Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee 
 
COMPOSITION OF THE AWARDS COMMITTEE AND CALL FOR NOMINATIONS 
 
In October 2006, an Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee was established by the Vice-
Chair of the College Senate under the auspices of the College President. In addition to the Senate Vice-
Chair, the Committee was comprised of fourteen members. Ten of these members were drawn from the 
faculty and two from the professional staff. All twelve of these committee members were previous 
recipients of Chancellor’s Awards, Distinguished Ranks, or both. Two of the Committee members—
Stephen West and Edward Wallace—were appointed ex-officio by the College President.  The Committee 
also included two student members—Brendan Quinn and Nicholas Guy—who were recommended by the 
President of the Student Association.  Following past practice, the Vice-Chair of the College Senate served 
as a non-voting member of the Committee, overseeing the process and serving in an administrative 
capacity. The Committee was divided into two subcommittees, one of which dealt with teaching awards, 
chaired by Daniel Strang, and the other with the service, scholarly and creativity activity, and librarianship 
awards, chaired by Edward Wallace. A call for nominations for the various awards and ranks was 
publicized in multiple college forums in mid-September 2006. Nominations were officially closed 
approximately one month later, on October 13, 2006.  
 
SELECTION PROCESS FOR EXCELLENCE AWARDS AND DISTINGUISHED RANKS 
 

I. The Vice-Chair of the College Senate reviewed each nominee’s eligibility for the awards 
and ranks as described in the SUNY Policies and Procedures. The final numbers of 
nominees for each of the awards and ranks was as follows: EIT 6, DTP 1, EFS 3, ESCA 1, 
EL 1, and DSP 1. (It was later determined that the nominee for Distinguished Service 
Professor was not eligible for the award on a technicality due to contract status. A letter to 
this effect was sent to the nominee by the President’s Office and by the Vice-Chair of the 
College Senate.)  
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II. The Vice-Chair of the College Senate informed the nominees of their 
nominations and requested written indication of their willingness to proceed with the 
process. Each nominee’s acceptance letter was placed in a file along with other required 
supporting documentation and information. (Several nominees for the Chancellor’s Award 
for Excellence in Teaching declined their nominations.) 

III. The Committee members evaluated each nominee on the basis of the 
            written documentation and information, and, for Excellence in Teaching         

            and Distinguished Teaching Professor, observations of nominees’ 

            teaching during multiple classroom visitations.  

IV. The Committee members met several times as subcommittees to discuss 
            their impressions of the nominees’ credentials for the awards. After 

            thoughtful discussion and deliberation, the members arrived at a consensus 

            regarding which nominees to put forward to the President’s Office 

            for the Chancellor’s Awards and Distinguished Ranks.  

V. Recommendations and letters of support were prepared for the selected 
nominees. These materials were reviewed, supplemented (where warranted), and approved 
by the Chair of the Excellence Committee (i.e., the Vice-Chair of the College Senate). 
They were then forwarded to the President’s Office for review and approval.    

 

CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONAL CANDIDATE FOR DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR  

 

I. At the request of the College President, during the Spring semester a subcommittee of the 
Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee reviewed and discussed the 
materials in support of a nominee for Distinguished Professor. These materials had been 
submitted in 2005. The subcommittee served in an advisory capacity only in this instance, 
as the process is different from the other awards and ranks. The subcommittee, which 
included the Chair of the Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee (i.e., the 
Vice-Chair of the College Senate), was duly impressed with the documentation provided 
and unanimously recommended that the nomination go forward. The subcommittee also 
recommended that the nominee be allowed to update his materials before forwarding to 
Albany, as they dated from 2005.  

II. The Chair of the Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee was 
subsequently informed, through the College Senate Chair, that the President’s Office 
wished to renew the nominee’s letters of recommendation and begin the process anew. 
Essentially, this meant that the President only required a “go ahead” recommendation 
regarding the nominee’s candidacy for Distinguished Professor, and not a complete write-
up. A memo to this effect was drafted by the College Senate Chair and the Chair of the 
Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee (i.e., the Vice-Chair of the 
College Senate) and forwarded to the President’s Office.  

III. So nominations for Distinguished Professor are handled more efficiently in the future, the 
Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee formally recommends that the 
campus procedures for Distinguished Professor be regularized and formerly documented. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

David Granger 

Vice-Chair, College Senate 
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Chair, Excellence Awards and Distinguished Ranks Committee 

 


