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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE FACULY SENATE 
Wednesday, March 10, 2004 

 
 

Professor Mary Beth Norton, History and Speaker:  “The Senate will come to 
order. We have a quorum.  Thank you all for coming. Now we have slightly 
more than a quorum.  No photos or tape recorders are allowed during the 
meeting, and everyone please turn off your cell phones.  This, by the way, means 
the chair as well.  Setting a good example for the body, the speaker will turn off 
her cell phone.  Please, when you speak, identify yourselves and your 
departments clearly.  This is especially important for the minutes on what I know 
will be an important discussion that we are going to have today.  There will be 
one Good and Welfare speaker, so he will have ten minutes, there being no other 
speakers today who spoke to us before the meeting.  I now call on the Dean of 
the Faculty, Charles Walcott, for brief remarks.” 
 
1. REMARKS BY DEAN CHARLES WALCOTT 
 
Professor Charles Walcott, Dean of Faculty: “Thank you very much.   I do have 
just relatively brief remarks.  I wanted to bring you up to date on some of the 
things that are coming—coming attractions as it were.  The first of these is a 
discussion of two proposed titles, Research Scientist and Senior Research 
Scientist, which are wending their way through the various committee 
structures, and we have hopes will be available for the next meeting of this body.   
I suspect that will engender considerable discussion as to whether that makes 
sense.   
 
“The conflict of interest policy is being amended to clarify what the faculty’s 
rights and privileges are with respect to service on various town boards.  It has 
been interpreted that our current conflict of interest policy says that were you to 
serve on a town board, you would be obliged to always vote in favor of Cornell 
were there any decision about these matters.  There is some feeling that that is 
not the intent of these policies, at least in general.  So that will be coming to you 
to discuss.   
 
“There are some suggestions for changes in FACTA, the committee that 
recommends tenure to the provost, to streamline that process somewhat, and 
that is likely to appear in the next meeting or so.  There is an ad hoc committee 
hard at work on guidelines for strategic corporate alliances.  That we hope to 
have ready in another month or so to be looked at.  Finally, there is the issue that 
has been raised to me several times about the Solomon Amendment.  This is, as 
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you may or may not know, a regulation promulgated by the Congress, which 
says that universities will give equal access to military recruiters as they do to 
corporate recruiters, and then the interpretation of the Department of Defense 
that it means not only equal but it means on campus and various other things.  A 
number of universities are engaged in a lawsuit, and Cornell is busy trying to 
figure out what it makes sense to do from the University’s standpoint.  I’m sure 
you will hear more about that either at the next meeting or the last meeting of the 
year.  So those are the things that are in process, and I just wanted to give a 
forewarning that these are likely to appear at the next meeting.” 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 12, 2003 AND 

DECEMBER   17, 2003 SENATE MEETINGS 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Thank you, Dean Walcott.  I now call for approval, since we 
actually now have a quorum, for the minutes of the November 12 and December 
17 Senate meetings.  I ask for unanimous consent.  Is there any objection?  You 
have all had a chance to look at the minutes on the web?  Seeing no objections, I 
declare the minutes approved.  Associate Dean Cynthia Farina unfortunately is 
ill today, so Dean Walcott has to do double duty and will present the report from 
the Nominations and Elections Committee.  I hope all of you picked up a slate of 
candidates.” 
 
3. REPORT FROM THE NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS COMMITTEE 
 
Dean Walcott:  “I will go through them on the overhead projector in the usual 
some what speedy fashion.  I am presenting the slate of candidates  (Appendix 1) 
for this spring elections.  Faculty Trustees—there are five potential candidates for 
faculty trustee for one position.  At-Large Member for the Faculty Senate, 
Tenured—there are two slots and there are several candidates.  At-Large 
Member of the Faculty Senate, Non-tenured; Nominations and Elections and 
University Faculty Committee.  These slates are going to be submitted to the 
faculty for a vote, and unlike many others at this meeting, the floor is open for 
additional nominations for anybody for these particular committees, and they 
are the Faculty Trustee, At-Large Members of the Faculty Senate, Nominations 
and Elections and the University Faculty Committee.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Are there any additions to the slate of nominees?  Seeing none, 
I will now call for a vote in acceptance of the slate that has been presented to us 
by the Nominations and Elections Committee, which will then go to the faculty 
for votes, because as you can see there are more than enough people nominated 
for each position.  All in favor of this slate please say aye.”  
 
AYE. 
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Speaker Norton:  “Opposed?  The slate is approved.” 
 
Dean Walcott:  “We have one more, Madam Chairman, which is a report from 
the Nominations and Elections Committee of nominations and elections that 
have taken place, and they also need to be approved by this body, however there 
is no opportunity for additional suggestions.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “This is it?” 
 
Dean Walcott:  “This is it.” 
 
 

Report from Nominations & Elections Committee 
March 10, 2004 

 
 

FACTA 
Harry Katz, ILR 
 
Financial Policies Committee 
Michael Heise, Law 
 
University Committee on Conflicts 
Fred Gouldin, Engineering 
 

 
ASSEMBLIES 
 
Transportation Advisory Committee 
James Casey, Vet. 

 
 
Speaker Norton:  “All right, that’s our slate.  You can vote yes or no if you wish.  
All those in favor say aye.” 
 
AYE. 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Opposed?  The slate is approved.  Thank you.  I now call on 
Professor Jonathan Ochshorn, Chair of the Committee on Academic Freedom 
and Professional Status of the Faculty for a report regarding the faculty 
suspension policy.  Let me just make a couple of remarks on the ground rules for 
this discussion, which I am sure will be lengthy.  We have allowed sixty minutes 
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for it on our agenda.  We will have a full hour for it.  There will be no vote of 
course at this point; this is just a meeting for discussion on this issue.  The chair 
will enforce the normal Senate rule, which is that once someone has spoken on 
this matter, you can’t be re-recognized to speak again until after everyone else 
who wishes to be recognized is.  I now turn it over to Professor Ochshorn.” 
 
4. REPORT FROM THE FACULTY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 

FREEDOM AND PROFESSIONAL STATUS OF THE FACULTY 
REGARDING FACULTY SUSPENSION POLICY  

 
Professor Jonathan Ochshorn, Architecture and Chair of the Committee on 
Academic Freedom and Professional Status of the Faculty: “Thank you.  There is 
a sort of long answer and a short answer for this discussion on suspension 
policy.  I think I’ll start with the short answer.  In the early 1950s, the University 
Faculty and the Board of Trustees created a procedure governing the dismissal of 
faculty members for misconduct.  Dismissal of course is really the ultimate 
assault on academic freedom and a rather serious sanction for misconduct, and I 
think appropriately these procedures that were developed by the Board of 
Trustees provide for a lot of protection or due process.  There are hearings that 
can be invoked by the faculty member who is threatened with dismissal, and 
these hearings occur at the highest level, at sort of a presidential level.  It’s rather 
rigorous, time consuming and I think appropriately so.   (Appendix 2 - Summary 
of suspension policy draft proposals)(Appendix 3 - Draft revisions to dismissal 
procedure) (Appendix 4 – Draft policy on job-related faculty misconduct) 
 
“On the other hand, there is no equivalent procedure when a faculty member is 
threatened with suspension.  Suspension, in a way, is the same level of severity 
as dismissal, only temporary.  In other words, it involves the same abrogation of 
a faculty member’s rights, the same assault on academic freedom, in the sense 
that the faculty member no longer can do all of the things that academic freedom 
protects.  So I think this was appropriately given to the Committee on Academic 
Freedom and Professional Status of the Faculty to take a look at.   
 
“The short answer is that we came to the conclusion that the suspension of a 
faculty member for misconduct should be treated in the same way that dismissal 
is, that is a faculty member should have the same rights of a hearing and the 
same sort of due process, and it should happen at the same level, that is at the 
presidential level and not be handled casually or informally at the college level 
or by the dean or, as it turns out, it should not happen without giving the faculty 
member any rights to a hearing.  So that’s the short answer.  The short answer of 
our recommendation is simply that this existing dismissal procedure be 
amended or revised so that rather than simply including dismissal as a sanction 
governed by these protections, it would include suspension and dismissal.   
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“If only things could be so simple, the discussion might take less than an hour.  I 
would like to go into the long answer now, and explain why our work got a little 
bit more complicated and try and put this in context.  Hopefully, you have 
received some of this information.  If not, and if you would like to follow along, I 
have a few copies of these documents, the same ones that were handed out.  
Maybe, I’ll just pass them back.” 
 
Dean Walcott:  “I’ll do that Jonathan.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “O.K.   A little background—our committee was charged 
by former Dean of the Faculty Cooke to take a look at this question of 
suspension.  It occurred to him that there were no existing policies governing the 
imposition of suspension, and he wanted our committee to take a look at it.  So 
this started about a year ago.  He suggested that we look at the recommended 
protocols of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) as well 
as peer institutions.  And this is something we did.   
 
“In looking at suspension, it was really impossible to just focus on suspension 
without also looking at the overall context of how the university deals with 
faculty misconduct in general.  So we looked at existing policies, and the basic 
overview is as follows.  The Campus Code of Conduct covers non-work related 
misconduct, and it does a pretty good job of it we think.  It does not cover 
misconduct related to your academic responsibilities.  For that kind of 
misconduct, work-related misconduct, there have been various policies 
promulgated through the years that deal with things like sexual harassment, 
financial irregularities and conflict of interest, and these all have been developed 
particularly in relation to, usually, federal initiatives that require that these 
policies be developed by the university.  So they are done in a sort of ad hoc 
manner; they each have their own separate procedures for hearings and so forth.   
 
“For work-related misconduct that does not fall within the jurisdiction of these 
polices – - and it turns out that there is all sorts of misconduct that isn’t covered 
by these policies --  there is no university policy governing such misconduct.  In 
the past and in the present, it is handled simply at the discretion typically of the 
dean of the unit or college, without any policies or, from our point of view, 
without any protection for faculty members.  There are a couple of exceptions.   
 
“As I mentioned, there is this dismissal procedure developed by the Board of 
Trustees, but that covers dismissal only, and it is limited to four classes of 
professorial titles: assistant, associate, full professor and university professor.  
Any other college faculty member is not covered by this procedure.  There is 
nothing governing the imposition of suspension, no specific policies for 
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suspension.  Some of the problems we discovered I mentioned already.  The 
incremental or ad hoc growth of policies results in the fact that there isn’t a 
comprehensive or cohesive set of policies governing misconduct.   
 
“In fact, it is remarkably complicated to figure out what the existing policies are 
here, because they occur in different ways. First of all, you all know that there are 
policies at Cornell, and there is even a policy on policies.  In addition, there are 
the by-laws of the university.  The policies and the by-laws are easy to find.  You 
know, you can go on line, and they are fairly well organized, but then there are 
these other things that the Board of Trustees passes.  It is sort of like their 
legislation, and this appears to be all over the place and not easily found.  There 
may be one or two people in the university who actually know what these things 
are, so if you have a question, you have to find those people and ask them, 
because it’s not indexed; there is no easy way to find these.  The dismissal 
procedure is an example.  It was just some legislation adopted in 1951, and it 
happens to have been reproduced in the Faculty Handbook, so it is relatively easy 
to get access to it, but as to what else the Board of Trustees has adopted over the 
years, who knows? 
 
“Partly, this is the best we could do in trying to figure out what the polices were, 
but it is an underlying problem and ultimately, perhaps, it would be a good idea 
to revisit the whole question of misconduct in a comprehensive way.  It is not 
something that the Committee on Academic Freedom was willing or able to do, 
and it may be just something that won’t happen given the complexity of our 
university compared with some of our peer institutions who have maybe more 
cohesive policies but have simpler institutional frameworks. 
 
“The second question has to do with what I would call jurisdiction.  The 
definition of what a faculty member is turns out to be a really complex question.  
As I mentioned, the dismissal procedures cover only four types of professorial 
appointments.  Various other policies define faculty in different ways.  For 
example, the college-level grievance procedures, which we will mention later, are 
very broad in covering virtually anyone with any type of academic appointment.  
Some of the other policies, for example, sexual harassment, conflict of interest, 
financial irregularities, they all define faculty in their own way.  So our 
committee really looked at this question fairly carefully, and part of the 
complication of what results has to do with attempting to deal with the way 
faculty are defined in these various policies.  In other words, we felt that we 
would leave the dismissal policy, which is limited to the professorial titles, more 
or less intact, simply adding suspension to it.  Then we also felt that we ought to 
deal somehow with the other faculty in the university that would be left out.  So 
we ended up making two separate proposals. 
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“This is what we proposed, and I have divided it into severe and minor 
sanctions.  We have defined severe sanctions as dismissal and suspension.  We 
feel that these are the most extreme assaults on academic freedom and that they 
are properly grouped together in that they both constrain the exercise of 
academic freedom pretty much in the same way.  Dismissal is forever; 
suspension is temporary, but what they do is pretty much the same.  They 
prevent a faculty member from exercising his or her rights in a fairly complete 
way.   
 
“Our basic proposal is to add suspension to the university dismissal procedure, 
and that in a way is the simplest thing we have done.  We also suggest that those 
faculty members, lecturers and others that are not covered by the dismissal 
procedures should have the right to file a grievance within the existing college 
grievance structure before a severe sanction is imposed.  This is not currently the 
case.  You can file a grievance but only after you have already been suspended.  
We feel that for these severe sanctions, you ought to have the right to grieve 
before the sanction is imposed.  And this would cover everybody with an 
academic appointment.   
 
“We also introduced the concept of emergency suspension.  The text comes 
almost directly from the American Association of University Professors 
guidelines or suggestions.  It is something that appears in virtually all of the peer 
institutions we investigated, but does not appear at Cornell at this time.  It is the 
opportunity for a faculty member who is threatening serious harm either to him 
or herself or to others to be suspended with pay pending the outcome of this 
process of suspension.  So it gives some flexibility to administration to deal with 
situations that are of an emergency nature.  This is something that is almost 
universally available in our peer institutions, as I said, and something we suggest 
for Cornell.   
 
“As far as minor sanctions go, we really are not changing the status quo, we are 
simply putting it in writing and formalizing what typically happens in any case.  
That is to say, faculty should be notified of the charge, given an opportunity to be 
heard, and they already have the opportunity to file a grievance in the case of a 
minor sanction, so nothing much changes here except to make it more explicit.   
 
“The next piece of the puzzle has to do with how we are proposing to implement 
these ideas, and as I suggested, we have divided this proposal into two parts.  
The first of which is the simple part, and it is simply a revision to the existing 
dismissal procedure adding suspension, to make the process for dealing with 
suspension the same as dismissal.  It only applies to professors, associate 
professors, assistant professors and university professors, so we are not changing 
the jurisdiction.  The second policy we felt is a kind of an optional policy.  In 
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other words, you could vote for this revision to the dismissal policy and not deal 
with the second one.  However, we felt that the second policy was necessary 
given the current state of misconduct legislation at Cornell.  The second proposal 
would act as a kind of road map.  On the one hand, it would be an overarching 
policy on the general topic of misconduct and point faculty in different 
categories to different places, letting them know in a sense what to do, and also 
making some new rules and regulations where we felt it was necessary.   
 
“So the first bullet there is that this second policy references the dismissal 
procedures for the appropriate faculty.  In addition, there are some limits set on 
the duration of suspension.  Our committee felt that suspensions shouldn’t be 
less than a month, or more than a year.  I won’t go into the specific rationale, but 
if there are questions about any of these things, please feel free to ask.   
 
“It establishes reporting requirements.  Right now it is virtually impossible to get 
any information about who has been suspended, who has been dismissed over 
the last year, ten years, fifty years.  It’s all anecdotal.  Even the administration 
when they want such information has difficulty finding it, because nobody is 
keeping track.  We think that for suspensions and dismissals the Dean of the 
Faculty should be charged with keeping track of these things in some sort of 
permanent archive, because information is the great weapon, and if you don’t 
have this information, you really don’t have any feedback on, first of all, the 
effectiveness of this policy, whether it needs to be adjusted and so forth.  So we 
think that deans should be required to report any suspension or dismissal to the 
Dean of Faculty just so we have a sense of what is happening in the university 
and can make adjustments if necessary. 
 
“No severe sanction should be imposed without first providing the opportunity 
for a hearing.  This is something that basically covers the non-professorial class 
of faculty and it’s a change from the status quo.  Where now anyone could be 
suspended and you can file a grievance after you are suspended, what we are 
proposing is that you should be able to grieve before the sanction is imposed 
when it is a severe sanction.  As I said earlier, we suggest guidelines for the 
imposition of minor sanctions, and this is something that just formalizes what 
already happens, and finally, allows emergency suspension with pay pending a 
resolution of a misconduct charge.  This is only in emergency cases, and it is 
something that is almost universally available at other peer institutions. 
 
“Speaking of peer institutions, our research indicates that virtually all of our peer 
institutions, as well as the AAUP, link dismissal and suspension in a single 
procedure, so what we are proposing is absolutely commonplace at our peer 
institutions.  There is a single procedure for both suspension and dismissal.  
Cornell is somewhat unique in only dealing with dismissal.   
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“The other question that was raised is whether or not it is appropriate to deal 
with suspension at that high administrative level.  Dismissal is handled by a 
presidential hearing committee and then goes to the Board of Trustees.  Is it 
appropriate to handle cases of suspension in the same way?  We looked at what 
our peer institutions do and virtually every one does handle suspension and 
dismissal at the presidential level or higher.  So again, what we are proposing is 
absolutely in line with what our peer institutions do and what the AAUP 
recommends.   
 
“What would be really useful for our committee is to get feedback from this 
body.  If you want more information, you can get a link to our suspension web 
site off of the University Faculty homepage.  There are also e-mail links, or you 
can just remember jo24 and e-mail comments to me.  What I think will happen is 
that we will get your feedback both from this meeting and if you have anything 
that occurs to you after the meeting, and then we will revise this draft proposal if 
necessary and hopefully bring it back at some point for a formal vote by this 
body.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Thank you very much.  Are there comments and questions?  
The floor is now open for comments and questions.  Remember please identify 
yourself clearly by name and department.” 
 
Professor Stephen Vavasis, Computer Science:  “I am just wondering about the 
definition of suspension.  It seems kind of broad; let me just give you an 
example.  Suppose that two faculty members are assigned to co-teach a course 
and all of a sudden they have a big fight.  They just can’t get along with each 
other.  So the chair of the relevant department arbitrarily picks one and knocks 
him or her off the course.  Is that a suspension?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “That’s an excellent question, and it is something that we 
debated in our committee.  Some of it hinges on the choice of the word ‘and’ or 
‘or’ in the list of things that are included.  Presently, it can be read a little bit 
ambiguously, however if you follow through to the end of the definition, I think 
the intention is that the suspension isn’t any abrogation of rights, but it’s an 
abrogation of the whole package of rights that prevents the faculty member from 
exercising his rights and responsibilities.  It is something that if you have 
suggestions on how to clarify that definition, we would love to hear it, but I think 
the intention is that a suspension isn’t when you are prevented from doing one 
thing.  For example, you can’t work with graduate students or you can’t teach 
this course.  That’s not a suspension; it’s a sanction, but we are reserving this 
suspension as a severe sanction for the equivalent of a dismissal but a temporary 
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dismissal.  I would encourage you—if you can figure out a way of writing 
something that made this perhaps clearer, send it to the committee.” 
 
Professor Peter Stein, Physics:  “I’m a member of the committee, and I feel rather 
strongly on that.  I proposed on the committee, and I guess I was outvoted that it 
should be ‘or’, because . . . . “ 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “No, it is ‘or.’” 
 
Professor Stein:  “It is?  I looked for it and couldn’t find it.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “You were not outvoted.  I was outvoted.” 
 
Professor Stein:  “Well, ‘or’.  The type is so small it’s hard to read.  Anyway, just 
to answer to your question, it is my belief that any of those things is egregious 
enough to invoke the global process.   It rightfully should be interpreted as any 
computer scientist would interpret the word ‘or’.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I think this is something where your feedback would be 
quite useful.  It was a point of contention within the committee.  As it stands 
now, I think there is a little bit of ambiguity in that definition.” 
 
Professor Ronald Ehrenberg, Industrial and Labor Relations and Economics:  “I 
have been a casual observer of this process for a number of years, and one of the 
reasons that it is very difficult to find statistics is that often when these cases 
come up, the threat of dismissal causes the parties to negotiate a private 
settlement.  So just having data, for example, on the number of people dismissed 
or the number of people suspended will not really give you a full sense of what 
is going on.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “The speaker would ask Professor Ehrenberg if you have a 
solution to that problem?” 
 
Professor Ehrenberg:  “I would say that having the ability, now thinking about it 
from the perspective of both the administrator and the faculty member, to 
privately negotiate an agreement which allows both parties to avoid going 
through the formal process is very good, and it is not something that we should 
be concerned about.  But I think what we should be concerned about is, will 
these changes that you ultimately enact lead to a decreased likelihood of these 
settlements occurring and is that a good or bad thing?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “It’s an interesting question, one that we discussed at great 
length.  On the first point, this question of informal settlements, I agree with you 
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completely.  In fact, if you read our revision to the dismissal procedure, that is 
the only other sentence we have added in, aside from adding suspension.  We 
have made explicit this idea that we do encourage informal settlements and that 
in the event of an informal settlement, the procedure stops; it doesn’t need to go 
to completion if the parties agree.   
 
“I think regarding the idea of reporting, maybe it won’t be complete.  For 
example, at the present time there are sanctions that are at the level of suspension 
and dismissal, and it is very difficult to get information on those.  So at least the 
ones that do reach that level will be reported.  I think it is good for our body to 
keep track of these things, just because, the truth is, it happens, at least we think, 
very rarely.  In that case, it may be that these proposals are adequate.  If it turns 
out that something else is happening, I think it is useful to know.  Without this 
reporting requirement, I don’t think we have any real chance, other than 
anecdotal information, for knowing the scope of the problem.” 
 
Professor Terence Irwin, Philosophy:  “You may have explained why you can’t 
answer this question, but I was wondering if you could say whether the number 
of people against whom such a process has been initiated, the number of people 
who get a suspension or dismissal, that has taken place over the last decade 
doesn’t seem to you to be more like two or ten or twenty or something like that?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Probably somewhere between two and ten.  But you know 
the interesting thing is if you look at the last one hundred years, you get the 
same answer.  So you could read this as a very steep escalation in the problem. 
We don’t quite know how to read it.  But I think this is one of the things that 
triggered ex-Dean Cooke’s interest, is that there seemed to be a sort of small 
flurry of suspension issues in the last couple of years.  I do believe that it is 
probably somewhere between two and five but all happening fairly recently in 
the last three or four years.” 
 
Professor Charles Walcott, Dean of the Faculty and Neurobiology and Behavior:  
“Have you discussed these with any of the deans?  I could imagine that a dean 
might take the position that this is his or her prerogative and that this is 
something that they would not wish to have abridged.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “We did have a discussion and invited the deans, and you 
are absolutely right.  They had several objections to this idea.  We actually went 
back and addressed some of their concerns.  For example, this idea of an 
emergency suspension, even though it appeared in an earlier iteration, we have 
sort of streamlined it, addressing some of the objections of the deans.  In general, 
I think they would prefer the status quo.  Certainly, it makes life easier from their 
perspective.   I think though that given the fact that our peer institutions virtually 
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universally have similar protections for faculty, in general it is in our interests to 
adopt such protections.  It is impossible to read into the future; there are often 
unintended consequences for doing such things, and I couldn’t pretend to know 
what those consequences might be—whether it might be an increase or decrease 
in the use of this sanction.  But overall, I think it’s in our interests to have some 
due process, rather than to leave these kinds of things at the discretion of the 
deans.” 
 
Professor Theodore Clark, Microbiology and Immunology:  “I wondered if the 
reason for setting limits on the duration of suspension means that currently there 
are no limits?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Currently there is no policy.”   
 
Professor Clark:  “So you could be suspended indefinitely.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Well, indefinitely sounds like a dismissal, but there are no 
limits and there is no policy.” 
 
Professor Alan Bell, Animal Science:  “ Stepping down to a lower level of 
administration, department chairs, I think it was the first question, the example 
posed—I guess I feel that it is probably not necessary to broaden that definition 
of what constitutes suspension because that type of specific example would 
certainly be covered in the Faculty Handbook where it states that department 
chairs have the prerogative to assign and withdraw assignments, and the faculty 
member has the right to grieve such an action.  So I am suggesting that a narrow 
and more severe definition of suspension is appropriate.” 
 
Professor Richard Talman Physics:  “I have a needling, semantic inquiry.  To me 
the verb ‘grieve’ and the noun ‘grievance’ don’t actually correspond.  Is this 
standard terminology?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I don’t think we use grieve except in my informal 
summary, so I willingly strike it and defer to your superior knowledge.  I think 
in the actual proposal we only use the noun.” 
 
Professor David Grubb, Materials Science and Engineering:  “I do have some 
experience on the grievance committee of the college, and we do have grieve and 
we have grievers and grievees and so on.” 
 
LAUGHTER. 
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Professor Grubb:  “But independent of that quibble, you did mention talking 
about having a hearing before the event and using grievance, implying that it 
would be grievance procedure.  Each college has its own grievance procedure, 
and they would have to be rewritten.  They specifically say right now there has 
to be an action first.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “But an action might well be the threat of a suspension.  I 
think one could construe an action as being the threat of suspension without 
necessarily revising the grievance language.” 
 
Professor Grubb:  “Well, the grievance language is different for each college.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “It’s different, but they are based on guidelines that are set 
by the university, so there is enough in common I think.” 
 
Professor Grubb:  “I also heard someone say that although grievance procedures 
have built in time tables to try and get them to happen in a timely manner, it’s 
actually difficult to do that.”  
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “That’s correct.” 
 
Professor Grubb:  “So if you use the grievance procedure and the only other 
thing was some extreme emergency that’s the way things have fallen in the end.”  
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “This is one of the objections from the deans’ standpoint is 
that this could delay the imposition of the sanction.  I guess our attitude is that 
for minor sanctions none of this applies, but for something at the extreme of a 
suspension or a dismissal, we feel that the protection of due process is more 
important than the delays in imposing the sanction.  As I’ve said, in cases of 
emergency, obviously you could invoke the emergency suspension provision.  So 
if somebody is at risk or at harm, one can take immediate action.  So, you are 
right it could be a sort of onerously, tedious and long-term process, but the 
question is whether the protection of faculty rights in these cases is sufficiently 
important.  It’s kind of a balance of those two things.  Our committee felt that in 
the case of suspension and dismissal it warrants these protections, which cause 
these delays.” 
 
Professor Ronald Booker, Neurobiology and Behavior:  “Who determines 
whether or not it is an emergency?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “The dean, and it gets reported to the Dean of Faculty, so at 
least there is someone representing the faculty on the other end of this.  A lot of 
this is at the discretion of the dean.  The same question could be raised—who 
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determines whether it’s a minor or severe sanction?  Again, it’s the dean.  In the 
case that there is a disagreement, then it has to go through the grievance 
procedures or if it’s something that goes well beyond the university, I suppose it 
could go to a court of law outside, but in general it is virtually impossible to dot 
every ‘i’ and cross every ‘t’.  Some of these things become at the discretion of the 
dean to make those interpretations.   
 
“A faculty member has certain rights.  For example, in the case of an emergency 
suspension, if it is something that a faculty member  disagrees with, they can 
grieve or if it is something that in some way threatens them, it may be possible in 
some cases to take these things to the courts outside Cornell.  So the faculty 
member has certain rights, on the other hand in cases of emergency, I think it’s 
important that some administrative figure has the discretion to act quickly.  That 
again is a balance between the rights of the faculty and the protection of the 
faculty member and others.” 
 
Professor Sheila Hemami, Electrical and Computer Engineering:  “Is this not sort 
of an exercise in futility?  For the most part, my experience has been that when 
these things happen, it is generally viewed as a huge embarrassment all the way 
around.  The faculty member is embarrassed; the college is embarrassed and 
Cornell is embarrassed.  I think everybody sees it as in their best interest to work 
out some under-the-table deal and typically if true misconduct has occurred, the 
faculty member runs off with their tail between their legs to another institution.  I 
guess what I would like to see, especially in the case of things like sexual 
harassment, where we have had cases here at Cornell, with long-term sexual 
harassment, where eventually the faculty member did go elsewhere and is most 
likely continuing to sexually harass people.  To avoid this type of Catholic church 
issue, I would like to see perhaps a little bit more—I understand what this is 
trying to do, but at the same time it seems like getting all the ‘t’s crossed and ‘i’s 
dotted and off the table, we are not really going to address the action or the 
abuses.  
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I don’t know how to address that question.  You probably 
have more experience about it at Cornell than I do.  I don’t know the extent to 
which this is an issue or a problem.  Certainly, it is not addressed because we do 
promote the idea of an informal settlement, which could actually do exactly what 
you are suggesting.  I don’t know any way around that, except to prohibit 
informal settlements and make everything go to trial, and I’m not sure that’s 
something we want to see, because in many cases the informal settlement is in 
everyone’s best interest.  In some cases, the faculty remain at Cornell.” 
 
Speaker Norton: “The speaker is trying to call on people in the order in which 
she sees the hands go up.”  
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Professor Anna Marie Smith, Government:  “I’m not as worried about that 
because it seems to me that we need a policy where a faculty member is not 
tucking the tail between the legs but is saying, ‘Hey, on principle I think you are 
wrong.  I think I belong here.’  So that doesn’t worry me.  But what is kind of 
curious is just how silent your text is on the conditions, on the grounds for 
penalties and sanctions.  Obviously you can’t have an exhaustive list of wrongs 
here, but did you talk about that?   If you compare this to the sexual harassment 
policy where at least Cornell makes some attempt to define what sexual 
harassment is and what rises to the level of sexual harassment and what does not 
constitute sexual harassment.  The fact that it is rather silent on the grounds here 
sort of strikes me.”  
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Yes, we did discuss it, and we intentionally left the 
wording alone, viewing the policy as being appropriately vague.  Let’s take a 
look at it:  ‘Misconduct or failure to perform the duties required of the position.’  
That’s how the existing procedures define the issues that could bring up the 
dismissal or now suspension.  Again, I think it would be very difficult to be more 
specific.  If you have any suggestions. . . .  We didn’t encounter any in our 
reading of all of the other universities.  What some of the universities do that we 
don’t do is be more specific about what constitutes a minor sanction, which is the 
other side of the coin.  What are sanctions?  We haven’t dealt with that question, 
but I don’t think we encountered any sort of list of crimes, so if you have some 
thoughts on that.  I think in this case, it’s a little bit vague and maybe that’s 
appropriate.  That’s my preliminary reading of this.  I’m interested if you have 
any other specific ideas.” 
 
Professor Philip Nicholson, Astronomy:  “I have a question about the emergency 
suspension, whether this was a completely new policy or whether you are 
attempting to formalize here something that you think is more or less an existing 
policy that is not written anywhere?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “As far as I know, it does not exist at Cornell.  As I said, the 
language comes almost verbatim from the AAUP recommendations, and that 
language also appears at virtually all of our peer institutions.  I think, given the 
fact that there is no policy on suspension, it is conceivable that the university acts 
that way, since they can basically do whatever they want.  I don’t know 
specifically what action the university has taken in the last several years.  It is 
possible that you are right, since they can do whatever they want now anyway, 
they might just do that.” 
 
Professor Nicholson:  “But it was motivated by the AAUP policies.” 
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Professor Ochshorn:  “Yes, and it’s motivated by, once we set up these 
procedures which protect the faculty, to give the administration some guidance 
for protecting faculty in cases of emergency.  It’s a necessary corollary to these 
revisions.” 
 
Professor Steven Shiffrin, Law School:  “I have two areas to discuss since I can 
only stand up once.  One relates to what Anna Marie Smith was talking about.  It 
seems to me that whatever the AAUP says should be the standard for dismissal, 
should be the same standard for suspension.  There is a body of cases on that.  
You are not going to make it precise, but what you want to do is to tap into that 
body of case law.  It seems to me that, call it misconduct, there are degrees of 
misconduct and the current choice is that if suspension weren’t permitted, you 
would fire someone or you would keep them on, and that can’t be right.  There 
has to be a middle ground.  “That’s just a comment.  
 
 I have a question about the definition of severe sanctions, which says,  ‘Duration 
of suspensions: No suspension shall be imposed for a period of less than 30 days 
nor more than 12 months.’  So suppose the dean says to me, ‘Shiffrin, you can’t 
come to work for 29 days.’  If I read this language, it sounds as if that is a minor 
sanction, because it is any sanction other than a severe sanction, and a severe 
sanction is 30 days or 12 months.  The first part is am I right about that?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “No.” 
 
Professor Shiffrin:  “Good.  What you are saying is that you can’t suspend me for 
5 days or 15 days or 20 days.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “That is to say that it is a suspension and because it’s 29 
days it is an unacceptable suspension, one that is disallowed.” 
 
Professor Shiffrin:  “Now my question is how did you decide on 30 days?  Why 
30 days?  Why didn’t you afford a dean the opportunity to say I am suspending 
you for 5 days and it will either be an emergency suspension or it won’t.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Can I turn the floor over to another member of the 
committee?  There was a lot of discussion.  Peter, do you want to give the 
rationale?” 
 
Professor Stein:  “Yes.  The problem one runs into—I was the author of that 
statement.  I don’t know why 30 and not 29; you’ve got to choose a number.  The 
number chosen was 30.  The feeling was that any suspension is a rather severe 
affront to one’s position in the university, and one can imagine a situation where 
a dean . . . .   There is a conflict, this doesn’t happen when there isn’t a conflict 
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between a faculty member and a dean, and a dean wants to rub your nose in it.   
What had been written at that point said that any suspension triggers this 
dismissal procedure, which is extremely hard to do and involves many faculty 
members for a long period of time.  We had a small number of dismissal 
procedures, and in fact they were very serious.  There was a lot of work and a lot 
of effort and a lot of people were very much inconvenienced by that.  The 
situation was a dean who wants to rub someone’s nose in something might say, 
‘I’m going to suspend you for a day.’  The question is what do you do about that?  
You could in fact invoke the dismissal procedure, because you feel very 
damaged by that decision.  On the other hand, looking at the side of the person 
who is enlisted to carry out the dismissal procedure, it almost sounds as if the 
aggrieved faculty member is invoking an unreasonable toll on the people that 
have to adjudicate that case for what in fact is a couple of day’s pay or something 
like that.  So, trying to make the process for adjudicating consistent with the 
sentence that is imposed, the feeling was that if you say anything is really 
serious, then it has to be a serious dismissal to avoid this kind of situation where 
it seems that the faculty member is wasting a lot of people’s time on a relatively 
trivial matter.  So that’s the logic behind it.” 
 
Professor Shiffrin:  “So, I’m a dean, and I have somebody who I think is a threat 
to himself and to others and in fact needs to be institutionalized, say for 72 hours, 
(there are laws which permit such things) and under this policy the dean can’t do 
it.  The dean doesn’t want this person gone for 30 days.  If in fact this person has 
had a break down and is provided with medication that puts the person back in 
shape, the dean can do nothing.  I could parade a series of hypotheticals in which 
you could have somebody who is a problem for a particular period of time and 
doesn’t need to be institutionalized.” 
 
Professor Stein:  “That one doesn’t work, Steve.  That’s an emergency one and 
that fit’s into the emergency suspension category.” 
 
Professor Shiffrin:  “No, as I read the emergency, it doesn’t fit because an 
emergency is a suspension with pay, and you can’t suspend with pay for 10 days 
under this policy because it’s not 30 days.  In any event, I think you have done a 
wonderful job, but on this particular thing I think you need a small amount of 
work.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “You think it needs clarification.  I would just add that this 
wasn’t an issue subject to discussion, and I think it’s something that faculty can 
consider whether there needs to be some fine-tuning and clarification.  There is 
also this question of a medical kind of issue versus a misconduct issue, and you 
are implying that it may be a combination of both.  It’s not only a medical issue 
but it’s also a misconduct issue.”  
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Professor Gary Rendsburg, Near Eastern Studies:  “I would like to raise a 
question about whether there are limits to the emergency suspension as well, but 
I think that may have just been addressed.  My other question is—can a 
suspension be renewed or extended at any point?  If it is a three month 
suspension, can it become a six month suspension after the three months, 
etcetera?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “That came up, and the committee felt that the dean can 
simply initiate another suspension after an existing one, in effect extending that.  
So the answer would be yes.” 
 
Professor Rendsburg:  “Including the twelve month one?” 
 
Professor Oschshorn:  “I suppose.  It’s a separate suspension.  It’s sort of like the 
two World Trade Centers.  Is it one incident or two?  I suppose if it’s two 
incidents, you can have two consecutive suspensions.  I suppose if it’s the same 
incident, then perhaps you could make a case that it would not be permitted 
under the current legislation.” 
 
Professor Elizabeth Earle, Plant Breeding:  “If the Senate decides to pass some 
revised version of this policy, what would be the next step in the procedure?  
Who would have to approve it before it would go to the Board of Trustees?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “As far as I know, it is the Board of Trustees that must 
adopt it, so we are not empowered to make this ourselves.  As far as what 
happens next, I’m not exactly sure, but I imagine there is considerable discussion 
with university counsel advising the president and the provost on this.  In fact, I 
think the dean of faculty may try to engage their comments sooner rather than 
later to see what their reaction might be.  Maybe you could help me out here in 
terms of the process leading to the Board of Trustees, assuming ratification by 
the Senate.” 
 
Dean Walcott:  “Unfortunately, I’m new at the job, so I don’t honestly know, but 
my general strategy would be to consult with the provost and the president and 
get their advise and counsel.  I’m sure they will want to have university counsel 
look at it.  I am sure they will want to share it with the deans and listen to the 
deans’ comments.  Then they will give us some feedback.  My hope was that by 
having a discussion here, we could raise the issues and I could start that process 
in motion and see what kinds of comments came from the president, the provost 
and the deans, and we could decide what it is we needed to do.  That was my 
thought as to how to proceed.” 
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Speaker Norton:  “Obviously, at some point, actual language will come before us 
for debate, discussion, possible amendment and so forth.  I guess one of the 
issues is—does some of that consultation take place before the Senate adopts the 
language or after?  What you are saying, Mr. Dean, is that it would take place 
before.” 
 
Dean Walcott:  “I think it would save everybody time, rather than pass 
something that is unsatisfactory or impossible from a variety of points of view.” 
 
Professor Vicki Meyers-Wallen, Biomedical Sciences: "I would like to define 
misconduct in such a way that if you were a dean or department chair you 
would not take this suspension policy lightly, that it would have to be something 
pretty severe for this procedure to be implemented.  I believe even in the sexual 
harassment policy, there is a clause about academic freedom.  I think it would be 
useful for this misconduct policy to have a clear statement that misconduct 
cannot include actions that are within the protection of academic freedom. I 
think such a clause needs to be included in this policy. 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I think that is a good idea.  I think I’m familiar with that 
reference to academic freedom in a lot of the other policies, and maybe they 
should occur in these Board of Trustee procedures as well.”   
 
Professor Richard Burkhauser, Policy Analysis and Management:  “I’m also a 
chair, and I’ll go back to one of the first questions that was asked.  One of my 
responsibilities as chair is negotiating with my faculty over scarce resources, so I 
am going to list five things which I want to know whether this rule, as currently 
written, would have an impact on what I understand is the current rule, which is 
chairs make a decision and that can be grieved:  courses taught, times that 
courses are taught, rooms that courses are taught in, lab space, other space.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I don’t see these as anything that has to do with 
misconduct or sanctions.  By the way, I think if you read the Faculty Handbook, 
chairs do not necessarily make these decisions unilaterally, but you ought to 
engage in conversations with the faculty and it’s one of these very unclear things 
about how ultimately who is in charge.  But I don’t see that this is a suspension 
issue.” 
 
Professor Burkhauser:  “Excuse me, but I think the Faculty Handbook is very clear 
on that matter.  There is no question that there is negotiation at all times, but 
ultimately the chair has the responsibility for making that decision.  That’s my 
understanding of the Faculty Handbook and then there can be a grievance 
procedure afterwards.  So I think it’s very clear.” 
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Professor Ochshorn:  “What’s not clear is the process leading to the final 
decision.  It all works when it works, and when it doesn’t work . . . .” 
 
Professor Burkhauser:  “The question is will this affect that process?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I don’t see how it will affect the process.  I think what we 
are dealing with are questions of misconduct not the assignment of courses or 
rooms.  You haven’t raised the question of misconduct; you are just simply 
exercising scarce resources.  How does misconduct enter into this?” 
 
Professor Burkhauser:  “The faculty think they are being treated unfairly because 
of some sense that the chair is doing this to punish them for some reason or 
other.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “It sounds to me like something that the grievance 
procedures are set up to deal with, and I don’t see how what we are proposing 
has any impact on that.  What we are talking about are specific charges of 
misconduct that result in a proposed sanction such as a suspension or dismissal.  
That has nothing to do with these kinds of ordinary negotiations or allocations of 
resources or assignments of courses.  Nothing to do with that as far as I can see.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Other comments?” 
 
Professor Robert Kay, Earth and Atmospheric Sciences:  “The other part of that is 
misconduct or failure to perform the duties required of the position.  I guess I 
haven’t heard anything about the duties.  I don’t know if they are spelled out 
either.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I doubt it.  This is the existing language in the dismissal 
procedure, and it is very vague.  I agree.  Whether that’s a problem,  I don’t know 
that it is a problem.  Again, if you have any specific suggestions on how that 
might be clarified . . . . I think usually if you are very specific about listing the 
duties and listing the responsibilities, you are creating more problems than you 
are solving.  I think our whole job here is based on this sense of mutual respect 
and responsibility that is not quite explicitly stated.  Maybe it’s because our 
responsibilities are so diverse within the various colleges.  Maybe there are other 
reasons.  I’m not sure that it’s a problem.  On the other hand, I’m eager to hear 
any suggestions that you might have.   
 
“It may be in our interests to leave it vague.  I’m not sure that the vagueness of 
that wording is what has caused or could cause problems.  I haven’t heard of any 
issues of suspension or dismissal that were a result of vagueness.  The issue that I 
think we have is the problem of due process and protection of faculty when 
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charges of misconduct are brought, not the problem that the charges themselves 
were based on some vague notion of what our responsibilities were.  I could see 
how it might be a problem, but I don’t think has been.  I don’t know a clear way 
through the dilemma of being too specific, which might cause more problems 
than being too vague.”  
 
Speaker Norton:  “The speaker might venture to point out that she suspects that 
the duties in question would be those spelled out in the person’s appointment 
letter, which would be very clearly spelled out as they now are.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I think that is a good point.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “And that would be a part of the person’s contract.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Right.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Other comments?” 
 
Professor David Pelletier, Nutritional Sciences:  “So this leads into a rumor I have 
heard that under tight budget times some deans might be considering if they 
have a faculty member who has not published for five years, has not raised a 
grant for five years, they have a fifty percent research appointment, and after 
plenty of warnings and still no productivity on that side, the dean has the power 
to remove that part of the salary from that faculty member.  Does that fall into a 
suspension category, in which case the dean needs to go through this big 
procedure, or is that under administrative discretion similar to the department 
head?” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “I don’t think I know enough about that situation to render 
a judgment.  What sort of faculty appointments we are talking about where the 
dean has the discretion to do this?  Are we talking about professorial 
appointments?” 
 
Professor Pelletier:  “Tenured faculty members who are not producing.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Well, I am looking for some help here.  I don’t know the 
answer to your question.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “Can the people at the back offer some help on this point?” 
 
Professor Joseph Laquatra, Design and Environmental Analysis:  “I heard the 
same thing.  There actually may be some cases where that is being investigated, 
where a professorial appointment, which is forty percent research, sixty percent 
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teaching, and one side of it where there is no productivity, is cutting the 
appointment back by that amount.  I would suggest that the dean in his 
discussions with the president and provost and other deans may determine to 
have discussions on that to see if that is something that might happen and 
whether or not that’s what we want this policy to be about.”  
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Our committee hasn’t dealt with that.  We hadn’t heard 
about that as an issue.” 
 
Professor Risa Lieberwitz, Industrial and Labor Relations: “ I’m not sure if this is 
similar to what was just said, but it seems to me that if in fact it is happening that 
there are discussions at a policy level of actually having deans take that kind of 
action of saying to somebody, ‘You are not producing enough, therefore we are 
going to change your job,’ that is the sort of broad policy issue that should be 
discussed broadly, perhaps in relation to this.   But what I think you are raising is 
a huge issue of academic freedom.  So I would suggest that we have the UFC 
look at this and see whether there is a committee to send this to.” 
 
Professor Donald Farley, Electrical Engineering:  “I think that certainly things 
like this have happened in the Engineering College, and what happens is the 
person who isn’t doing any research takes on additional teaching duties.  That’s 
in consultation with the chairman or whatever.” 
 
Susan Steward, Director of Academic Personnel Policy:  “I’m a consultant to this 
committee and that’s how I speak today.  I would recommend that you consult in 
the Faculty Handbook the part-time appointment policy, which governs such 
situations.  It requires the faculty member’s consent to a move to a part-time 
appointment, and in my interpretation would mean that as you move outside of 
that consent it would fall under the dismissal and suspension policy.” 
 
Professor Ochshorn:  “Might I add that when I mentioned that there were one or 
two people in the university who actually know what the rules and regulations 
are, one of them is back there.  So make a note.” 
 
Speaker Norton:  “We are just about at the end of the time designated for this.  
The speaker cannot stop herself from making an historical observation about this 
original policy, which is of course that it was adopted in 1951, which is a crucial 
moment for academic freedom, i.e., it’s the middle of the McCarthy period.  I am 
certain that the original vagueness and the imprecise language and the way in 
which it is organized around professorial dismissals have very much to do with 
the context of the late 1940s and early 1950s and loyalty oath issues and so forth.  
So that’s just my historical observation on this.  Thank you very much, Professor 
Ochshorn.  We will see this again.  I know. 
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“Now it is time for Good and Welfare, and I will call on Professor Kenneth 
Kennedy from the University Lectures Committee for a report.” 
 
5. GOOD AND WELFARE 
 
Professor Kenneth Kennedy, Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 
and member, University Lectures Committee:  “The Messenger Lectures were 
founded in 1924 by Mr. Messenger who proposed to have twelve lectures a year 
on the evolution of civilization.  This has led to a committee to designate one 
Messenger Lecturer for each semester, and the lecturer designated may give 
three lectures or six lectures in that semester.  For three lectures, the individual 
receives $3000, plus travel and lodging and entertainment.  Entertainment isn’t 
specified.  There is also funding for dinner and meeting with students, and this is 
certainly a valuable asset.  If the individual is giving six lectures in the semester, 
the amount is $7500 with travel, lodging and entertainment.   
 
“The University Lecture is a different category.  That was endowed by Goldwin 
Smith and involves one lecture by a person for the honorarium of $1000, plus 
travel and lodging expenses.  In addition there are funds provided to the 
department for hosting a dinner and reception.   
 
 In other words, we have a lot of money.  So you will help us spend it, I’m calling 
it to your attention.  What is required in order to nominate someone (perhaps a 
person who is going to be a member of a colloquium or symposium that you 
wish to establish) is to negotiate with the Dean of the Faculty’s Office, 315 Day 
Hall.  The present chair is Dr. Shelley Feldman.  Committee appointments are for 
four years.  We also expect that there be some co-sponsorship with other 
moneyed foundations on the university campus or elsewhere, and that what we 
can do is supplement some of your expenses.   
 
“These pieces of information are detailed in a handout that we have over here on 
the table, which I hope you will read, learn and intimately digest, and if you find 
that these funds are applicable, that you will go ahead and get in touch with us.  
Are there any questions?” 
 
Dean Walcott:  “How many of these University Lectures would you anticipate 
might take place in a normal year?  Are we talking about one lecture or a 
dozen?” 
 
Professor Kennedy:  “There are usually 3-4 per semester.” 
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Speaker Norton:  “Are there any comments or questions?  Seeing none, the 
meeting is adjourned.  Thank you all.” 
 
Adjourned 5:50 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Cynthia Farina, Associate Dean and Secretary of the University Faculty 
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Appendix 1 
 

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS 
SLATE OF CANDIDATES 

(All terms commence July 1, 2004) 
 
FACULTY TRUSTEE - 1 vacancy, 4-year term 
 
Terrence Fine, Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Peter Kahn, Professor, Mathematics 
Francis Kallfelz, Professor, Clinical Sciences 
Kathleen Rasmussen, Professor, Nutritional Sciences 
Kenneth Reardon, Associate Professor, City and Regional Planning  
 
AT-LARGE MEMBER, FACULTY SENATE (tenured) – 2 vacancies, 3-year terms 
 
Rosemary Avery, Professor, Policy Analysis and Management 
Susan Christopherson, Professor, City and Regional Planning 
Normand Ducharme, Professor, Clinical Sciences 
Kevin Kornegay, Associate Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
 
AT-LARGE MEMBER, FACULTY SENATE (non-tenured) - 1 vacancy, 3-year term 
 
Marianella Casasola, Assistant Professor, Human Development 
Susan Piliero, Associate Professor, Education 
John Sipple, Assistant Professor, Education  
 
 
NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS COMMITTEE – 3 vacancies, 3-year terms 
 
N’Dri Assie-Lumumba, Associate Professor, Africana Studies and Research Center 
Cornelia Farnum, Professor, Biomedical Sciences 
Christine Olson, Professor, Nutritional Sciences 
Gregory Page, Associate Professor, Art 
David Shalloway, Professor, Molecular Biology and Genetics 
 
UNIVERSITY FACULTY COMMITTEE - 3 vacancies, 3-year terms  
 
Robert Bland, Professor, Operations Research and Industrial Engineering 
Richard Durst, Professor, Food Science and Technology 
Elizabeth Earle, Professor, Plant Breeding 
Ronald Ehrenberg, Professor, Industrial and Labor Relations 
Joyce Morgenroth, Assoc. Professor, Theatre, Film & Dance 
Alice Pell, Professor, Animal Science 
David Pelletier, Assoc. Professor, Nutritional Sciences 
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