
Faculty Senate Minutes #271 

Friday, December 10,2004 9:30 AM Room 630 T 

Present (32): Andrea Balis, Teresa Booker, Marvie Brooks, Orlanda Brugnola, James Cauthen, 
Effie Cochran, Edward Davenport, Robert DeLucia, Kirk Dombrowski, Janice Dunham, Joshua 
Freilich, Konstantinos Georgatos, P. J. Gibson, Elisabeth Gitter, Heath Grant, Carol Groneman, 
Jennifer Groscup, Jennifer Jackiw, Karen Kaplowitz, Tom Litwack, Vincent Maiorino, James 
Malone, Evan Mandery, John Matteson, Jodie Roure, Francis Sheehan, Liliana Soto-Fernandez, 
Thalia Vrachopoulos, Alisse Waterston, Robin Whitney, Susan Will, Kathryn Wylie-Marques 

Absent (5): Judith Hawkins, Kwando Kinshasa, Edward Paulino, Rick Richardson, Marilyn 
Rubin 

Guests: Professors Ned Benton, Dan Judah, Marlene Kandel, Jose Morin, Catherine Rovira, 
Itai Sneh, Marny Tabb 

Invited Guests: Dean James Levine, Executive Vice Chancellor Selma Botman 

Agenda 
1 .  Report and Announcements from the chair 
2. Approval of Minutes #269 & Minutes #270 of the November 16 & December 3 meetings 
3. Discussion of proposed Doctoral Program recommendations: Invited Guest: Dean 

James Levine 
4. Discussion of the December 13 College Council agenda, with particular consideration of the 

Proposed Academic Integrity Policy and the Proposed Grade Appeals Policy/Procedures 
5. Report on discussions about the proposed reorganization of the academic administration 
6. Report on John Jay budget analysis presented to the College Budget Committee 
7. Invited Guest: CUNY Executive Vice Chancellor Selma Botman 
8. Discussion of the Draft Strategic Plan required by Middle States 

1. Report and Announcements from the chair [Attachment A, B1, B2, B3] 

CUNY Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs Selma Botman [Attachment A] 
will be joining the Senate for lunch and informal discussion, after which the Senate’s formal 
meeting with her will proceed. Affirmative action data newly released by CUNY was distributed 
about CUNY-wide faculty disaggregated by college [Attachment B 11, about new C W - w i d e  
faculty hires disaggregated by college [Attachment B2], and about faculty at John Jay from 
199 1 through 2004 [Attachment B3]. These data were provided for future Senate discussion. 
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2. Approval of Minutes #269 & Minutes #270 of the November 16 & December 3. 2004, 
meetinps 

By a motion made and carried, Minutes #269 of the November 16 meeting and Minutes 
#270 of the December 3 meeting were adopted. 

3. Discussion of the December 13 College Council apenda, with particular consideration of 
the Proposed Academic Integritv Policv and the Proposed Grade Appeals Policv/ 
Procedures [Attachment C] 

The agenda of the December 13 College Council meeting includes a Proposed Academic 
Integrity Policy, which was jointly developed by the Undergraduate Standards Committee and 
the Graduate Studies committee. The proposed policy is John Jay’s implementation of the 
CUNY Policy on Academic Integrity, which was approved by the Board of Trustees in June. 
Senator James Cauthen proposed language changes in those parts of the proposed policy that 
describe the plagiarism prevention service the College subscribes to, Turnitin.com, and the use 
of that service [Attachment C]. Senator Cauthen explained that he consulted with Senator 
Francis Sheehan in developing the recommended amendments. Having researched Turnitin.com 
and having taught faculty to use it, Senator Cauthen said the proposed language changes are 
necessary and he explained each of the proposed changes [Attachment C]. Senator Francis 
Sheehan, who also researched Turitin.com and taught the faculty to use it, called the proposed 
changes necessary. 

The proposed changes were approved by unanimous vote and President Kaplowitz was 
directed to move these amendments, on behalf of the Senate, at the College Council meeting. 
She said she would alert President Travis, who chairs the College Council, and Associate 
Provost Kobilinsky and Dean Levine, the chairs of the two committees, so they won’t be 
blindsided at the College Council meeting. She said she will also email them the proposed 
changes so they can review them prior to the Council meeting. Senator Cauthen was thanked for 
his close textual review of the proposed policy and Senator Sheehan for working on this. 

Also on the Council agenda is a proposed Grade Appeals Policy/Procedure. This is not a 
new policy or procedure but rather a codification of current policy and procedure as a way of 
making the implementation of the policy uniform throughout the College. Senator Sheehan 
raised a series of issues about the wording of the document, including wording that would create 
a substantive change in policy because students would be able to avoid the departmental appeals 
step simply by delaying their grade appeal beyond one year. President Kaplowitz said the 
document that’s on the Council agenda is not the document that had been approved by the 
Standards Committee, because that error had been identified and was to have been corrected. 
Senator Sheehan identified other errors. The Senate approved Senator Sheehan’s proposed 
amendments to the Grade Appeals Policy/Procedure and authorized President Kaplowitz to move 
these amendments, on behalf of the Senate, at the College Council meeting. She said she would 
alert President Travis and Associate Provost Kobilisky about this, so they won’t be blindsided, 
and would email them the proposed changes prior to the Council meeting. Senator Sheehan was 
thanked for his work. 

Senator John Matteson asked whether the burden of proof in the grade appeals process is 

http://Turnitin.com
http://Turnitin.com
http://Turitin.com
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on the faculty member. He explained he is asking because the faculty member may have thrown 
out exam books after a year. Some Senators said that student work must be saved two years, 
others said three years, others said one year, and yet others had not known there is a requirement 
to save student work for a period of time. It was agreed that the fact that this information is not 
known should be communicated to the appropriate administrators who should be requested to 
provide information to the faculty. Senator Andrea Balis asked what is expected of adjuncts, in 
terms of keeping student work if, for example, the adjunct does not have adequate office space or 
if the adjunct is no longer teaching at the college. It was suggested that it is the departments’ 
duty to keep the student work in such cases. Senator Brugnola said this would be difficult for 
departments, like English, which has 100 adjuncts, and it was agreed that the College needs to 
further consider the logistics of grade appeals for adjuncts and for students in courses taught by 
adjuncts . 

4. Discussion of the Proposed Doctoral Proyram Recommendations: Invited Guest: Dean 
James Levine [Attachment D] 

Dean of Graduate Studies and Research James Levine was welcomed. He expressed his 
appreciation at having been invited and noted that the document distributed to the Senate 
[Attachment D] has already been amended in the interim since he gave Karen a copy. He 
explained that within a week of President Travis’ arrival at the College last summer, he had 
briefed President Travis about problems and challenges associated with doctoral education such 
as the lack of money for doctoral students and the fact that faculty teaching in the doctoral 
program are stretched too far. President Travis asked for proposals to resolve the problems and 
so a series of meetings took place between Todd Clear, the executive officer of the criminal 
justice doctoral program, and Barbara Stanley, the executive officer of the forensic psychology 
doctoral program, and himself, as dean of graduate studies and research, which resulted in these 
proposals. 

The proposals are both to enhance doctoral education and also to improve and facilitate 
and enforce the research agenda of the College and to, hopefully, enhance one part, at least, of 
the undergraduate curriculum. The three of them and President Travis decided that the 
discussion had to be broadened to include doctoral faculty and the chairs of those departments 
that would be significantly affected by a rather dramatic change in the way the 101 courses are 
taught. And so a series of meetings is taking place. There is no question, he said, that the 
document the Senate has will be significantly amended before it comes even close to reality. 

The gist of the proposals, he said, is to provide resources so we can recruit some of the 
really top doctoral students. And, he added, the only way we can convince them to come, at 
least if we’re talking about full-time students, is with financial packages, Routinely, in the 
criminal justice doctoral program, which he headed for six years, we lose fine people whom we 
accept into the program because we can’t give them stipends and often can’t even give them 
tuition. To address that problem the proposal is to use some non-tax levy money in addition to a 
strategic use of Graduate Center resources to support these students. It can only happen for 
prospective students because it is way beyond our means to do this for current students. 

The second idea is to use our doctoral students in the classroom in a way that both 
enhances their learning of how to be teachers as well as, hopefully, enhancing the learning 
experience in our Psych 101 and CJ 101 classes. Those sections are largely taught by adjuncts 
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and by doctoral students, some of whom are just out of undergraduate school, who are simply 
thrown into the classroom with a syllabus and told to teach. The notion is that this is not 
necessarily the best way for our freshman and sophomore undergraduate students to learn and, 
perhaps, could be improved. He added that he said “perhaps” because this could be totally 
wrong. Research was conducted through Richard Saulnier’s Office about who teaches our 
freshman and sophomores and the answer is that the overwhelming majority of our freshman do 
not see a single full-time member of the faculty, which he called a real shame and a real slight to 
their education. So the notion is to excite some full-time faculty, especially those known for 
teaching prowess, to teach large lectures - which is contrary to the John Jay tradition of small 
classes, he knows - and then to have recitation sections conducted by carefully supervised 
doctoral students. There’s nothing all that new in this approach, he acknowledged. 

A third piece of the proposal is to imagine a cadre of faculty - there is no question, he 
said, that they will get rid of the notion of “core faculty,” saying that was ill-chosen language 
implying different classes of citizenship in doctoral education which was not intended - and this 
cadre of faculty would be the worker bees of the doctoral programs. There is an enormous 
amount of drudgery, of scut work, such as written and oral examinations, serving on a whole set 
of doctoral committees on curriculum, admissions, and so forth, which can be very satisfying but 
also very time consuming. These are an additional set of assignments for doctoral faculty. So 
the idea is to provide some faculty - there are no numbers attached to this - with reassignment of 
some of their teaching load so they can take on these tasks and so they can be routinely available 
for mentoring. This need is particularly pronounced in the criminal justice doctoral program, 
which partly by design and partly not, has grown to 160 doctoral students. The need for 
mentoring these large numbers of students, especially as they move toward the dissertation stage, 
is really a challenge. If done right, these are very demanding assignments. Dean Levine said 
that if these proposals are implemented correctly, the faculty identified for this work will know 
that this is work they are required to do, that it is part of their total teaching package. He called 
the proposed recommendations a work in progress. 

Professor Ned Benton praised the spirit of this proposal. However, he said he has several 
questions for which he would appreciate more information. He said that the psychology and 
criminal justice doctoral programs are quite different and questioned treating them as if they are 
the same. Furthermore, he said he knows many quite extraordinary doctoral students who would 
have no interest in a financial package because it would cut their salary as full-time professionals 
from $70,000 to $12,000. In many cases these are people holding significant policy positions 
who have the ability to complete their doctoral work fairly quickly. He said to tell such people 
to give up their full-time salary because only full-time students may enroll in the doctoral 
program would mean losing those students. He called the idea that only students who take a vow 
of poverty may henceforth enroll in doctoral study with us an idea that simply does not make 
sense. 

Professor Benton also warned that the fiscal analysis is not an accurate one, either in 
terms of the cost of the initiatives or in terms of the money to be saved. His third concern is 
about the large lecture classes. He said he has yet to see any analysis that shows that large 
lecture classes would result in any savings. If a faculty member is credited with, for example, 
three classes for teaching a large lecture course, there are no savings accrued. He said it’s 
important to lay out just what these proposals mean for the College, what they mean in terms of 
facilities and space, what they mean in terms of writing across the curriculum, in terms of the 
workload implications. There may be aspects of the proposal that are good but we shouldn’t 
make assumptions, we should do the analyses. 
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Senator Betsy Gitter said she had a rather angry reaction on a number of levels when she 
read the document. She said that the 2-2 teaching load particularly angered her. The Graduate 
Center teaching load, except for distinguished professors, is higher than 2-2. Graduate Center 
faculty teach an ordinary load. Are we saying, she asked, that John Jay faculty who teach in the 
doctoral programs housed at John Jay are somehow more fragile than our John Jay faculty who 
teach at the Graduate Center in other doctoral programs and who teach the regular teaching load. 

Then there is the question of collegiality. Is this, Senator Gitter asked, a good moment in 
the history of the College to undermine collegiality by making people feel like second-class 
citizens, a moment when people are already feeling insecure about their position at the College, 
who are already wondering if we’re going to have a three-tier system, like Plato’s Republic, 
except in our system the philosophers will be at the very bottom, along with other drones who 
have no major and who simply do service labor. And then we’ll have the major departments 
who will be like the soldiers in the Republic, who will be in the middle tier. And then at the top 
will be a select group who do less labor but who presumably operate at a higher intellectual 
level. 

Senator Gitter identified her favorite department in the College as the SEEK Department, 
whose members she regards as the unsung heroes at the College, who do a fabulous job, who 
take care of every student, who don’t whine, who are good to each other, who care about the 
things that make John Jay meaningful to her. Every student whom she has taught who comes 
from SEEK is in good psychological shape. If she were to give any goodies to anyone in the 
College she’d give them to the SEEK Department before she’d give them to faculty who are 
teaching doctoral students in small classes. She said everyone works hard. This is New York 
City where everyone works hard. She asked to be shown anyone in this room who doesn’t work 
hard. She called it offensive to single out doctoral faculty as the people at the College who work 
hard. 

Senator Gitter called the timing of this proposal extremely poor. If there’s a time when 
faculty who want majors have them, if there’s a time when all faculty have opportunities to teach 
courses that are exciting and meaningful to them, if there comes a time when we have more full- 
time faculty so that the same faculty aren’t serving on countless committees and writing 
countless reports - when that time comes, we may feel a greater spirit of magnanimity to the 
doctoral program, she said, adding that she is not alone in her reaction. 

Senator John Matteson said his major concern is about writing instruction at the College, 
and he asked a question about writing instruction for freshmen and sophomores in large lecture 
classes, especially about the way writing across the curriculum would be addressed if large 
lecture classes and doctoral student-taught recitation sections were, indeed, adopted. He said not 
only faculty but students regularly express concern about the level and effectiveness of writing 
instruction here. 

Senator Alisse Waterston said her experience is that students in large lecture courses 
easily become turned off and disengaged. Senator Jodie Roure said she agrees with Betsy 
Gitter’s comments and, in addition, reported that her experience in recitation classes, which were 
supposed to supplement large lecture classes at Rutgers, was that the recitation sections, which 
were taught by doctoral students, were horrendous. She also said that the doctoral program is 
one part of the College which needs to improve the diversity of its students and that needs to be a 
priority. 
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Senator Jennifer Groscup said that, as someone who is part of the Psychology Ph.D. 
Program, she responded positively to the memo from Dean Levine, especially the proposals 
about providing support to students. She said she understands the concerns about large classes 
but thinks that with thoughtful organization these courses can be done well. She said she does 
have questions about “core faculty” and about concerns already expressed about differential 
levels of faculty. She said that perhaps it would be better instead of identifying a core group of 
faculty to instead compensate faculty who mentor doctoral students. 

Senator Orlanda Brugnola spoke about own her experience as a student in large lecture 
classes, saying that the small discussion sections were terrible and that many students did not 
attend the lectures, but instead purchased the class notes. She also questioned whether doctoral 
students are really able to do a good job teaching our undergraduate students. Senator Robin 
Whitney said she was sorry to see that the proposals made no mention of adjuncts, many of 
whom are practitioners as well as academics and who garner respect from students for that 
reason, and she also was disappointed by the negative attitude toward adjunct faculty during the 
presentation of the proposals. 

Dean Levine said he takes all the comments as constructive and will respond at a 
different time as he has been told by Karen that Vice Chancellor Botman is about to arrive, 
President Kaplowitz thanked him for consulting with the Senate at an early stage of 
deliberations. 

5. Report on discussions about the proposed reorFanization of the academic 
administration 

President Travis will not be implementing his plans for reorganizing the academic side of 
the administration. President Travis agreed with the faculty leadership that the administration 
proposals would require amendments to the College Charter. Charter amendments require an 
affirmative vote of 75 percent of College Council members present and voting and the faculty 
hold 50 percent of the College Council seats. Because the faculty, certainly the faculty on the 
Faculty Senate and College Council are, without exception, in disagreement with the proposed 
restructuring of the academic side of the administration, the necessary Charter amendments 
would not garner the necessary votes. Therefore, the proposed restructuring has been jettisoned 
by the administration. 

Some changes will take place, but they are mostly changes in titles. The College will 
continue to have a graduate dean, although the title will change from the current title, dean for 
graduate studies and research, to the title of dean for research and graduate studies, to signal the 
added emphasis on research. There will be no divisional deans and, thus, the department chairs 
will continue to report directly to the Provost and not to divisional deans. There will be a dean 
of professional studies, which will replace the position of dean for special programs. There will 
be a director for academic support services, an expansion of the current position of director of 
freshman services. The position of senior policy analyst is new. And two new higher education 
officer (HEO) positions are being created: academic director of graduate studies, reporting to the 
dean of graduate studies, and academic director of undergraduate studies, reporting to the dean 
of undergraduate studies. 
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6. Report on John Jay budget analysis presented to the CollePe - Budpet Committee 
[Attachment E] 

At the December 3 College Budget Committee meeting, chaired by President Travis, 
Vice President for Finance and Administration Robert Pignatello distributed and presented a 
series of charts [Attachment E], which provided an evaluation of John Jay’s expenditures by 
major purpose in comparison to those of the other senior colleges, using the FY04 University 
Expenditure Report, which had recently been published by the CUNY Central Administration. 

These expenditures are based upon last year’s tax levy expenditures, which in John Jay’s 
case include our base budget of $38,027,700 as well as $8,803,600 in additional supplements and 
lump sum allocations, and also $7,126,015 in CUTRA finds (tuition overcollection as a result of 
student enrollment in excess of the revenue target assigned to John Jay by CUNY). The charts 
developed for last week’s Budget meeting show the percent of John Jay expenses in relation to 
those expenditures at all senior colleges and also provide a comparison of our expenditures per 
FTE (full-time equivalent student) to those of the average senior college. 

To understand the charts [Attachment E], it is necessary to know that the categories are 
by major purpose, which are established and defined by the University as follows: 

Instruction and Departmental Research: academic departments constitute Instruction while 
Instructional Support comprises the office of the provost, graduate and undergraduate 
deans, tutoring, the writing center, and related units; within this is the sub-section call 
organized research. 

Academic Support: media services and the library 
Student Services: office of the vice president for student development and dean of students, 

registrar, admissions, counseling, financial aide, career development, and so forth 
Maintenance and Operations: custodial, maintenance, labor, trades, facilities planning 
General Administration: president, administrative affairs, public relations, business services, and 

General Institutional Support: security, print shop, mail room, instructional technology, and 

SEEK Program: counselors and tutoring coordinator 

other offices that support the general management 

other technical support area 

7. Invited Guest: Executive Vice Chancellor Selma Botman [Attachment A] 

Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs Selma Botman was welcomed and 
invited to describe her vision for CUNY. She explained that she joined CUNY during the 
summer and after reviewing her scholarly and administrative experience said that nothing is 
more important than student success and that teaching and research have to be priorities to 
ensure student success. She described a number of initiatives that she is overseeing. 

Senator Carol Groneman gave an overview of the kind of institution John Jay has grown 
to be. Various faculty described College programs to demonstrate to VC Botman that John Jay 
is unique within CUNY and that the College is engaged in critically important work. Professor 
Ned Benton spoke about the public management and inspector general programs; Senator Heath 
Grant described College initiatives related to Homeland Security. Senator Jodie Roure spoke 
about efforts to reach underserved communities of students. Professor Jose Luis Morin spoke 
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about the honors program offered by the Department of Puerto RicadLatin American Studies. 
VP Kirk Dombrowski spoke about the flourishing of the Anthropology Department and then 
described the massive growth in student enrollment in recent years, noting that John Jay could 
use support from the Central Administration as it makes a transition from one kind of college 
into becoming another. VC Botman suggested that we should look for a sister campus within 
CUNY which may have already made this kind of transformation and which might, therefore, 
serve as a model for John Jay. Senator Francis Sheehan spoke about forensic science and 
cutting edge work being done. Senator John Matteson spoke about the opportunity the English 
Department envisions for creating a center for the study of literature and law at John Jay. He 
also spoke about the importance of teaching our students the joy of learning things they may not 
think they have to know. Vice Chancellor Botman seconded this idea. [Because of a lack of 
time, it was not possible for Professor Marny Tabb to speak about the Justice Studies program 
but she availed herself of her attendance at the Senate meeting to email Vice Chancellor Botman 
about the program.] 

Vice Chancellor Botman expressed appreciation at having been invited and about having 
been afforded the opportunity to learn much more, at this first visit, about John Jay than she had 
known. The Senate expressed its appreciation with applause. 

8. Discussion of the Draft Strategic Plan 

Senator Marilyn Rubin was unable to attend today’s meeting but sent her proposed 
language about access for consideration by the Senate, as she offered to do at the Senate’s 
December 3 meeting. Before discussion began about the proposed language, Professors Jose 
Luis Morin and Timothy Stevens distributed ajoint statement written by them to the Faculty 
Senate. President Kaplowitz asked Professor Morin to summarize the statement. He explained 
that in response to criticism of our current Draft Strategic Plan by an outside consultant, which 
took place this past week at the most recent meeting of the Comprehensive Planning Committee 
(CPC), he and Professor Stevens are asking the Senate to request President Travis to form a 
small but diverse group of committed members of the College community and charge them with 
formulating a vision statement for the College. He said he and Professor Stevens are asking for a 
halt to the drafting of the strategic plan because the process under which it has been drafted thus 
far is so flawed that it is at a stalemate. He explained that the consultant had told the CPC that 
the process of developing a strategic plan can’t be rushed and that the College community must 
have sufficient time to have the necessary discussions. He said the consultant also said he had 
found the draft plan lacking a guiding vision for the College. 

Senator James Malone said that because most Senators had not heard the statements by 
the consultant, Michael Dolence, we should not react to them unless he comes to the Senate to 
present his views. Senator Tom Litwack said that the consultant had been brought to John Jay as 
an expert on enrollment management, not as an expert on strategic planning. 

Senator Malone said that by proposing that the Senate take up their proposal, Professors 
Morin and Stevens are asking the Senate to jettison its own agenda. Professor Morin said that 
their proposal is related to the agenda item, which is a discussion of the draft strategic plan for 
the College, and that it resulted from new information about the strategic plan. 

our making: Middle States sent a letter to the College in July 2003 requiring three planning 
President Kaplowitz noted that we all find ourselves in a difficult situation that is not of 
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documents by April 2005; in other words, Middle States gave the College almost two years to do 
this work but because the process wasn’t truly begun until June 2004, a year after the letter was 
received and less than a year before the deadline, in trying the meet the deadline set by Middle 
States we find ourselves in a rushed situation that is creating tremendous anxiety and we are 
witnessing our College community for the first time in a very, very long time, becoming divided 
against itself. 

Senator P. J. Gibson agreed saying that this sense of urgency is eroding the sand under 
our feet adding that once we get this document on paper, nothing is to say that we will not be 
married to it forever and people are understandably anxious about it. President Kaplowitz urged 
the Senators and other faculty to assume good faith on everyone’s part and to resist divisiveness. 

Professor Morin explained that his main concern is that students have not yet been 
integrated into the strategic planning process. Senator Effie Cochran said the tone of the draft 
strategic plan is its major problem. Senator Malone said that Professor Morin’s and Stevens’ 
statement proposes another committee to duplicate the work of the Comprehensive Planning 
Committee, and since the two authors are already on the Comprehensive Planning Committee, 
this statement should be brought to the Comprehensive Planning Committee, not to the Senate. 

Senator Robert Delucia said he wants to take issue with Professor Morin’s claim that the 
process is at a stalemate. He said the CPC is making headway and, furthermore, he feels 
privileged to be a member of that Committee. Senator Tom Litwack said that he had asked 
several meetings ago at the CPC that an extension of the Middle States deadline be requested and 
he would be willing to ask again. President Kaplowitz said that when she described these 
problems to President Travis five weeks ago, he said he is not willing to request an extension. 
She said it is possible that during the past five weeks he had reevaluated the situation, although 
she doubts it. 

She added that Senator Rubin, who teaches strategic planning, told her that when she 
heard the consultants remarks she was in strong disagreement with them and that from what she 
has heard the consultant had not given sufficient reasons for his views. Senator Litwack said 
that although he is not the most objective observer in the world, there are two major reasons why 
he disagrees with the consultant. The first major reason is that he thinks the current draft already 
sets out a vision for the College. He added that if President Travis is not willing to ask for an 
extension then we will not have time to properly debate the substance of the document, including 
the suggested actions. President Kaplowitz said that since President Travis had not made any 
initial criticisms of the first draft, she had assumed that he, who is someone who has done 
strategic planning in his professional career, considers this to be a viable document. 

Senator James Cauthen said he agrees that since this is going to be the defining document 
for the College, it is important for it to be an excellent document. Senator Jennifer Groscup said 
that it might be good to get more time to discuss this, but she thinks we are not that far from 
having a good document. Senator Malone said he is a stickler for procedure, because procedure 
keeps us honest. Since our procedure has been to delegate the drafting of the strategic plan to the 
CPC, we should let them deal with the MoridStevens document. Senator Balis said she had 
never seen the College community so exercised about any issue as about this draft plan. 

Professor Morin said that what we have is a document that it is still missing its essence, 
its soul, because we have not reconciled the two major parts of our mission, the liberal arts part 
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and the criminal justice part, adding that we need open forum discussions of the draft documents. 
Senator Jodie Roure asked whether President Kaplowitz had asked President Travis for his 
opinion about the document. She replied that she had been at the CPC meeting that President 
Travis attended and that President Travis had said nothing at that meeting about any reservations 
he might have had about the document. Indeed, when the CPC voted to distribute the draft to the 
entire College community, President Travis' decision to not speak against that motion indicated, 
to her mind, his affirmative support of not only that decision but of the document itself. 

Senator Litwack moved that the Senate call upon President Travis to seek an extension of 
the Middle States deadline. Senator Wylie-Marques seconded the motion. President Kaplowitz 
said that it is not the Senate's place to seek an extension because the Senate is not the body 
responsible for developing the draft plan. Because quite a number of Senators are on the CPC it 
may seem as if we are responsible but the CPC comprises about 25 members with only five 
members who are representatives of the Senate. Senator Susan Will said while that is true, we do 
not want to submit a Plan that is not fully developed and vetted. Senator P. J. Gibson agreed. 

President Kaplowitz offered a compromise plan of action. She said that were the Senate 
to ask President Travis to request an extension, the Senate would be bypassing the CPC, which 
we should not do. She proposed, instead, that the Senate recommend that the CPC, which is 
meeting next week, consider asking President Travis to request a deadline extension. She said 
any Senator who wants to attend is welcome to attend the CPC meeting and can present their 
concerns there without disrespecting the process that has been set up. This proposed 
compromise was supported by Senators Sheehan, Gibson, Litwack and others. 

Senator Sheehan said we are going to have to live with each other well past the 
development of the strategic plan and so that has to be our top priority. Senator Cochran said the 
reason for all this dissension is that people are anxious about things said behind closed doors and 
the solution is to have more open discussion of this plan. She said people are becoming 
concerned that the plan is moving the College's focus and attention away from the undergraduate 
students who have been its mission clientele all these years and toward serving doctoral students 
in small seminars. Senator Gibson said the reason there is so much tension is because this 
process has put us on roller-blades going downhill on ice. 

President Kaplowitz restated the motion that the Senate request the CPC to consider 
asking President Travis for an extension of the Middle States April 1 deadline and, thus, for an 
extension of the March deadline for the Plan to be approved by the College Council. The motion 
passed with no opposition and with one abstention. 

President Kaplowitz also proposed that the Senate recommend to the CPC that it consider 
inviting President Travis to a meeting of the CPC so there can be a full and frank discussion. 
She noted that if Professors Morin and Stevens redirect their joint statement to the CPC, the 
Committee could discuss the concerns identified in it, perhaps directly with President Travis. 
The motion passed without dissent. 

President Kaplowitz also proposed a motion whereby the Senate recommend that the 
CPC determine the meaning of the phrase "Suggested Actions" as it exists in the draft strategic 
plan because many faculty consider the phrase to mean that these items are examples of possible 
actions while other faculty consider these items to be actions the College would be committing 
itself to if they were included in the document that is voted on by the College Council. She said 
that this motion, if adopted, would communicate the fact that it is the opinion of the Senate that 
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the meaning of the phrase "Suggested Actions" must be defined in order for the faculty to 
proceed with the necessary work with a common understanding of what is being discussed. The 
motion was adopted without dissent. 

By a motion made and seconded, the meeting was adjourned at 5 pm. 

Submitted by, 

Edward Davenport 
Recording Secretary 

James Cauthen 
Associate Recording Secretary 

Jodie Roure 
Associate Recording Secretary 



ATTACHMENT A 

CUNY EXECUTIVE VICE CHANCELLOR DR. SELMA BOTMAN 

Dr. Selma Botman is Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs at The City University of 
New York, having been appointed in June 2004. Her predecessor, Dr. Louise Mirrer, left the 
position after seven years to become President of the New York Historical Society. 

Dr. Botman previously served, from 2003-4, as Special Assistant to the Chancellor at the 
University of Massachusetts Lowell, where she had a wide-ranging portfolio. In addition to 
teaching courses on the Middle East and on international development, she crafted a model of 
civic engagement for the campus that involved faculty, staff and students in meaningful outreach 
to the community. This involved linking curricular development, outreach activities and 
administrative structures and restructuring the schools, departments and majors to be 
multidisciplinary and to include service-learning opportunities for students. 

In post previous to that was as Vice President for Academic Affairs at the University of 
Massachusetts, from 1996-2003, she was the chief academic officer of the five-campus 
University System. She worked closely with faculty and administrators on academic and 
strategic initiatives, encouraged inter-campus collaboration, evaluated and approved new 
campus-based academic programs and degrees and reviewed all tenure cases. Dr. Botman also 
worked closely with the University's Board of Trustees, providing policy recommendations, and 
assistance. 

Responsible for creating an Intercampus Graduate School of Marine Sciences and Technology, a 
national model, Dr. Botman was also involved in linking the University with the state's K-12 
system. She initiated partnerships with the Massachusetts Department of Education and brought 
the University's message to students, teachers and guidance counselors while visiting over 60 
high schools across the state during a five-year period. 

Dr. Botman played an active role in efforts to increase student diversity at the University of 
Massachusetts, and worked with the Raytheon Corporation on a project to increase the number 
of women and minorities in the engineering field. She brought together K-12 teachers, university 
faculty and retired engineers to develop new curricular modules central to engineering education, 
which have been introduced into specific secondary schools. She has also taught seminars in 
Modern Middle Eastern Politics in the Department of Political Science at the University of 
Massachusetts' Boston campus. Her most recent book is entitled Engendering Citizenship in 
Egypt (1 999, Columbia UP). Her previous books are From Independence to Revolution: Egypt 
1922-52 (1 99 1, Syracuse UP) and The Rise of Egyptian Communism: 193 1-1 907 (1 988, 
Syracuse UP). 

Prior to joining the University of Massachusetts she spent nine years on the faculty of the 
College of the Holy Cross in Worcester, Massachusetts, as a member of the Department of 
Political Science. Dr. Botman earned her bachelor's degree, cum laude, from Brandeis 
University; holds a B.Phil in Middle Eastern Studies from Oxford University; and a master's in 
Middle Eastern Studies and doctorate in History and Middle Eastern Studies from Harvard 
University. 

In addition to her activities listed above, in her administrative positions, Dr. Botman reviewed all 
tenure cases and presented them to the Board of Trustees; raised academic and intellectual 
standards across all campuses leading to higher SAT scores and higher GPAs; developed a 
performance measurement system to track academic, fiscal, and student satisfaction indicators, 
working with provosts, financial officers, and student affairs personnel; crafted and negotiated 
with the union a post-tenure review policy; led reviews of Intellectual Property policies; 
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B3 ~. Full-Tlme Faculty by Rank InClUdlnQ Substitub and VlslUng Tltlet Number and Percentage Represantation 

J 0 H N J A y TOTAL. FULL-TIME FACULTY 
- 1991 1992 ~ l s S s 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 7 ~ m ~ 2 0 0 1 ~ ~ ~  

IOTM 242 230 235 256 240 242 263 272 273 271 260 290 320 334 
:ask 84 34.7 86 37.4 91 38.7 101 39.5 96 40.0 97 40.1 107 40.7 1 j 3  41.5 118 43.2 120 44.3 109 41.9 122 42.1 147 45.9 1% 46.7 
iblr 158 65.3 144' 62.6 144 61.3 I55 60.5 144 60.0 145 59.9 156 59.3 159 58.5 155 56.8 151 55.7 151 58.1 168 57.9 173 54.1 178 53.3 
r O T M M N W  52 21.5 52 22.6 51 21.7 60 23.4 62 25.8 61 25.2 73 27.8 65 23.9 68 24.9 68 24.4 63 24.2 76 26.2 87 27.2 83 24.9 
w 31 12.8 31 13.5 30 12.8 33 12.9 34 14.2 32 13.2 33 12.5 33 12.1 35 12.8 36 13.3 35 13.5 38 13.1 41 12.8 40 12.0 
n$MiO 16 6.6 15 6.5 15 6.4 17 6.6 20 8.3 19 7.9 30 11.4 20 7.4 18 6.6 16 5.9 16 6.2 22 7.6 29 9.1 27 8.1 
~ d n ~ m i p a . ~ ~  5 2.1 5 2.2 6 2.6 10 3.9 8 3.3 10 4.1 10 3.8 12 4.4 15 5.5 14 5.2 12 4.6 16 5.5 17 5.3 16 4.8 
~ I W W A ~ N ~  0 0.0 I 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
hw 176 72.7 163 70.9 168 71.5 180 70.3 163 67.9 I67 69.0 175 66.5 192 70.6 I91 70.0 189 69.7 183 70.4 198 68.3 217 67.8 233 69.8 

14 5.8 15 6.5 16 6.8 16 6.3 15 6.3 14 5.8 15 5.7 15 5.5 14 5.1 16 5.9 14 5.4 16 5.5 16 5.0 I 8  5.4 

EINSTEIN AND DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR m -  1992 - 1993 - 1994 - 1995 1995 w . ( 9 9 8 -  1999 gjQ 
l O l N  1 I 1 1 2 3 2 0 1 3 
'mnab 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 33.3 I 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 I 20.0 I 25.0 1 20.0 I 16.7 
ua!d 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 50.0 2 66.7 1 50.0 0 0.0 I 100.0 2 66.7 4 80.0 3 75.0 4 80.0 5 83.3 

roTkwtiomTy- 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
B i d  0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 

kiSnAnma.lrl 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

*PdmTbn 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

PROFESSOR 

T O T N  TI- 74 7 9  8 T  85 89- 8 9  65 78- 79 7 r  73- 
F d  19 24.7 19 25.7 20 25.3 26 30.2 26 30.6 29 32.6 30 33.7 29 34.1 27 32.5 25 -32.9 24 30.8 24 30.4 22 31.0 25 34.2 
MaL 58 75.3 55 74.3 59 74.7 60 69.8 59 69.4 60 67.4 59 66.3 56 65.9 56 67.5 51 67.1 54 69.2 55 69.6 49 69.0 &: 65.8 
TOTUUINORIM- 4 5.2 3 4.1 3 3.8 5 5.8 8 9.4 8 9.0 9 10.1 9 10.6 9 10.8 8 10.5 7 9.0 7 8.9 6 8.5 6 '..8.2 
Bld: 2 2.6 1 1.4 1 1.3 2 2.3 4 4.7 4 4.5 5 5.6 5 5.9 5 6.0 5 6.6 4 5.1 4 5.1 5 7.0 5 6.8 
H i d  1 1.3 1 1.4 1 1.3 2 2.3 2 2.4 2 2.2 2 2.2 2 2.4 2 2.4 2 2.6 2 2.6 2 2.5 1 1.4 1 1.4 
h s i a ~ m ~ ~  1 1.3 I 1.4 1 1.3 1 1.2 2 2.4 2 2.2 2 2.2 2 2.4 2 2.4 1 1.3 1 1.3 1 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
h . W d N . N a l  0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

zm 2003 
5- 2o01 5- 

HLrpWiC o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 

h.IndidN.Na1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
MiiO 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 2 100.0 3 100.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 3 100.0 5 100.0 4 200.0 5 100.0 6 100.0 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1996 1991 - 1998 ;p ;#.@ 2001 2002 2003 2004 

mb 71 92.2 69 93.2 72 91.1 76 88.4 71 83.5 75 84.3 74 83.1 71 83.5 69 83.1 63 829 66 84.6 67 84.8 60 84.5 62 84.9 
IbE2nhWLiQ4l 2 2.6 2 2.7 4 5.1 5 5.8 6 7.1 6 6.7 6 6.7 5 5.9 5 6.0 5 6.6 5 6.4 5 6.3 5 7.0 5 6.8 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

TOTAL 92 9 2  81 80 82 
FanJe 35 38.0 35 38.0 32 36.8 30 37.0 30 41.1 29 39.2 29 36.3 30 36.6 31 37.3 33 40.2 36 43.9 36 42.4 39 45.9 41 43.6 
a 57 62.0 57 620 55 63.2 51 63.0 43 58.9 45 60.8 51 63.8 52 63.4 52 62.7 49 59.8 46 56.1 49 57.6 46 54.1 53 56.4 

B w :  9 9.8 10 10.9 9 10.3 9 11.1 7 9.6 9 12.2 I1 13.8 11 13.4 12 14.5 12 14.6 13 15.9 15 17.6 12 14.1 13 13.8 
H& 5 5.4 5 5.4 5 5.7 3 3.7 4 5.5 4 5.4 5 6.3 5 6.1 5 6.0 5 6.1 5 6.1 6 7.1 7 8.2 9 9.6 

1999 ZODO a 852 85w 94m4 8 3  82 82 
1992 $23 1994 ; I  7y 

TOTMKIIIORTPI" 17 18.5 18 19.6 17 19.5 15 18.5 13 17.8 15 20.3 18 22.5 18 22.0 20 24.1 20 24.4 21 25.6 24 28.2 21 24.7 25 5.6 

hhip-.~ 3 3.3 3 3.3 3 3.4 3 3.7 2 2.7 2 2.7 2 2.5 2 2.4 3 3.6 3 3.7 3 3.7 3 3.5 2 2.4 3 3.2 
k n M d l . N a L  0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
WMa 67 72.8 64 69.6 6.1 70.1 59 72.8 53 72.6 71.6 56 70.0 58 70.7 58 69.9 55 67.1 54 65.9 55 64.7 56 65.9 62 66.0 
I*l\maknn 8 8.7 10 10.9 9 10.3 7 8.6 7 9.6 6 8.1 6 7.5 6 7.3 5 6.0 7 8.5 7 8.5 6 7.1 8 9.4 7 7.4 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 

TOTAL 48 38 41 52 
F W  24 50.0 22 57.9 26 63.4 29 55.8 26 50.0 27 50.9 27 49.1 35 52.2 41 57.7 45 56.3 38 55.1 4s 52.9 67 58.8 73 62.4 
a 24 50.0 16 42.1 15 36.6 23 44.2 26 50.0 26 49.1 28 50.9 32 47.8 30 42.3 35 43.8 31 44.9 40 47.1 47 41.2 44 37.6 

T O T ~ U N O F ~ Y -  17 35.4 14 36.8 15 36.6 20 38.5 22 42.3 25 47.2 24 43.6 23 34.3 25 35.2 24 30.0 20 29.0 26 30.6 38 33.3 37 31.6 
B w :  12 25.0 11 28.9 10 24.4 13 25.0 13 25.0 I 2  22.6 10 18.2 I O  14.9 12 16.9 10 12.5 7 10.1 8 9.4 13 11.4 I 4  12.0 

4 8.3 3 7.9 3 7.3 2 3.8 5 9.6 7 13.2 8 14.5 6 9.0 5 7.0 5 6.3 6 8.7 8 9.4 13 11.4 10 8.5 
~npmlpw.~~l.  I 21 0 0.0 2 4.9 5 9.6 4 7.7 6 11.3 6 10.9 7 10.4 8 11.3 9 11.3 7 10.1 I O  11.8 12 10.5 13 11.1 
Amk&dALNal 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 o n n  n n n  

2000 2a02 2003 
53- 55 'P 71 8 0  69 85- 114- 
1996 m m  5p 

- - _." "._ 
w 27 56.3 21 55.3 23 56.1 28 53.8 28 53.8 26 49.1 28 50.9 40 59.7 42 59.2 52 65.0 47 68.1 56 65.9 74 64.9 79 67.5 
Italahmi?can 4 8.3 3 7.9 3 7.3 4 7.7 2 3.8 2 3.8 3 5.5 4 6.0 4 5.6 4 5.0 2 2.9 3 3.5 2 1.8 I 0.9 

INSTRUCTOR 
2004 P 21- 

1991 . 1992 1993 1994 - 1995 1991 1998 
mi& 5 7 1 2  I T  7 7 9 16 14 
F W  3 60.0 5 71.4 9 75.0 8 80.0 5 71.4 5 71.4 8 88.9 12 75.0 12 80.0 10 71.4 6 50.0 8 50.0 8 47.1 9 429 
w 2 40.0 2 28.6 3 25.0 2 20.0 2 28.6 2 28.6 1 11.1 4 25.0 3 20.0 4 28.6 6 50.0 8 50.0 Q 52.9 12 9.1 

TOTkMNORllY" 4 80.0 5 71.4 6 50.0 5 50.0 6 85.7 3 42.9 3 33.3 4 25.0 5 33.3 5 35.7 7 58.3 6 37.5 8 47.1 7 33.3 
SM 3 60.0 3 42.9 6 50.0 3 30.0 5 71.4 2 28.6 2 22.2 1 6.3 1 6.7 2 14.3 5 41.7 4 25.0 5 29.4 3 14.3 
H& 1 20.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 2 20.0 I. 14.3 1 14.3 I 11.1 2 12.5 2 13.3 2 14.3 I 8.3 2 12.5 2 11.8 4 19.0 
A ~ M ~ C M .  0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.3 2 13.3 I 7.1 I 8.3 0 0.0 1 5.9 0 0.0 

W N l O  1 20.0 2 28.6 6 50.0 5 50.0 1 14.3 4 57.1 6 66.7 12 75.0 10 66.7 9 64.3 5 41.7 9 56.3 9 52.9 11 52.4 
Ilwhmeriran 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 8.3 0 0.0 3 14.3 

LECTURER 

FaMb 3 15.8 5 27.8 4 26.7 8 30.8 8 38.1 6 37.5 12 42.9 7 31.8 7 35.0 6 37.5 4 28.6 8 38.1 i o  35.7 7 30.4 

- 

h . W A l . N a l  0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1996 1997 I998  2 a  2001 2003 2004 
1 6  2i-  22 20 16 14- 21 2 8  23- 

1991 P ;p ;p 
T O W  I9 

MaL 16 84.2 13 72.2 11 73.3 I 8  69.2 13 61.9 10 82.5 16 57.1 15 68.2 13 65.0 I O  62.5 10 71.4 13 61.9 18 64.3 16 69.6 

TOTAiMNOFUN" 10 52.6 
8w. 5 26.3 
HbpaJo 5 26.3 
k i a n M a c h l  0 0.0 
knWN.Hal 0 0.0 
WMP 9 47.4 
kl\nnka 0 0.0 

UCWip EFACTBLS.122 

12 66.7 I O  66.7 15 57.7 13 61.9 10 62.5 19 67.9 11 50.0 9 45.0 9 56.3 E 57.1 13 61.9 14 50.0 8 34.8 
6 33.3 4 26.7 6 23.1 5 23.8 5 31.3 5 17.9 6 27.3 5 25.0 7 43.8 6 42.9 7 33.3 6 21.4 5 21.7 
5 27.8 6 40.0 8 30.8 8 38.1 5 31.3 14 50.0 5 22.7 4 20.0 2 12.5 2 14.3 4 19.0 6 21.4 3 13.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 @ 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 9.5 2 7.1 0 0.0 
1 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
6 33.3 5 33.3 11 42.3 8 38.1 6 37.5 9 32.1 11 50.0 11 55.0 7 43.8 6 42.9 7 33.3 13 46.4 13 56.5 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 (1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 3.6 2 8.7 

"Total Minority includes Black, Hispanic, AsIan AmericawPacific blander, and American IndianlAlaskan NaUve. 



ATTACHMENT C 

Policy and Procedures: Academic Integrity, Draft 3.0 
Suggested changes relating to Turnitin (includes editing references) 

1 .  Suggested change #1: Page 2, Section B(2), first bullet: 

I 0 Maintenance of electronic plagiarism preventiongervices: Director of Educational 
Technology. 

2.  Additional suggested changes: Pages 5-6, Section B(6). The words “Turnitin.com” 
should be changed to “Turnitin” throughout (done below without including editing 
references). The remaining suggested changes are set out below with editing references: 

6.  Electronic Plagiarism Prevention 

The College has contracted with Turnitin for electronic plagiarism prevention services. 
The following is the College’s official policy with respect to this service. 

John Jay College of Criminal Justice is committed to the fundamental values of 
preserving academic integrity as defined in CUNY and John Jay College policies. 
John Jay College has contracted &Turnitin, a plagiarism prevention system that 
uses proprietary search technology to check assignments against Internet 
resources, proprietary databases, and previously submitted student assignments. 
Faculty members reserve the right to use this and other electronic means to detect 
and help prevent plagiarism. By registering for courses offered by the College, 
students consent that all assignments are subject to submission for textual 
similarity review to Turnitin. Assignments submitted to Turnitin may be included 
j n ~  Turniti-is restricted access database solely for the purpose of detecting 
plagiarisq m c u l t y  member may require students to submit their assignments ~~~. 

electronically to Turnitin, or the faculty member may submitiill or some student 
assignments to Turnitin. The terms that apply to the College’s use of the Turnitin 
service are further described on the Turnitin website. 

I 

.~~ .......................................................... . ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~  ~ 

~~~. ............................................................................................... 

~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ . . . - ~ . ~ ~ - ~ . ~ ~ ~  ~~ 

Faculty members are authorized to use this service, and the following procedures apply: 

The Director of Educational Technology is designated as the administrator of 
the Turnitin service for the College. 

Faculty memberspust apply for accounts throughlfhe Director and obtain the 
College‘s Turnitin account ID and join password from the Directoq 

The College’s Turnitin account ID and join password rnav riot be further disclosedt 

or distributed without the written Dermission of the Director. Should the 
College’s ‘I’urnitin Account ID or Join password be inadvertently disclosed, the 
Director must be notified. 

Faculty members must notify students, in their course syllabi, how written 
assignments may be subjected to review by Turnitin. The course syllabus should 
address the following points: 

0 

’ Deleted: detection I 

1 Deleted: as source documents i 
’; Deleted: in such documents 
i ~ i 

i DeleW. F I 
i ~. ..,. 

Deleted: questionable text on behalf of 
a student 

1 
’ Deleted and students I 

J 1 Deleted: using a web page maintained 

I Deleted: for this purpose 

1 Formatted: Bulleb and Numberinq 

@..--...__ 
i L=;5=;--.-=:p=- 

1 

o Whether the faculty member requires students to submit written assignments 
directly to Turnitin, and/or whether the faculty member may submit all or 
some written assignments to Turnitin. 
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ATTACHMENT C (cont) 

o The faculty member's decisions relating to other Turnitin options at the faculty 
member's discretion, such as the opportunity to submit papers to Turnitin for 
reporting in advance of the final assignment deadline. 
Whether students must be prepared to submit to Turnitin or to the faculty 
member electronic file versions of their written assignments (Word, 
Wordperfect,RTF, PDF, or HTML format) in addition to any paper version that 
may be required to be turned in to the faculty member. 
The faculty member's policy for the course with respect to use of the student's 
original written material that has been or is being used for written assignments 

courses that contain the same or substantially the same text. 

o 

o 

, in other courses - such as the submission of apaper or  reDort in multiple Deleted: term j 

1 If a faculty member suspects plagiarism based on a Turnitin originality report, and the 
faculty member intends to base a grading decision substantially on the report or file 
disciplinary charges based on the report, the faculty member will provide the student with 
access to the Turnitin report if the student does not already have such access. 

2 



ATTACHMENT D 

JOHN JAY COLLEGE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

MEMORANDUM 

To: President Jeremy Travis 

From: Todd Clear, James Levine, Barbara Stanley 

Date: October 8,2004 

Re: Doctoral Program Recommendations (revised) 

The purpose of this memo is to propose a strategy that reconfigures John Jay College’s doctoral 
programs to help us become a premier research institution. The doctoral programs are central to 
this mission, and by restructuring them we can simultaneously optimize doctoral education, 
scholarship, and undergraduate education. Our strategy has three aims: 

b Increase the quality of doctoral education so that John Jay College can recruit the best 
scholars in criminal justice and forensic psychology, enroll the top doctoral students in its 
programs, and produce graduates who compete for positions at the best academic 
institutions around the country. 

0 Bolster the college’s scholarly research environment by supporting the research careers of 
the most productive research scholars and offering resources to support faculty growth 
toward increased scholarly activity. 

Reinforce the contribution of doctoral programs to undergraduate education in criminal 
justice and forensic psychology through early exposure of undergraduates to our most 
productive scholars and by enhancing thier tutoring in small sections. 

A. To increase the quality of doctoral education 

First-rate doctoral programs possess three characteristics: (1) They are stafed by highly- 
regarded active scholars whose work is known widely throughout the scholarly communiy, (2) 
they attract the brightest and most promising young doctoral students to&ll time study, and (3) 
they support those students with research assignments, teaching assignments, and scholarly 
mentoring so that their accomplishments during graduate study enable them to compete for the 
most prestigious entry-level assignments at highly-ranked institutions. We therefore recommend: 

1 



ATTACHMENT D [cont) 

Faculty: To establish a stable faculty for doctoral success, a core group of faculty with 
outstanding scholarly credentials whose main assignment is doctoral training, research and 
mentoring will be designated. These core doctoral faculty would have standard research 
university teaching loads: four courses per year, most of which would be satisfied through 
doctoral-level assignments, including committee work, advisement, and traditional classroom 
teachng, subject to renewal based upon continuing evidence of scholarly productivity. To fully 
support the wide range of curricular and mentoring needs of doctoral students, there would be a 
larger group of afiliated doctoral faculty who regularly teach courses in the doctoral program 
and mentor doctoral students, but whose primary affiliation and identification is with a college 
department. 

Students: To create a learning environment in which high-profile academic research careers by 
our students is encouraged and facilitated, we propose an intensive mentoring system, selective 
admission, dependable financial aid, and systematic institutional assignments. Under a strategy of 
excellence, doctoral programs would admit select full-time students whose career goal is to make 
scholarly contributions to the field and for whom we can provide intensive mentoring. To attract 
the best students, we should guarantee student aid during the years of full-time course work for 
every student admitted to study. A combination of tuition remission and a competitive stipend 
would be fulfilled through research and teaching assistant assignments for first-year students and 
adjunct teachng assignments in more advanced students. Baruch College successfully follows 
this strategy for its doctoral students in business. 

Courses: The College should provide faculty resources that enable the doctoral programs to offer 
courses and mentor students beyond the Graduate Center reimbursement, a s  may be needed to 
promote excellence in doctoral training. 

Resources: Resources need to be increased in order to reimburse targeted faculty and student 
travel, to fund topical seminars, and to enable other doctoral program activities. One way of 
accomplishing this is by reworking the formula for distribution of indirect costs from grants to 
more effectively encourage a research environment that takes advantage of doctoral education. 
We also need to create an environment where students think of graduate training as their full- 
time job. In order to do this, offices andor space in faculty research labs must be a priority. 

B. Bolster the College’s scholarly research environment 

Many John Jay faculty exhibit admirable success in scholarshi@, but working under a teaching 
load of seven classesper year, our faculty have not reached theirhllpotential as research 
scholars. Although doctoral programs will be immeasurably strengthened by having a core 
faculty, an active and effective afJiliate faculty will be the essential ingredient of n diverse 
research program thatJilters throughout the college. Therefore, we recommend: 

Research Environment: The college needs to devise mechanisms that reduce teaching for those 
who publish extensively in hghly-regarded journals or publish books with prominent presses, yet 
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ATTACHMENT D (cont) 

are not members of the core doctoral faculty. Stringent criteria should be used to determine who 
will qualifl for reassigned time, with renewal based on continuing scholarly productivity. 

Reporting: The doctoral programs should have a formal place in the administrative structure of 
John Jay College, reporting to the Dean of Graduate Studies. 

C. Reinforce the contribution of doctoral program to undergraduate education 

At John Jay College, a number of forces interact to discourage the assignment of our highest- 
proJile faculty to teach undergraduates, and this deprives our undergraduates of important 
exposure to our foremost scholars. The emerging emphasis on research productivity promises to 
exacerbate the problem Jirrther. To address this, we recommend: 

Criminal Justice 10 1 and Psychology 10 1 could be reconfigured to accommodate large lectures 
that are conducted by high-profile senior faculty supported by recitation sections led by doctoral 
students, This is a common format in colleges and universities, and our Psychology department 
is now experimenting with this model. Required large lectures may be repeated at multiple 
points throughout the week, with specific recitation sessions of small groups offered as 
designated sections. Thus, students will have both lectures from prominent scholars and a small- 
group classroom experience with carefully supervised doctoral students in the same course, 

Resource Implications 

We recognize that our proposal implies a shift in resource allocation. In particular, reduced 
teaching loads for core doctoral faculty and stipend guarantees for doctoral students will have to 
be funded, and faculty lecturing roles in introductory courses will have to be created. 

When our proposal is taken as a whole, however, the resource implications, while important, are 
not as sizeable as they seem. In its various forms of grants and fellowshps, the Graduate Center 
already makes a major contribution toward the student portion of these costs, and current plans 
promise to increase these levels of support. The College is already heavily contributing to 
support for doctoral study, was well. This semester, for example, doctoral students are teaching 
about 80 sections of undergraduate classes across the college. As regards students, then, our 
vision does not require a wholesale change in resource strategies, but implies a more strategic use 
of existing commitments and, where necessary, a measured increase in those commitments in 
order to accomplish the three aims of doctoral excellence, baccalaureate enhancement, and 
increased research productivity. 

A similar resource picture emerges for faculty reassignment. The Graduate Center reimbursement 
to the College now f h d s  eleven senior-level lines. By reconfiguring the undergraduate classes as 
large-sectiodrecitation gateway classes, further saving in faculty teaching assignments will 
accrue. This provides a strategic rationale for reduced teaching loads for research-productive 
faculty, a goal already proposed for the college and endorsed in its 2003 Middle States Report. 
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