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The Task Force on Advisement presents this final report on our activities during 2006-
2007 and our recommendations for improving the quality of advisement at Geneseo.  
Also included in the report are (a) a summary of the charge to the Task Force; (b) a 
description of the plan of action the Task Force developed; and (c) a report on work 
completed during the time of the Advisement Task Force’s charge.  Hereafter department 
refers to department or school, chair refers to chair or dean, and faculty refers to faculty 
and staff who are academic advisors. (Note that this report subsumes our Preliminary 
Report.)  

Executive Summary 

The Task Force began meeting in January 2006 and completed our work in September 
2007.  Throughout the time that the Task Force convened, input was sought from the 
campus community about the present advisement system at Geneseo, and from inside and 
outside the College for best practice models of advisement.  The Task Force hosted 
several members of the College community, sought input from students and faculty, 
reviewed numerous existing datasets on academic advisement, and surveyed students, 
department chairs, and academic advisors regarding the present academic advisement 
system at Geneseo.  A careful review of the data suggest that a College-wide problem 
does not exist within the present advisement system at Geneseo.  No single College-wide 
aspect of advisement could be identified as the cause for the less-than-desired ratings of 
academic advisement by students.  Rather, the data suggest that improvements can be 
realized at the departmental level through department self-assessments, with significant 
support from the College, and student responsibilities in the advisement process clearly 
communicated to all Geneseo students.   College support ranges from improving 
advisement resources for students and academic advisors, including better 
communication of advisement issues, training opportunities for all faculty, and an online 
advisement handbook, to supporting creative solutions within departments that are 
compatible with department cultures, and formally recognizing advisement in terms of 
continuing appointment and promotion.  It is the conclusion of the Task Force that more 
comprehensive policy and practices need to be communicated to all parties involved in 
the advisement process at Geneseo.  With a comprehensive policy in place and the 
necessary support of the College, the Task Force firmly believes that departments and 
academic advisors will take advantage of the resources provided to improve the overall 
quality of academic advisement.  The nature of advising sessions between students and 
their academic advisors can be redirected from a more prescriptive one, focused strictly 
on “book-keeping” of progress towards graduation, to more of a developmental approach 
that focuses on achieving educational, career, and life goals.      
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I. The Charge  

The charge to the Task Force from Provost Katherine Conway-Turner included the 
following:  
 

1. Looking at the structure and organization of our system of student advisement 
from orientation through graduation. 

2. Studying and evaluating best practice models of advisement at other institutions. 
3. Convening focus groups and/or administering surveys to faculty, staff, and 

students to determine perceptions about advisement and solicit ideas for change. 
4. Determining methods for assessing the effectiveness of advisement. 
5. Describing what the current culture of advisement is from both a student and a 

faculty perspective. 
6. Making recommendations to the Provost and Dean of the College for improving 

efficiency and the usefulness of advisement.  

II. Plan of Action 

The Task Force had its first meeting on January 9th 2006 and then met every week during 
the Spring semester until May 11th, after which time the Task Force agreed to meet every 
other week through the summer.  The Task Force also met every week during the Fall 
2006 semester and intermittently in the Spring 2007 semester while awaiting data 
analysis.  
 
The Task Force spent the Spring 2006 semester reviewing the available data on student 
perceptions of and satisfaction with advisement at Geneseo, gathering input from 
stakeholders in the advisement process, and defining the context of advisement at 
Geneseo.  Based on that information, the Task Force prepared a preliminary report for the 
Provost that included recommendations for immediate implementation that would benefit 
the College advisement system. The report was presented to the Provost during Summer 
2006.  During Summer 2006, the Task Force surveyed and/or interviewed Department 
Chairs and School Deans regarding their advisement cultures and began preparing a 
survey of student opinion on the College’s present advisement system. The student 
opinion survey was completed and administered during the Fall 2006 semester, as was a 
faculty opinion survey.  The Task Force used the Spring 2007 semester to a) interpret the 
student and faculty survey datasets as they became available; b) research best practices at 
institutions that have received high rankings by students for advisement; and c) develop 
recommendations to the Provost for improving the advisement system at Geneseo.  
 
Throughout the time the Task Force convened, input was sought from stakeholders in the 
advisement system.  In addition to Task Force member contributions and Geneseo 
student opinions gathered at Academic Affairs Committee (AAC) meetings and reported 
by student members of the Task Force, the Task Force hosted guests Catherine Renner, 
Director of Institutional Research; Jerry Wrubel, Director of Career Services; Stacey 
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Edgar, Chair of the Humanities Core Committee; Jeff Gutenberg, School of Business; 
and Delbert Brown, Registrar.   
 
The Task Force researched best practices in advisement through the use of (1) National 
Academic Advising Association (NACADA) resources; (2) the attendance of two Task 
Force members at NACADA’s 2007 National Conference, who prepared a report for the 
Task Force; (3) investigating the institutional “fit” of advisement software packages 
including Degree Works and AdvisorTrac (promoted as a best practice at NACADA 
2007 National Conference); (4) identifying best practices at Geneseo; and (5) 
determining the practices at institutions that have received top-rankings for their 
advisement systems. A Task Force member also conducted an interview with John Nader, 
Dean of Arts and Sciences and spokesperson for advisement at SUNY Delphi, rated first 
in advisement in the 2006 Student Opinion Survey, and John Shirley, Director of Career 
Services at SUNY Cortland.  Mr. Shirley has developed a very successful internship 
program at Cortland and is the consultant at a number of other colleges seeking to 
develop his program.  The Task Force considered other models, such as one that 
incorporates a central advisement center, but found that improvements could be made to 
the current system without resorting to this type of model.   
 

III. Analysis of Advisement Data 

The Task Force began its analysis by reviewing extant data on advisement at Geneseo 
(see section IIIa. Existing Internal and External Data).  With the permission of the 
Provost, the Task Force later conducted surveys of department chairs and school deans, 
students, and faculty (see section IIIb. Department, Student and Faculty Surveys).  
 
To facilitate discussion of the data, the terms prescriptive advising and developmental 
advising are explained briefly below and developmental advising is discussed in section 
IVb. Philosophy of Developmental Advising.  

Prescriptive advising places the focus of advising on course selection, PIN 
retrieval, and record-keeping of student progress in meeting graduation 
requirements.    
Developmental advising is a comprehensive approach to advising that is intended 
to aid students in achieving educational, career, and personal goals through the 
utilization of the full range of institutional and community resources.    

IIIa. Existing Internal and External Data 

The Task Force began to address its charge by reviewing the available data on student 
perceptions of advisement that, in part, led the College to include the need to review and 
analyze the advisement system as a goal of the College’s Middle States self-study.  The 
Task Force reviewed and discussed the 2002-2003 National Survey of Student 
Engagement, 2000, 2003, and 2006 SUNY Student Opinion Survey, Senior Surveys from 
1999, 2001, 2002 and 2003 that include students’ written comments on advisement, and 
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the New First-Year Student Orientation Assessment for years 2001, 2002, and 2004.  
Catherine Renner served as our guest to present an analysis of student ratings of 
advisement at Geneseo compared to student perceptions at other SUNY and COPLAC 
(Council of Public Liberal Arts Colleges) institutions.  Student Task Force member 
Kristin Keenan presented the results of a brief open-ended survey of AAC members for 
additional input. Steve Padalino, who joined the Task Force during the summer 2006, 
sorted the senior survey data by academic department and presented a report to the Task 
Force (Appendix A).   
 
The following general observations resulted from our review of the above data.  First, 
although Geneseo ranks lower than similar institutions on academic advisement, the 
actual numerical scores do not appear to be statistically different from those of other 
institutions and generally fall within the “good” and “average” categories.  This, 
combined with a graduation rate that hovers around 80%, suggests that there is not a 
major campus-wide problem that warrants overhauling the College’s present advisement 
system.  Members of the Task Force agreed, however, that we would like to see Geneseo 
rate higher on advisement.   
 
Second, the senior survey data was useful in determining student satisfaction with 
advisement by department.  The results indicate that while some departments exceeded 
the College average in meeting the advisement needs and desires of their majors, other 
departments did not.   
 
Third, although fewer than 25 graduates per year commented on advisement on exit 
surveys (50-60% of graduates complete the surveys), the most common complaint and 
lowest numerical scores centered on career advisement provided by faculty advisors.  
This observation led Task Force members to want to know more about student and 
faculty perceptions of college, department, faculty and student responsibilities with 
respect to advisement under the present system.  It also raised questions regarding 
whether the survey questions were appropriately worded to accurately assess the 
advisement system currently in place.  
 
Fourth, the data suggest that an advisement survey containing carefully worded questions 
was needed to accurately assess the quality of the present advisement system at Geneseo 
and the perceptions and expectations of different parties in the process.  Of particular 
concern was the limited data available pertaining to undeclared students and transfer 
students. Given the moratorium on campus-wide surveys during the Spring 2006 
semester, the Task Force agreed to have a survey prepared for administration at the 
beginning of the Fall 2006 semester.   

IIIb. Department, Student and Faculty Surveys 

The Task Force gathered information from within the College to determine the 
departmental advisement cultures and faculty and student opinions regarding the present 
advisement system.  During Summer 2006 and early Fall 2006, questionnaires were sent 
to and/or personal interviews were conducted with department chairs and school deans 
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for the purpose of determining the culture of advisement within departments (Appendix 
B).  During Fall 2006, the Task Force conducted parallel surveys with both students and 
faculty to gather information concerning their general opinions as to what constitutes 
advisement and how it functions at Geneseo (Appendices C & D, respectively).  The 
response rates were 72% for the student survey (3874 valid responses out of 5353 
students) and 76% for the faculty survey (258 valid responses out of 340).  The high 
response rates indicate that a comprehensive survey of the students and faculty was 
achieved and not simply a sampling of each group. Steve Padalino began compiling the 
student survey data in November 2007, after which time Paul Scipione, Director of the 
Survey Research Center in the School of Business, performed the data analysis for the 
surveys between December 2006 and July 2007.  Jennifer Coleman, Research Consultant 
and faculty member at the University of Southwestern New Mexico, revised and 
completed the analysis in August, 2007.   
 
The excellent response rates for department chairs (all departments responded), students 
and faculty reflect the importance of academic advisement to the campus community.  
Although some of the high response rates with the student and faculty surveys can be 
attributed to the personalized email announcements sent from the Office of the Provost 
(students) and the Office of the Dean (faculty), the open-ended comments from students, 
Task Force discussions with students, and faculty survey responses suggest that 
advisement is important to everyone. The majority (83%) of faculty believe that 
advisement is an appropriate use of their time.  Furthermore, the faculty survey clearly 
indicates that the faculty at Geneseo believe in providing thorough academic advisement 
to Geneseo students.  
 
The following observations resulted from our review of the survey data. 

Student Survey 
Geneseo students are generally satisfied with the present advisement system but indicated 
that there is room for improvement (Table 1).  Roughly one-fifth of the students 
characterized their satisfaction as Fair to Poor.  The 21% of students who didn’t respond 
were likely first-semester students.  Based on the 79% of students who did respond, the 
mean satisfaction level was slightly above “Good”.  The Task Force was concerned, 
however, with the significant percentage of dissatisfied students.  No statistical difference 
was found between the overall satisfaction with advisement by transfer versus non-
transfer students. Undeclared students reported their overall satisfaction within the range 
reported for major departmental groupings (see Appendix C and Comparison of Faculty 
and Student Surveys).  The satisfaction level reported by first-year students was 
statistically higher than all other student classes.  Although still shy of a “Very Good” 
score, the reported satisfaction by first-semester (Fall 2006) students indicates that the 
advisement provided during the summer was well received.   
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Table 1. Overall student satisfaction with advisement at Geneseo.  
Mean satisfaction is 3.37 on a 5 point scale. 

Excellent (5) 17% 
Very Good (4) 25% 
Good (3) 18% 
Fair (2) 11% 
Poor (1) 9% 
NA or Non-response 20% 

 
 
Students identified their assigned academic advisors and friends/peers as their primary 
sources for academic advisement (Table 2).  Roughly 24% of students consider their 
assigned faculty advisor as their first source for advisement, more than any other first 
source of information.  Overall, however, students refer to their friends and peers (63.5% 
in total) more often than to their assigned faculty advisors (54.8% in total).  This is not 
surprising, nor is it necessarily an indication of a major flaw in the present system.  
Students should become independent over time with prescriptive advisement and 
expectedly turn to peers for advice concerning specific courses and instructors.  As long 
as students are correctly informed of the College’s academic policies and requirements, 
peer assistance in the advisement process can be effective.  Of concern are instances 
where misinformed students pass incorrect and/or incomplete information along to their 
peers.  The College Bulletin and website should provide current information in a student-
friendly manner.  The significant percentage of students (37% in total) who seek 
academic advisement from a family member can, in part, be attributed to first-year 
students who often receive academic advice from their parents.  The student survey was 
disseminated early in the fall semester before most, if any, of the first-year students had 
made formal contact with their advisors for course selection or other advisement issues. 
 
 
 Table 2.  Students’ reported sources of academic advisement at Geneseo (in 

percentages).  
 1st  2nd  3rd  Total 
Assigned Advisor 23.7 16.3 14.8 54.8 
Friends/Peers 17.3 25.1 21.1 63.5 
Course Instructor 11.6 15.3 13.3 40.2 
Family Member 13.0 13.0 11.0 37.0 
College Publ or website 13.7 9.1 10.0 32.8 

 
 
It is interesting to note that there is a higher percentage of transfer students whose parents 
did not receive a bachelor’s degree compared to non-transfer students.  This demographic 
information has implications for advisement given that many students reported using 
family members as sources of advisement.  For transfer students, parents might be less 
able to advise students and the role of the academic advisor might be especially 
important.   
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The results of the student survey indicate that students are actively engaged in the 
advisement system at Geneseo.  On average, students meet with their academic advisor 
one to two times a semester (53% reported), with 20% meeting more often and another 
19% reporting never meeting their advisor (presumably first-semester students).  
Communication through E-mail is the most common forum for advisement reported by 
students (51% of the students reported), with drop-in meetings second most-common 
(48%), and meetings by appointment third (46%). The most common reason students 
reported contacting their academic advisors is for assistance with course selection (60% 
of the students reported).  Substantially fewer students seek assistance from their 
academic advisors for the purposes of obtaining their PIN number (35%), discussing 
major and career opportunities (28%) or academic difficulties (19%).  Only 18% of 
students, however, reported always following the advice of their faculty advisor, 35% 
reported frequently, 17% often, 15% sometimes and 4% rarely.    
 
Although email is a valuable and increasing form of communication, face-to-face 
meetings between students and their academic advisors are important for effective, 
thorough academic advisement.  The Task Force recognizes that email can be useful for 
simple prescriptive advisement, but strongly encourages face-to-face advisement 
meetings between students and academic advisors.  Face-to-face meetings not only 
provide dedicated time to perform developmental advisement, they also provide an 
opportunity for student-faculty rapport-building.  It is often through face-to-face 
conversation that faculty discover issues and/or interests with students that can positively 
or negatively impact the students’ academic performance and career goals, and can then 
address those issues through advisement.  Although faculty should not be involved in 
advising students on significant and/or chronic emotional or psychological issues, it is 
often through face-to-face meetings that faculty become aware of students’ personal 
struggles and can then refer students to the appropriate campus resources.   
 
Student opinions about their academic advisors were generally favorable but indicate 
significant room for improvement. Fifty-seven percent of students responded that their 
advisors were always respectful and listened to student questions and concerns, 20% 
reported frequently, 11% often, 8% sometimes, and 4% rarely.  Of greater concern were 
student opinions regarding the accessibility of their advisors during posted office hours or 
by appointment.  Only 44% of students reported that their advisor was always accessible, 
31% reported frequently, 15% often, 8% sometimes, and 2% rarely.  Although some of 
the lack of availability of faculty during posted office hours might be attributable to 
faculty using course office hours for advisement purposes, some can also be attributed to 
students waiting until the last moment to seek advisement only to find that other students 
have done the same, resulting in a queue of students waiting to see the advisor.  Students 
frequently and unrealistically assume that faculty should be available “on demand.”  
Many students also expect faculty to be experts on the requirements for majors outside 
their respective departments.  These are common complaints heard amongst the faculty.  
Students reported, however, that their advisors are generally knowledgeable about their 
academic progress (always 37%, frequently 24%, often 16%, sometimes 13%, and rarely 
10%).  
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Students indicate satisfaction with how their academic advisors meet their expectations in 
specific areas (Table 3).  Students reported their academic advisors’ knowledge in the 
following areas as being important: graduation requirements, deciding what courses to 
take, getting career/grad school information, general education requirements, and 
deciding what to do after Geneseo.  The student satisfaction with their advisors’ 
knowledge ranged from good to very good for all areas.  Graduation requirements, 
deciding what courses to take, and general education requirements were reported with the 
highest satisfaction.  Undeclared students included deciding on a major and coping with 
academic difficulties as being important topics for their advisors to be knowledgeable 
about (Table 4).  Of the areas reported as being important, student satisfaction with 
getting career/grad school information, deciding what to do after Geneseo, deciding on a 
major, and coping with academic difficulties were rated the lowest in satisfaction (Tables 
3 and 4).   
 
 

Table 3.  Importance of and satisfaction with advisement topics to 
undergraduate students. Caution should be exercised when comparing the 
values for importance against satisfaction because the scales are different.  
Importance rating scale: 5 = Very Important; 4 = Important. Satisfaction 
ratings: 5 = Excellent; 4 = Very Good; 3 = Good.  
 

Topic Importance Satisfaction 
Graduation Requirements 4.66 3.81 
Deciding what courses to take 4.30 3.73 
Getting career/grad school information 4.23 3.40 
General Education requirements 4.03 3.67 
Deciding what to do after Geneseo 4.02 3.40 

 
Table 4.  Importance of and satisfaction with advisement topics to Undeclared 
students. Caution should be exercised when comparing the values for 
importance against satisfaction because the scales are different.  Importance 
rating scale: 5 = Very Important; 4 = Important. Satisfaction ratings: 5 = 
Excellent; 4 = Very Good; 3 = Good. 
 

Topic Importance Satisfaction 
Graduation Requirements 4.60 3.74 
Deciding what courses to take 4.40 3.58 
General Education requirements 4.16 3.73 
Getting career/grad school information 4.14 3.40 
Deciding on a major 4.13 3.31 
Deciding what to do after Geneseo 4.08 3.38 
Coping with academic difficulties 4.04 3.58 
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Department and Faculty Surveys 
Understandably, department cultures regarding advisement differ.  Some of the major 
differences between these advisement cultures appear to be based on variables such as 
number of majors, number of faculty and staff advisors, availability of professional and 
internship programs, and the rate of alumni entering graduate programs with or apart 
from employment. The Task Force recognizes the need for flexibility in how advisement 
is performed by departments in order to meet the needs of students in their majors.     
 
Equity of advising loads is an important issue to departments, individual faculty and staff.  
A tension exists between the assigning of advisees based on advisee interest and a desire 
to achieve an equitable distribution of advisees.   Presently, the average advising load as 
reported by department chairs is from 10 to 50 advisees per advisor.  Actual advising 
loads range from 0 to 120 advisees.  Given the time required to perform comprehensive 
advisement, more equity in advising loads is critical to providing quality advisement and 
to the overall success of faculty in performing non-advisement tasks (e.g., teaching and 
research).       
 
According to the faculty survey, the value the College places on undergraduate academic 
advisement as a component of tenure and promotion at Geneseo is unclear (see Appendix 
D).  Forty-one percent of the faculty responded that it is not a component of tenure and 
promotion within their departments.  Given that academic advisement is clearly stated as 
a requirement of teaching faculty in Geneseo’s Academic Affairs Policies and Procedures 
manual, the faculty response is likely an indication that the quality of advisement is not 
formally considered for tenure and promotion.  The majority of faculty reported that 
quality academic advising is valued in their department (45% strongly agreed, 36% 
agreed).   
 
Training of faculty advisors is performed within departments in an informal manner.  No 
departments reported having any formal advisement training for new faculty.  Although 6 
departments reported no training of faculty advisors in any manner, most stated that they 
provided informal training for new faculty.  In many cases, the informal training offered 
by departments consists of new advisors seeking assistance with specific advisement 
issues that result from interactions with students during advisement sessions.  Of the 
faculty as a whole, 74% reported having no advising mentoring or training in the last 
three years.  Of those who reported receiving training on campus, half reported receiving 
training from their department and the other half reported training from the College.    
 
The faculty responses concerning how advisement should be categorized and rewarded 
show greater variance.  More than half of the faculty (65%) believe advising should count 
as service rather than as teaching (33%) or scholarly activity (2%).  The Task Force 
recognizes that this response can be attributed in part to familiarity with the present 
advisement system at Geneseo rather than a knowledge of existing “best practice” 
models.  Fifty-six percent of the faculty believe they should be responsible for advising 
students regardless of reward, while 26% believe a reward system is warranted.  The 
Task Force cautions, however, that the faculty response regarding a reward system might 
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be different if additional advisement expectations are requested of them and if quality 
advisement is formally considered with contract renewal, tenure, and promotion.  This is 
suggested by the response of faculty to the question of whether they have enough time to 
advise adequately under the present system.  Roughly 10% strongly disagreed, 18% 
disagreed, 23% reported being neutral, 39% agreed and only 11% strongly agreed.  
 
As expected, faculty ratings of their individual expertise in advisement improve with 
increasing rank, none-tenure to tenured appointment, and increasing years of service at 
Geneseo.  While adjuncts reported their expertise as just below adequate (options were 
weak, adequate, strong, excellent), assistant professors reported their expertise as just 
below strong.  Interestingly, the reported expertise of both associate and full professors 
was similar (just above strong), suggesting that faculty achieve an acceptable level of 
knowledge in advisement and comfort with their abilities.  It also suggests that little 
improvement in academic advisement occurs beyond promotion to associate professor.  
Given that most department chairs reported that new adjunct faculty did not perform 
academic advising, the adjuncts who do perform advising should have years of 
experience at Geneseo.  Assuming this is the case, the adjunct survey data suggests that 
they are not receiving adequate training with respect to advisement.   
 
The majority of faculty at Geneseo are comfortable advising students.  As expected, 
faculty are most knowledgeable and comfortable advising in their respective majors.  A 
significant percentage (24%), however, rated their knowledge of graduation requirements 
as fair to poor, and 29% reported their knowledge of University policies related to 
academics as fair to poor.  This is likely the result of a combination of insufficient 
training and resources (e.g., Advising Handbook) to assist faculty in keeping up-to-date 
with the ever-changing University, College, and Major requirements for graduation.  
Additionally, some faculty believe that students should be responsible for this 
prescriptive aspect of their advisement.  Although prescriptive advising is only a part of 
advisement at Geneseo, the Task Force believes strongly that the faculty should be aware 
of the basic requirements for graduation.   
 
The majority of faculty reported being competent in referring students to college 
resources (79%).  The 20% of faculty who reported their competence as fair to poor, 
however, suggests that some faculty are not aware of the resources available on campus 
to assist students.  Seventy-two percent of the faculty agreed (53%) or strongly agreed 
(19%) to being aware of campus resources to assist students with academic difficulties.  
The reported faculty competency with 1) helping students cope with academic 
difficulties; 2) helping students perform successfully in a class; and 3) helping students 
with time management and study skills, show greater variance.  This, in part, suggests 
that faculty might not be aware of all of the resources to which they can refer students 
and/or believe they are shirking their responsibilities if they refer students elsewhere for 
help with academic issues.  The faculty might have read those same questions as 
excluding the option of referring students to resources and, therefore, reported their 
individual abilities.  If that is the case, careful consideration and attention should be given 
to improving these areas of faculty training if the areas are to be considered within the 
realm of responsibility of the faculty advisor.  The Task Force, however, strongly 
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recommends that faculty refer students to campus resources for each of these areas of 
advisement.   
 
Although the majority of faculty (73%) indicated that they are competent advising 
students in making career choices, career advisement was the most common weakness of 
the present advisement system identified by department chairs and senior exit surveys.  
This suggests that faculty and student perceptions of career advising differ.  Based on the 
presentation given to the Task Force by Director Jerry Wrubel, the Office of Career 
Services can bridge this gap and should be better utilized by departments (e.g., hosting 
Career Services at faculty meetings, student seminars and events), faculty (e.g., referring 
students to Career Services) and students. 

Comparison of Faculty and Student Surveys 
Although the student and faculty data both suggest that improvements can be made to the 
present advisement system at Geneseo, there is no “smoking gun” pointing to one area of 
advisement as the cause of the lower-than-desired ratings.  The Task Force chose to 
examine several faculty-reported criteria with the purpose of seeking a correlation with 
overall student satisfaction with advisement, but none of the correlations were strong (see 
Appendix E).  This supports the early interpretation (of senior exit data and SOS data) 
that a College-wide problem with the advisement system at Geneseo does not exist.  
Instead, the data supports the notion that department cultures regarding advisement differ.   
 
In general, the overall student satisfaction with the present advisement system at Geneseo 
is highest in small departments and lowest in large departments, with several exceptions 
to that trend (Table 5).  The undergraduate student satisfaction with advisement data were 
sorted by department size using the average number of advisees reported by the faculty 
for each department.  The result suggests that smaller departments are better able to meet 
the advisement expectations of their students.  Caution should be exercised, however, 
when considering the significance of this data because there are smaller departments that 
received lower satisfaction ratings than larger departments, and larger departments that 
received ratings higher than smaller departments.  The average time spent per advisement 
visit reported by the faculty in small departments is only 2.1 minutes more than that 
reported by the faculty in large departments.  It is not the opinion of the Task Force that 
these two minutes are the cause for the higher satisfaction rating of small departments.  
Indeed, there are departments that received lower satisfaction ratings but reported average 
visit lengths greater than 30 minutes.  It is reasonable, however, to believe that there are 
more opportunities for casual advisement in small departments because of the higher 
probability of casual meetings in the classrooms and hallways.  The range of reported 
student satisfaction with advisement versus department size further supports the 
contention that department cultures with respect to advisement differ and that size alone 
is not the reason for low satisfaction ratings. 
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Table 5. Number of advisees, time spent and overall satisfaction of students by major.  
Unspecified represents faculty advisors who chose not to identify their departments and 
non-departmental academic advisors.  Satisfaction ratings: 5 = Excellent; 4 = Very Good; 
3 = Good.  The overall satisfaction for Undeclared Majors was 3.25.  
 

 Mean 
Number of 
Advisees 

Ave Time 
Spent per 
Visit (min) 

Overall 
Student 

Satisfaction  

       

Departments reporting 6 - 15 advisees   25.7 3.82 

School of Arts 6.3 27.0 3.48 

Geography 11.2 25.8 4.08 

Computer Science 12.0 26.3 3.57 

Geological Sciences 13.8 28.0 4.36 

Chemistry 14.3 30.4 3.80 

English 14.4 25.7 3.06 

Philosophy 14.9 17.0 4.40 

       

Departments reporting 16 - 25 advisees  26.0 3.50 

Mathematics 15.6 25.9 3.14 

Sociology 18.0 31.0 3.59 

Foreign Languages 18.3 32.5 3.55 

Physics & Astronomy  18.4 21.4 3.95 

History 22.9 19.2 3.28 

       

Departments reporting 26 - 35 advisees  24.9 3.55 

Psychology 28.4 22.9 3.47 

School of Business 29.3 19.7 3.19 

Communicative Disorders & Sci 31.6 20.6 4.07 

Communication 31.8 36.2 3.22 

Anthropology 32.0 25.0 3.81 

       

Departments reporting 36 - 46 advisees  23.6 3.21 

Unspecified 38.1 32.2  

Biology 41.6 21.4 3.37 

School of Education 42.9 22.4 3.17 

Political Science 45.8 18.3 3.10 

      

Average 23.9   
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Additional comparisons were made between student satisfaction and motivating factors 
for faculty, such as advisement being valued within the department and/or considered a 
part of tenure and promotion within the department.  No correlations were found.  A 
weak correlation was found between advisement being valued within the department and 
advisement being considered part of tenure and promotion within the department.   The 
lack of a strong correlation between student satisfaction and these motivating factors for 
faculty further suggest that an institution-wide problem, and hence possible solution, does 
not exist for the less than desirable student satisfaction ratings.   
 
A significant number of the faculty chose not to respond to particular demographic 
questions on the survey, including identifying department and rank.  It is our hope that 
the questions were left incomplete because of survey fatigue or the opinion on behalf of 
those particular faculty members that the demographic data was not significant to the 
assessment of the advisement system at Geneseo.  Although the exact reasons faculty had 
for not completing these questions are unknown, the Task Force cautions that some 
faculty might be concerned that their honest opinions about the advisement process could 
be held against them.   

IV. Academic Advisement at Geneseo 

The initial discussions of the Task Force suggested that a comprehensive definition of 
advisement at Geneseo, including specific goals, was needed to guide deliberations and to 
form the basis for evaluating models of developmental advisement.  (See the Philosophy 
of Developmental Advisement in section IVb.)  To prepare ourselves for such discussion, 
members read relevant sections of SUNY Geneseo’s Academic Affairs Policy and 
Procedures, the NACADA document A Statement of Core Values of Academic Advising, 
and other NACADA resources.  Member Kerry McKeever also provided the Task Force 
a comprehensive literature review on the theoretical background of, and philosophical 
approaches to, college advisement.  After getting acquainted with the literature and what 
the broader academic community considers quality advisement, the Task Force began 
defining a philosophy of, and goals for, advisement at Geneseo.  These were developed 
within the context of the values and mission of the College and the general nature of the 
present advisement system.   
 
The Task Force began researching and generating ideas in six areas of advisement at 
Geneseo:  

 
A. The context of advisement 
B.  The philosophy of advisement 
C.  The goals of advisement  
D. The roles and responsibilities of advisement stakeholders 
E.  Positive aspects of advisement in the current system   
F.  Suggestions for immediate and longer-term implementation to improve the present 
system of advisement. 
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The conceptual framework, goals, and roles that emerged from this work are described in 
the subsections below.  The recommendations for improvements to the current 
advisement system at Geneseo are presented as a separate section of this report (section 
V).   

IVa. The Context of Advisement 

Advising should occur with the College mission in mind.  The Mission states that “The 
entire college community works together to develop socially responsible citizens with 
skills and values important to the pursuit of an enriched life and success in the world.”  
Geneseo’s Mission is achieved through its values, which adopt a “spirit of cooperation 
and collaboration among all members of the community.”  These values further commit 
the College to providing “every student the highest quality education through a rigorous, 
challenging, and active learning experience in close working relationships with faculty 
and staff that encourages intellectual engagement and personal growth.”  It is essential 
that SUNY Geneseo’s advising structure reflects these developmental values. 

IVb. Philosophy of Developmental Advising 

SUNY Geneseo believes that advisement is a comprehensive activity that begins when 
prospective students first contact Admissions and continues through graduation, and 
potentially into post-graduate years.  Developmental advising is a systematic process 
based on, but not limited to, a close student-advisor relationship intended to aid students 
in achieving educational, career, and personal goals through the utilization of the full 
range of institutional and community resources.  Such advising both stimulates and 
supports students in their quest for an enriched quality of life even as it requires students 
to accept ownership and responsibility for their educations and the decisions they make 
regarding it.  Developmental advising relationships focus on identifying and preparing to 
accomplish life goals, acquiring skills and attitudes that promote intellectual and personal 
growth, and sharing concerns for each other and for the academic community. 
Developmental advising reflects the institution's mission of total student development 
and is most fully realized when all relevant constituencies of the college participate. 

IVc. Developmental Advising Goals   

The Task Force recommends that the College adopt the following goals: 
 

1. Students will be aware of academic options and degree requirements.  
2. Students will be responsible for, and increasingly self-reliant when, preparing and 

reviewing a plan leading to the completion of their academic goals.  
3. Students will be aware of information regarding co-curricular activities in order to 

take full advantage of opportunities at Geneseo. 
4. Students will be aware of campus support services and will utilize them when 

necessary. 
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5. Students will be aware of career information available for post-graduation 
education or employment and utilize this information to acquire the experiences 
necessary to obtain post-graduate employment or to enter graduate school. 

6. SUNY Geneseo will encourage the development of a rapport between individual 
faculty members and students that will facilitate each student’s success. 

7. SUNY Geneseo will provide the technical tools for quality advising. 
8. SUNY Geneseo will provide sufficient staff available for quality advising.  

IVd. The Roles and Responsibilities of Advisement Stakeholders 

The Task Force recognizes that the Geneseo student body is varied, with students having 
different academic preparation for college, types of learning styles, co-curricular 
involvement, worldviews, life goals, degrees of independence and personal 
responsibilities.  The student body at Geneseo consists of many groups of students with 
potentially differing advisement needs.  These include but are not limited to first-year 
students, transfer students, continuing students, non-traditional students, international 
students, students with learning disabilities, students with special talents, special program 
students (EOP, TOP), students on academic probation, students returning after dismissal, 
and graduate students.  Many students fall into several of these categories, but for 
advisement purposes they can be categorized into majors and non-majors with either 
standard or special needs.  Students with special needs might include first-year transfer 
students, undeclared students, students having academic difficulty, students with learning 
disabilities, and students needing career or personal counseling for which their faculty 
advisors are not trained.  Students who are non-majors with special needs might need 
special advisors, co- or dual-advisors and/or additional resources.   
 
Based on this understanding, the Task Force developed the student survey to assess how 
well the advisement needs of these varied groups of students are being addressed under 
the current advisement system.   
 
Although the bulk of advisement at Geneseo occurs between students and their faculty 
advisors, there are many additional stakeholders who are directly involved in the student 
advisement process.  These include the Office of the Dean, Admissions, AOP, the 
professional schools, and the departments.  The Task Force agreed to categorize the 
direct stakeholders broadly into College, Departments and Programs, Academic Advisor 
and Student for the purpose of defining roles and responsibilities.  Additional 
developmental advisement resources available to students include the libraries, English as 
a Second Language Office, the Writing Center and department learning centers, Career 
Services Office, Computing and Information Technology, Financial Aid Office, Dean of 
Students, Coaches and Counseling Services.   
 
The Task Force presents the following Roles and Responsibilities of the major categories 
of stakeholders in the present advisement system at Geneseo.  The information 
incorporates the data obtained from the surveys of department Chairs, faculty, and 
students.   
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To achieve these outcomes, it is important for each constituency to accept responsibility 
for its part in the advising process.  The Task Force has identified the following groups 
and developed responsibilities for each. We recommend that these roles and 
responsibilities be adopted by the college. 

Roles & Responsibilities of the College: 
1. Initiate and continually support a quality advising process by which students 

navigate their college careers. 
2. Disseminate current information on majors/programs to the College 

community. 
3. Facilitate and support departmental efforts to provide effective academic 

advising.  
4. Provide and support comprehensive advisement training for both new and 

continuing faculty and staff involved in the advisement process. 
5. Supply technological tools and support staff for quality advisement. 
6. Recognize advising as a professional activity in pertinent personnel actions 

(hiring, merit, tenure, etc.).  
7. Provide campus-wide recognition programs for quality advisement. 

Roles & Responsibilities of Departments/Programs: 
1. Design, implement, and periodically evaluate department advising procedures. 
2. Prepare and distribute up-to-date advising documents. 
3. Assign students in the major/degree to advisors. 
4. Support faculty advising as a formal component of faculty responsibilities. 

Roles and Responsibilities of the Academic Advisor: 
1. Be available to students for advising. 
2. Help advisees understand the current academic and administrative processes 

of the College. 
3. Help advisees understand the graduation requirements and performance 

expectations in their academic programs. 
4. Develop an understanding of each advisee’s individual needs and concerns as 

they affect academic progress. 
5. Help advisees assess educational and career objectives in light of their 

abilities and interests. 
6. Help advisees understand the relationships among courses, programs, research 

projects, internships, study abroad programs, and other academic experiences 
provided by the college. 

7. Refer advisees to others who can help them with academic, attitudinal or 
personal problems when necessary. 

8. Monitor student progress toward educational goals, maintaining accurate and 
complete records of advising sessions as needed. 

9. Be ethical in interactions with advisees. 
10. Maintain confidentiality regarding student conferences and records. 
11. Develop a responsive, mentoring relationship with students. 
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12. Engage in such activities as may be necessary to keep current on college 
policies and procedures. 

Roles and Responsibilities of the Student: 
The following Roles and Responsibilities of the Student have been reviewed by Dean 
Bailey and Provost Conway-Turner, and have been incorporated into the Geneseo 
Summer orientation program.  One change was made to the list after the Task Force 
further discussed the broader consequences of recommending that students meet with 
their academic advisors at least once a semester.   Many third and fourth year 
students self-advise toward their degree completion and only seek advisement for 
career and graduate school as necessary.  Requiring students to meet with their 
faculty advisors at least once a semester would significantly increase the amount of 
time advisors spend with students on routine advisement issues and would need to be 
accommodated by a reduction in workload elsewhere.    
 
Gather Information 

1. Become increasingly familiar with resources (College Bulletin, KnightWeb, 
departmental guide sheets, etc.) designed to facilitate the advising process. 

2. Explore and give thoughtful consideration to personal, educational, and career 
goals. 

3. Develop a tentative schedule of classes each semester before a pre-registration 
meeting with an advisor. 

4. Be prepared with an agenda, accurate information, and relevant materials 
when contacting and meeting with the advisor. 

5. Be honest and ethical in interactions with the advisor. 
 

Meet, Discuss, Make Decisions  
1. Schedule, and be on time for, all appointments. 
2. Explain values, abilities, interests, and goals to the advisor as related to the 

academic plan. 
3. Ask questions concerning confusion about information and procedures.  
4. Seek relevant information about career options and how they are related to the 

educational program. 
5. Make decisions and keep good records of all advising interactions. 
 

Follow Through on Decisions 
1. Follow through on student decisions made during each advising session. 
2. Accept responsibility for course choices and decisions. 
3. Seek assistance, as needed, with school work, study habits, and academic 

progress. 
4. Become knowledgeable about and adhere to the relevant policies, procedures, 

and guidelines of the College and academic program.  
5. If considering a change of academic institution, contact the Admissions Office 

of the prospective institution to obtain appropriate information about the 
future degrees sought.  
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Continue to Meet With Advisor  
1. Acquire the information needed to assume final responsibility for course 

scheduling, program planning, and the successful completion of all graduation 
requirements. 

2. Consult with advisor regularly or attend scheduled forums to discuss major 
and career choices, make decisions on courses, review progress toward degree 
requirements, and discuss the suitability of other educational opportunities 
provided by the College. 

IVe. Positive Aspects of Advisement in the Current System  

The Task Force, with input from faculty and staff members in Task Force members’ 
departments/offices, recognizes many aspects of advisement that are currently being 
practiced successfully at SUNY Geneseo.  These include the following: 
 

1. The College provides opportunities for student-faculty mentorship that are not 
available at larger institutions. 

2. The College Undergraduate Bulletin provides valuable information in one 
location. 

3. Departmental advising guidesheets facilitate mapping of a long-range program of 
study, and are generally easy to use. 

4. The College regularly provides students with information on the General 
Education requirements for graduation. 

5. The College identifies students who are having academic difficulty (those with a 
low GPA) and advises those students in a manner that encourages their academic 
improvement. 

6. Online technologies have simplified the course registration and add/drop process 
compared to the previous paper model. 

7. The Dean’s Office actively recruits motivated faculty to provide academic 
advisement during freshman and transfer orientation. 

8. Those programs that have instituted “mandatory advising” are able to follow up 
with students on a regular basis during their four-year program. 

9. The College provides students with information and offers guidance on graduate 
school options and requirements. 

10. The College encourages students to consider a broad array of educational 
opportunities (e.g., study abroad, coursework in diverse areas, internships). 

11. The College assists students in completing their program of study in a timely 
manner. 

12. The College encourages maintaining the same advisor/advisee assignment 
throughout students’ programs of study. 

13. The College provides academic advising of majors by faculty in the 
discipline/field. 
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V. Task Force Recommendations 

The following recommendations for improving the current advisement system at SUNY 
Geneseo are based upon our research into best practices and the results of the chair, 
faculty, and student surveys.  For purposes of implementation and practicality, we have 
grouped the recommendations according to the responsibilities listed above.  The Task 
Force is aware that, if adopted, these recommendations will often require collaboration 
between the stakeholders to insure success.  However, we are also aware that each of the 
recommendations needs “ownership” by one stakeholder or another to guarantee 
successful implementation and development. 

Va. The College 

Our research into other successful advisement systems clearly indicates that no 
advisement system can be successful without significant promotion and support from the 
College administration.  At institutions with successful advising programs, the college 
administration has made it clear to all of the stakeholders that advising is a priority.  
These colleges have implemented plans with policies that demonstrate their willingness 
to provide an environment in which advisement can thrive.  These colleges have all 
provided the funds necessary to institute successful programs.  These are the essentials 
needed for any advisement program’s success.  Assuming that SUNY Geneseo is ready to 
make this commitment, and based on our research, we make the following 
recommendations equal in weight: 
 

1. Send to each academic department relevant data from the faculty and 
student surveys, charging the departments to review the data and develop 
a departmental self-assessment that includes strengths and weaknesses of 
the departmental advisement system, a plan to address weaknesses, and 
an assessment of support services/funds needed from the College within 
the context of the additional expectations. The Provost should set a 
specific date for plans to be submitted to the Provost’s Office.  (Office of 
the Provost) 

 
2. The Faculty Survey makes it clear that faculty believe that advising is not 

perceived as a priority by the College.  Consequently, faculty indicate that 
they concentrate most of their efforts in the areas stressed on their formal 
performance evaluations (teaching, scholarship, and service).  There is 
still considerable debate nationally, also evidenced on the survey 
responses, about whether advising should be considered part of teaching 
or service.   We recommend that the College explicitly consider advising 
as a subcategory under Teaching on evaluation form H. (Office of the 
Provost) 

 
3. Develop a comprehensive training program for all advisors through the 

Teaching Learning Center.  The Faculty Survey reveals that advisors 
learn primarily by trial and error, causing them significant anxiety about 
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their abilities.  While all faculty members should have access to training, 
first-year professors should be offered a series of modules that will train 
them in advising practice and protocol.  (Office of the Provost) 

 
4. Since the Task Force recommends that performance as an academic 

advisor be considered in decisions pertaining to the compensation, 
promotion, and tenure of faculty members, we therefore recommend that 
the Provost convene an ad hoc committee (including selected Task Force 
members) to design an instrument that can be used to assess the 
effectiveness of faculty members as academic advisors.  The Task Force 
believes that the results from such an assessment should be available to 
faculty members for both formative and summative evaluation purposes.  
(Office of the Provost) 

 
The Task Force believes strongly that students should not be the only 
source of information regarding the quality of advisement at Geneseo, 
although they are a crucial source.  Self-evaluation should be an 
important component of an assessment of advising, and an annually 
administered instrument will provide each advisor with input for self-
evaluation on a regular basis. Department chairs are often in a good 
position to evaluate the quality of faculty advisement.  Data and 
comments from an annually administered instrument, if reported to 
department chairs, will provide them with useful information on which to 
base their annual evaluations of faculty.   

 
5. We recommend that the College provide the resources necessary to 

support departments in exploring and establishing creative solutions to 
address advisement concerns within their respective cultures and in 
consultation with the administration. These solutions might include, but 
are not limited to, additional staff and faculty release time.  (Office of the 
President, Office of the Provost) 

 
6. WebCapp is not providing all of the information necessary for effective 

advisement.  We recommend that the College purchase Degree Works 
software and have it installed by SunGard.  Degree Works was created 
from protocols that relate specifically to advisement.  It has the ability to 
accurately monitor student progress toward degree completion and 
provide multiple procedures that would benefit all advisors. Additionally, 
since the Admissions Office has already scheduled electronic imaging of 
student portfolios to begin in January 2008, we will be able to anticipate 
and prepare for the eventual move towards electronic advising portfolios 
with this software.  (Office of the Provost) 

 
7. Institute an electronic Academic Warning System.  Most colleges with 

successful advising programs have warning systems that can be used by 
professors to notify advisors and deans when students are experiencing 
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academic difficulty.  The warning systems are optional and can be used at 
any point during the semester. The warning system could be developed  
using Banner’s Workflow system, which needs to be activated. (Records 
Office) 

 
8. Advisors need to know what information is sent to students that may 

impact advising.  Such information typically flows from the Office of the 
Dean (specifically, the Records Office) and the Dean of Students.  We 
recommend that all messages sent from these constituencies pertaining to 
advising be copied to the Faculty and Professional lists. (Records Office, 
Dean of Students) 

 
9. Pre-graduation checks need to arrive in a timely fashion to the 

departments.  The process needs to be structured so that evaluations arrive 
early enough to make them useful for advisors. (Records Office) 

 
10. Access to Banner operations needs to be increased.  Every department 

Chair and a designate should have access to Banner operations that 
include the ability to print transcripts and perform other functions, such as 
accessing advisee and class email distribution lists.  Occasions when a 
Chair would need these email lists include when faculty members are on 
planned leave, sabbatical, teaching abroad or are absent due to 
unexpected circumstances such as illness or injury.  (Office of the Dean) 

 
11. Provide an online advising handbook with current information. An 

advising handbook would assist all stakeholders in the advisement 
process.  In addition to links to degree requirements and College policies, 
students, faculty and staff would have access to a reference guide of 
College resources for developmental advisement issues and counseling, 
information regarding the advisement process at Geneseo, and tips for 
solving problems and making the advisement process successful.  (Office 
of the Dean)   

 
12. Revise the KnightWeb transcript site so that it reflects student 

information accurately.  Currently, students and advisors cannot see 
second majors or minors, causing a great deal of confusion in the advising 
process.  (Computing and Information Technology) 

 
13. Encourage the development of a first-year experience course that would 

be taught out of the departments.  Curriculum would be generated from a 
college-wide rubric containing advisement topics combined with content 
specific to the major.  (Office of the Provost)  

 
14. Develop an online transfer equivalencies program with a search function. 

(Computing and Information Technology, Records Office, Office of the 
Dean) 
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15. Internships are becoming increasingly important to students.  The College 

should increase resources for developing internship opportunities. (Office 
of the Provost, College Advancement) 

 
16. All transfer and first-year students should have mandatory advisement 

and mid-semester grade reports for the first two semesters from their 
admittance date at Geneseo.  The two semesters of mandatory advisement 
should be in addition to Orientation.  Presently, the system provides mid-
semester grades and mandatory advisement for students based on credits 
accumulated.  Because of the increased number of credits being 
transferred in by first-year students, many first-year students are not 
required to receive advisement for their second semester at Geneseo.  
This is a disservice to first-year students, many of whom are either 
uncertain of the procedures at Geneseo or are having academic difficulty 
that might be unknown to their academic advisors.  (Office of the Dean)  

 
17. Allocate resources to support the advisement of undeclared students 

whose needs are often complex.  These resources might include, but are 
not limited to, undeclared advisor training and online resources useful for 
identifying academic areas (and careers) of interest.  (Office of the 
Provost, Office of the Dean) 

 
18. Assign experienced advisors to undeclared students. (Office of the Dean) 

 
19. Convey to students their roles and responsibilities in the advising process, 

beginning at orientation and continuing throughout their time at Geneseo.                               
Based on survey data, it is apparent that student perceptions of their roles 
and responsibilities in the advisement process vary widely.  Although the 
College Bulletin includes a brief presentation of this information, few 
students seem to be aware of it.  Providing clear statements of student 
roles and responsibilities should help promote students becoming more 
independent with respect to the prescriptive part of advisement.  (Office 
of the Dean)  

 
20. Assign each new student an academic advisor as early as possible and 

inform each student accordingly.  Action has been taken in part on this 
recommendation.  Early assignment of academic advisors serves three 
major purposes.  First, it provides students with an academic resource at a 
time in the semester when new students can have many questions and are 
uncertain of the resources available to assist them.  Second, it eliminates 
student anxiety caused by not having a faculty advisor at this critical time 
in their program.  Third, faculty who receive a list (and preferably the 
folders) of their advisees early in the semester have greater flexibility in 
offering timely individual and/or group advisement sessions. (Office of 
the Dean) 
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21. Perform regular assessments of the College advisement system. To this 

end, the identification codes for adolescent certification students should 
be added to the annual senior survey to make it more useful as an 
advisement assessment tool.  Re-administer an updated version of the 
undergraduate advisement survey three years after the proposed 
recommendations have been implemented to determine the effectiveness 
of the changes made and whether further work is needed.  Select groups 
of students (e.g., undeclared majors) that might be targeted for follow-up 
assessment. (Office of the Provost) 

 
22. Place a link to the Dean’s homepage on mygeneseo.edu. 

Vb. The Departments 

1. On the basis of the data from the student and faculty surveys, conduct a 
self-assessment of advising within the department and develop strategies 
(consistent with the department culture), budget, and timeline for 
instituting changes.   

 
2. Develop an advising mentoring system for new faculty that should include 

the opportunity for new faculty to observe their mentor.  
 

3. The Task Force recommends that new faculty not be assigned advisees 
until their second year, after they have had the opportunity to participate in 
training and the mentoring process.   

 
4. Continuing faculty should be encouraged to attend workshops.   

 
5. Communicate changes in programs to all faculty advisors in a timely 

fashion. 
 

6. Keep all information on the Department web site current.   
 

7. Keep all paper information current. 
 

8. Create an advisement system within the department to meet the needs of 
students by exploring creative solutions that include zero-cost techniques 
and the use of resources made available through the College.  These 
resources might include, but are not limited to, faculty release time and 
additional faculty advisors.  Departments should consider equity in 
advising loads and the time required to perform quality advisement.  

  
9. Communicate names and roles of special advisors (e.g., internship 

coordinator, freshman advisor, graduate school advisor) to offices 
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involved in the advising process (Office of the Dean, Access Opportunity 
Programs, Career Services, International Students Services Office). 

 
10. Work with Career Services to enhance the career advisement offered 

through the Department.   

Vc. The Advisor 

The Task Force believes that once the college commits to an advisement system that 
recognizes faculty contributions, the faculty will participate wholeheartedly in the 
process of preparing themselves fully for the advisement process.  However, we wish to 
acknowledge the discrepancy between the faculty’s self-assessment of their work as 
advisors and the students’ assessment of the faculty’s work.  Obviously, the discrepancy 
between the two sets of perceptions indicates the need for faculty members to think 
carefully about attending workshops and utilizing other resources to improve their skills.  
The Task Force strongly recommends that faculty keep themselves abreast of issues 
pertaining to advisement through campus resources, provide opportunities for student 
advisement through office hours and/or by appointment, and demonstrate respect for each 
student. This should include listening to student questions and concerns regarding 
academic advisement.    

VI. Summary 

A careful review of the advisement datasets suggests that a College-wide problem does 
not exist within the present advisement system at Geneseo.  Rather, the data suggest that 
improvements can be realized at the departmental level through department self-
assessments, and with the support of the College.  College support ranges from improved 
advisement resources for students and academic advisors, including better 
communication of advisement issues, training opportunities for all faculty, and an online 
advisement handbook, to supporting creative solutions within departments that are 
compatible with department cultures.  It is the conclusion of the Task Force that more 
comprehensive policy and practices need to be communicated to all parties involved in 
the advisement process at Geneseo.  With a comprehensive policy in place and the 
necessary support of the College, the Task Force firmly believes that departments and 
academic advisors will take advantage of the resources provided to improve the overall 
quality of academic advisement.    
 
Improvement of an advisement system is an on-going process that requires regular 
assessment to achieve real success.  The Task Force strongly encourages all stakeholders 
in the process to evaluate areas of their own strengths and weaknesses, and work toward 
improving those weaknesses.  Together with the administration, departments can develop 
creative solutions to resolve advisement issues within their respective cultures.  The Task 
Force recognizes that not every new idea will succeed as intended, but new and creative 
solutions should be attempted with careful consideration and on-going assessment. 
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We hope that the recommendations in this report will be accepted, and we believe that, if 
followed, they will make a significant, positive impact on the quality of academic 
advising at SUNY Geneseo.  As we have noted, institutional and comparative 
assessments indicate that academic advising is rated relatively low among services 
provided by the College.  We hope, therefore, that the Provost and the College Senate 
will endorse our recommendations and that the Provost will see that they are 
implemented in the very near future. 
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Academic Advisement Task Force Report 
Data analysis of Annual Senior Survey  
Survey Years 1999 to 2005 excluding 2003 
By Stephen Padalino 
July 5, 2006 
 
 
Abstract 
 

Analysis of the Annual Senior Survey as it pertains to academic advisement is 
given within the body of this report. A copy of the survey is also included in this report as 
a reference. All of the raw data, responses from seniors on all 29 questions for the years 
1999 to 2005 excluding 2003, were compiled into a large single spreadsheet of 
approximately 60,000 cells. The database contained 3003 total responses from students. 
Approximately 40 senior surveys were partially excluded from this study since they 
contained invalid answers to the question of “Code for Major”. If an invalid code number 
was entered in the numeric bubbles or were left empty on the survey data could not be 
included in the department analysis. 
 
During the analysis special attention was given to the following questions: 
 
8. Communication between faculty members and undergraduates regarding student 
needs, concerns and suggestions 
9. Opportunities outside the classroom for academic interaction between students and 
faculty 
16. Helpfulness of faculty in your major with your future career plans 
17. Relationship between undergraduate majors and professors 
19. Opportunities for student participation regarding decisions affecting your curriculum 
22. Accessibility of faculty members to undergraduate majors 
24. Intellectual Growth: Your ability to understand and use concepts and principles from 
several broad areas of learning 
26. Educational growth: Your understanding of a particular field of knowledge: your 
preparation for further education 
 

The analysis of the data set is rather straight forward. Averages and standard 
deviations were calculated for each of the 29 questions. These averages are referred to as 
“college averages” . The data was then separated by area or major (department) code. 
Averages and standard deviations for each department were then calculated. The data is 
presented graphically for each department.  

 
Two overall averages are reported here, the average of the college and the average 

of the departments. The average of the college for a specific question is the average 
obtained by taking the average of all 3003 student surveys for a specific question. The 
average for the departments is the average obtained by averaging all of the department 
averages for a specific question. 
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Sample size = 110 
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Sample size = 55 
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Sample size = 43 
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Sample size = 211 
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Sample size = 43 
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Sample size = 245 
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Sample size = 33 
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Sample size = 19 
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Sample size = 142 
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Sample size = 312 
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Sample size = 64 
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Sample size = 48 
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Sample size = 48 
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Sample size = 145 
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Sample size = 14 
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Sample size = 54 
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Sample size = 45 
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Sample size = 101 
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Sample size = 127 
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Sample size = 22 
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Sample size = 45 
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Sample size = 73 
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Sample size = 300 
 

Psych

1 2 3 4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Q
ue

st
io

n

Scale

Annual Senior Survey 1999-2005 ex 2003 Sample size =

3 
to

 1
0 

ve
ry

 s
at

is
fie

d
 to

 v
er

y 
di

ss
at

is
fie

d
12

 to
 2

2 
ex

ce
lle

nt
 to

 
po

or

24
 to

 2
8 

V
er

y 
m

uc
h 

to
 

no
t a

t a
ll

 



 53

Sample size = 104 
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Sample size = 392 
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Sample size = 15 
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8. Communication between faculty members and undergraduates regarding student 
needs, concerns and suggestions 
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9. Opportunities outside the classroom for academic interaction between students and 
faculty 
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16. Helpfulness of faculty in your major with your future career plans 
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17. Relationship between undergraduate majors and professors 
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19. Opportunities for student participation regarding decisions affecting your curriculum 
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22. Accessibility of faculty members to undergraduate majors 
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24. Intellectual Growth: Your ability to understand and use concepts and principles from 
several broad areas of learning 
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26. Educational growth: Your understanding of a particular field of knowledge: your 
preparation for further education 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with advisors)? 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and students in your 

department? 
7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   

If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of faculty 
responsibilities? 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during orientation, the 

Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 
11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement (including but not 

limited to major requirements, general education requirements, undeclared students, first-year students, 
transfer students, internships, graduate school preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be required to meet with 

their advisor at least once each semester?  
20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or improved to facilitate 

the advising process? 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
ANTHROPOLOGY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
Advisees are assigned to faculty when they declare their major.  They are given a choice of 
whom they would like for an advisor or one is assigned according to their interest in a 
certain field of anthropology.   When we receive new folders for incoming students from the 
Dean’s office the secretary will assign advisors to even up the advisee load equally among 
advisors.    The anthropology faculty advise roughly 26 students per faculty member. 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with advisors)? 
Academic folders are kept in the office near the secretary. 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?    No. 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 
All faculty advise their students on all these matters. We do not have a specific advisor for 
these matters. 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and students in your 

department? 
The chair will disseminate information through the secretary to faculty and students. 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 
No formal training for faculty advisors but the chair will discuss this informally. 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of faculty 
responsibilities? 

The Department and faculty view advising as one of the most important aspects of their 
responsibilities.  

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 

The anthropology department advises students throughout their career here, not just at 
advisement time.  They are a one-on-one appointment between student and faculty. 
Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during orientation, 
the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 
New students receive an email from the department secretary to welcome them and to have 
them make an appointment with the chair for advisement.  They are also given their advisor 
and his/her information. 

10. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
Career advisement is an important role in faculty advisement. 

11. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
The Anthropology faculty advise their students very well in all aspects of advisement. 

12. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement (including but not 
limited to major requirements, general education requirements, undeclared students, first-year students, 
transfer students, internships, graduate school preparation, career planning): 
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What would you list as your areas of strength? Our strengths are major and core requirements 
and helping transfers students to get all their requirements done to graduate. 
What are the areas that could use improvement?  We are working on improving our advisement 
on internships and study abroad. 

13. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
Advisement works fine for our majors but I would have undeclared stuecnts advised by the 
Dean’s office. 

14. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
Advisement of undeclared students. 

15. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
Students tell us that they are stuck with an advisor who knows nothing and gives bad advice.   
This is not the case in our department because we are small and talk about how to advise 
students. 

16. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?  
Yes, the secretary does the pre-grad checks and contacts students if she sees that they are off 
track.  

17. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
No complaints. 

18. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be required to meet with 
their advisor at least once each semester?  

I think this would be good for majors and in our department probably happens more times 
than less.  For undeclared – I do not think that these meetings would necessarily be of 
assistance. 

19. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or improved to facilitate 
the advising process? 

I would like to see – career options on line for all disciplines, internship opportunities for all 
disciplines on line, special study abroad opportunities for all disciplines on line, summer jobs 
and internships and study abroad for all disciplines on line, special language programs for 
all disciplines on line, connections to the professional organizations for all disciplines on line, 
grants for students in all disciplines on line, etc! 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
SCHOOL OF THE ARTS 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? THOSE WHO 
TAKE ADVISING SERIOUSLY HAVE ADVISEES, AND THOSE WH O DON'T EITHER 
DON'T OR ARE ASSIGNED UNDECLAREDS, WHO MOSTLY DON'T  SEEK 
ADVISEMENT. 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? FIRST YEAR 
FACULTY ARE NOT ASSIGNED ADVISEES. HIGHLY RESPONSIB LE FACULTY 
BEAR MOST OF THE LOAD, DISTRIBUTED ACCORDING TO MAJ OR DISCIPLINE. 
MOREOVER, THE DANCE FACULTY ADVISES ONLY INFORMALLY  BECAUSE 
THERE IS NO MAJOR DANCE PROGRAM.  
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department?  THE AVERAGE 
NUMBER IS IRRELEVANT.  SOME HAVE 25 TO 30, SOME 1 OR 2. 
Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with advisors)? SOTA 
OFFICE 

2. Do you have an advisement coordinator? I AM. 
3. Do you have specific faculty that advise  NO 

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

4. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process?  I DO IT.  
5. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and students in your 

department?  FACULTY MEETINGS AND MANDATORY STUDENT MEETINGS  
6. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   

If so, what kind?  AD HOC 
Formal/informal?  INFORMAL  

7. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of faculty 
responsibilities?  I VIEW IT VERY SERIOUSLY.  I HAVE SOME EVIDENCE THA T SOME 
FACULTY DO ALSO . 

8. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only?  BY SOME FACULTY . 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”?  BY SOME 

FACULTY . 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students?  IN SOPHOMORE AND JUNIOR 
REVIEWS FOR MAJORS IN CERTAIN PROGRAMS. 
9. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during orientation, the 

Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? YES: WOW ADVISEMENT AND 
FIRST WEEK MANDATORY MAJORS MEETING. 

10. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?  GENERALLY, ONE-ON-
ONE, BUT GROUP ADVISEMENT IN THEATER, MUSICAL THEAT ER, AND ART 
STUDIO. 

11. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  FAIR TO MIDDLING . 
12. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement (including but not 

limited to major requirements, general education requirements, undeclared students, first-year students, 
transfer students, internships, graduate school preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? INTERNSHIPS, GRAD SCHOOL PREP, 
CAREER PLANNING 
What are the areas that could use improvement?  I DON'T HAVE ENOUGH INFORMATION 
TO RANK THE OTHER AREAS 

13. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective?   
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14. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? SOME STUDENTS DON'T SHOW UP FOR 
ADVISEMENT, DON'T WANT ADVISEMENT, OR DON'T HEED AD VICE  

15. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? SOME FACULTY DON'T SHOW UP FOR 
ADVISEMENT OR PROVIDE INACCURATE ADVICE  

16. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?  CLERICAL  
17. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? HAVEN'T HEARD ANY 

COMPLAINTS 
18. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be required to meet with 

their advisor at least once each semester? IT WOULD DEPEND ON THE STICKS AND 
CARROTS 

19. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or improved to facilitate 
the advising process?  INASMUCH AS I ADDRESS PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY A WID E 
VARIETY OF SOTA MAJORS, MINORS, AND CONCENTRATORS, I'D LIKE TO HAVE 
ACCESS TO KNIGHTWEB TRANSCRIPTS FOR ALL OF THOSE ST UDENTS.   
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
BIOLOGY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   
 By the department secretary based on the specialization indicated by the  
 student 

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
The advisees are distributed equally among the faculty. 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
Although the initial distribution of advisees is equal, over-time as the 
student’s interest develop the number of advisees for the pre-professional 
advisors increases  
giving them a heavier than average advising load. 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
~ 45 to 50 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with advisors)? 
 The advisement folders are kept in the department office except during the  
 periods of advisement. 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?    We generally do not advise undeclared students 
First-year (how many)?    All ~ ¼ of advisees 
Junior/Senior (how many)?   All ~ ½ of advisees 
Internships/professional programs?  We have an internship coordinator, Pre-Med, 
Pre-Dental, Pre-Optometry, Pre-Physical Therapy, Pre-Vet, and Secondary 
Education Advisors among others. 
Graduate school?   All 
Career issues/planning?  No 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
 The new faculty member’s mentor and the Department Chair provide 

orientation. 
6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and students in your 

department? 
 At Department meetings, on student and faculty list serves, through student 

clubs and by postings. 
7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   

If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 
Everyone is involved in advisement training is informal information is given 
out in the department meetings. 
How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of faculty 
responsibilities? 
It is central to our role as faculty. 

8. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”?  
 Yes 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
9. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during orientation, the 

Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 
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 We run Biol 128 which is designed to integrate new students into the major. 
10. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
 Besides having designated pre-professional advisors, Dr. Hannam runs a 

seminar in the fall for students applying to graduate school in biology.  We 
don’t do much in terms of  job placement. 

11. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
 I would rate our job at advisement as fair to good overall 
12. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement (including but not 

limited to major requirements, general education requirements, undeclared students, first-year students, 
transfer students, internships, graduate school preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
Advising majors and pre-professional students 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Transfer students are always difficult to advise.  We could do more with 
internships if we had fewer students. 

13. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
 Shorten the period registration. It drags on too long.   Even get it out of the  
 of the semester…. it is very disruptive.  Advisement could be an ongoing 

process without a set period 
14. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
 How disrupting it can be during the semester if it is crammed into a week or 

two before registration.   
15. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
 ?  … The complaints I hear are more related to the scheduling of our courses 

and potential conflicts. 
16. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
 The departmental secretary is very involved in developing the schedule and 

can answer virtually any question a student might have about it.  She is also 
extremely knowledgeable about the biology programs.  Probably more 
knowledgeable than many faculty members.  She often is the first person the 
students will talk to and answers many of their questions. 

What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
 Students trying to do an end run around the process and get their PIN 

numbers without seeing an advisor. 
17. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be required to meet with 

their advisor at least once each semester?  
 I don’t think that it is a good idea.  I always found that students who want 

help will come seek us out…early.   One of the biggest headaches we have 
now is with students needing PIN numbers waiting until the last minute for 
an appointment.   

 I imagine that it could be a real last minute nighmare. 
18. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or improved to facilitate 

the advising process? 
 None.  In fact having to check everything online can slow down the advising  
 process. 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
SCHOOL OF BUSINESS 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? YES 
Freshmen and transfers get particular faculty advisors  
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
30-35, more for advisors of freshmen and transfers 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 

Central location 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? 

B. Howard does assignments, preps materials for all 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?  Have no undeclared 
First-year (how many)?  YES 
Junior/Senior (how many)?  YES 
Internships/professional programs?  Yes, a lot done through clubs and the 
Professional Development Requirements (12 events/4 yrs with pre-approval) 
that counts as a 0 credit hr course 
Graduate school? 1 person 
Career issues/planning? 1 person, mostly done through clubs 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
Packets of info at faculty mtgs 

 Faculty mentors (no quality control) 
 Answering their questions 
6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 

students in your department? 
See #5.  Students: email, info sheets, Bulletin, mandatory new SOB student 
mtg includes advisement 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?   See prior responses 
Formal/informal?  informal  

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

Varied 
9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only?   MOSTLY  
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”?  

ON-GOING 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? YES, mandatory mtg and 

other freshmen advising mtgs 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? See 
above 
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11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
Through clubs and with speakers. Informally and formally depending on the 
program 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
Academic: mixed 
Career: pretty good 

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
CAREER/INTERNSHIPS/GRAD SCHOOL 
What are the areas that could use improvement? GEN ED  

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective?  
ADVISEMENT CENTER w/ACADEMIC ADVISORS 

Training would be ineffective because faculty aren’t likely to remember the 
advice when academic advising is practiced over very brief periods of time 
each semester. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
Students aren’t prepared for mtgs 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
Faculty don’t know programs (within, but mostly outside, the SOB) 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
Secretary: hands out PIN numbers to students, point out info sheets to 
students, don’t do pregrad 
Barbara Howard: advises students 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
Secretary: student attitudes 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  

Used to have in SOB.  Quit b/c not effective.  No time for people who needed 
it most b/c time being spent with students who didn’t need the help.  

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

Not aware of what is available.  Can’t comment.  
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
CHEMISTRY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 

 The advisees are assigned to “specialists” for each program. I.E. BA 
Chem/Adolescent Cert. go to one advisor, BS Biochem go to our 
Biochemistry faculty, 3/2 Chemical Engineers go to another advisor, transfer 
students go the Chair, BA/BS Chemistry and Undeclared are distributed 
amongst the rest of the faculty.  

  Some advisors have a larger load than others do to the popularity of 
some programs (Biochemistry, Adolescent Certification, Transfers) however 
when asked if they would prefer a more equitable general distribution these 
faculty members say they prefer the present system.  

  For those advising Biochemistry, Adolescent Certification and 
Transfer, the average number is around 25-30. For the others the average 
number is 8 to 12. 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 

 Each faculty member keeps their own advisee folders. 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  No. 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 
No. Our Chem/Biochem Club has begun a program of informing 
Juniors/Seniors about careers and graduate schools by means of a special 
club meeting. 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
The Chair does the orientation and acts as an information resource. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

Faculty learn of new advising information at our Staff Meetings and/or 
through our Staff mailing list. 
Students learn of changes via our student majors mailing list. 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? No. See # 5. 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 
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 They view it as an important responsibility. They do not complain about it. 
That may be due to the reasonable number of advisees/faculty. 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 
1. The Chair serves as one of the Orientation Advisors and gives a general 
presentation to potential Chemistry and Biochemistry majors.  The Chair is 
also an information resource during the Advisement sessions. 
2. The Department offers a First Semester Seminar class for interested 
Chemistry and Biochemistry majors.  

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
Students receive informal and formal graduate school advisement. Faculty 
directors of undergraduate research projects talk about graduate school with 
their students. All faculty members willingly respond to questions. We offer a 
first semester Senior Year Outside Speaker Seminar program and the 
speakers are given 30 minutes to discuss graduate school with the students. 
We haven’t yet begun a program for non gradate school bound students but 
we plan to in response to alumni comments on a recent questionnaire. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
We do a pretty good job advising majors on graduate school. 
We do a pretty good job  advising undergraduate students who sign up for 
advisement 
We do not follow up much on undergraduates who don’t sign up for 
advisement. We do contact them to come in for pre-graduation checks and 
most do. However many don’t come in for advisement from semester to 
semester. On the other hand, our programs are very structured and there 
isn’t much flexibility on what to take in the major and when to take it. Also 
our advanced classes are small enough so that unofficial advisement happens 
in them often. 

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength?  
Undergraduate major advisement and graduate school advisement. 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Career Advisement for those not planning to attend graduate school. 
I think General Education advisement is OK. Transfer student advisement is 
good to OK. Internships are good for what we have available. The rest are 
good to OK. 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
I would like to see advisement required of all students at least once a year. 
That will increase the “real” advisement load. However I still think it is a 
good idea. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
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I don’t hear many complaints about this. I would have to say the small 
number of complaints would mainly be about the time required for 
advisement. 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
Our students don’t complain much about the advisement process. Some of 
our alumni have complained in our questionnaires about the lack of 
advisement for careers beyond graduate school. Some of those alumni who 
complain about lack of undergraduate advisement admit that they could 
have done a better job of seeking information. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
The Department Secretary is responsible for making the multiple copies of 
the completed pre graduation checks and distributing them. She occasionally 
hunts done alternate PIN numbers for students who switched majors shortly 
before advisement. 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
There are no complaints. 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  

I like the idea in principle but the College must find some way of providing 
the faculty with the extra time needed to do the extra advising. The College 
has too often added to the individual faculty member’s load in one area 
without reducing it in others. The Chemistry faculty, and I suspect most 
others, are doing an admirable job picking up the extra load to help make 
Geneseo an “Honors College” It’s time for the Administration to pick up 
their end by finding ways of reducing student/faculty ratios. If they can’t do 
that than the Administration should be more selective in creating Task 
Forces and College wide Committees, etc. Maybe they can do this by making 
better use of the College Senate. 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

The Department Chair should be given Knightweb access to all course and 
advising information. It would provide the Chair wi th statistics and 
information helpful to making advisement decisions.  
It’s about time to make the printing from Banner more efficient and clearer.  
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
COMMUNICATION 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
The chair of the department assigns advisees, normally trying to match 
student academic interest (declared academic track) with a faculty member 
in that area.  The chair attempts to keep advisement load approximately the 
same among faculty, except in the case of a new faculty member who is 
assigned fewer advisees during the first semester or academic year.  Typical 
advisement load is between 30-40 students for each faculty member, 
including the chair. 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 

 Advisement folders are kept in the main office and are arranged 
alphabetically. 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  The department does not have an 
advisement coordinator.  

4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  
Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 
The department does not have specific faculty who advise subsets of students.  
However, there is an active internship program with a faculty member who 
serves as internship coordinator and interacts with students applying for and 
engaging in internships. 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process?  
This is done in consultation with the chair; questions a new faculty member 
may have about advisement issues and procedures are answered directly by 
the chair.  

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department?  

New information is disseminated at the annual majors meeting at the 
beginning of the academic year; it is published in the student handbook, 
which is updated each year; information is shared during faculty meetings 
and sent to majors via email when curriculum changes occur.  

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 
Informal “training” is available from the chair if requested by a faculty 
member. 
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8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities?   

Advisement is considered to be an important service activity of faculty and is 
considered as part of the periodic review process of faculty. 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 

Students are informed by email that they should consult with their faculty 
advisor prior to registration each semester.  A schedule of recommended 
advisement from freshman through senior years is published in the student 
handbook. 

10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?   

A mandatory meeting of new and returning majors is held at the beginning 
of each fall semester.  New information pertaining to the department and its 
curriculum is announced, faculty members are introduced, and updated 
student handbooks are distributed. The director of Career Services is invited 
to speak at this meeting and has always accommodated the department. 

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?   
The amount and depth of career advisement is left to the discretion of 
individual faculty.  Students are encouraged to use the facilities and expertise 
of the Career Services Office. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
That is difficult to assess.  However, most faculty members are concerned 
about advisement and seek to fulfill this role responsibly. 

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Areas of strength probably are advisement about internships, major and 
general education requirements.  Areas for improvement likely are transfer 
students and career planning.  Of course, the question posed assumes career 
planning should be the responsibility of the academic faculty. 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
Fewer advisees assigned to each faculty member and the opportunity for 
faculty to advise only students who are specifically interested in their 
academic specialty. Students who recognize they should be more responsible 
for monitoring their own academic progress and who interact with their 
advisors on a timely basis, rather than at the “last moment” or when a 
“crisis” materializes. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
Probably students who do not come for their scheduled advisement sessions, 
or wait until their registration day to receive advise or course approval.  
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Growing numbers of students seem to believe overloading a course is to be 
expected and that drop/add amounts to another registration time period.  
Faculty members also feel overburdened by the number of advisees. 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising?   
Not receiving very specific advice about courses (general electives? 
instructors?), or careers.  It does appear students sometimes want faculty to 
make decisions for them.  In some instances students are only willing to 
register for their first choices when it comes to courses, instructors, and times 
courses are taught. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
The department secretary (we have only one) maintains a record of pre-grad 
checks (CAPP), sends appropriate email information about curriculum 
changes and advisement schedules, and keeps advisement materials up to 
date in student folders. 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising?  
Students who do not come for advisement, or do not monitor their own 
progress – expecting faculty advisors to do the “thinking” for them.  And, the 
total number of advisees assigned to each faculty member. 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?   

The department does not require, but in essence recommends, such a 
schedule in its student handbook.  If all students actually followed the 
recommended schedule, it would impact faculty time substantially.   

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

Students should have electronic access to their academic record (Gen Ed, 
department requirements, minor requirements) that they could access 24/7.  
Students should be able to monitor their own progress toward graduation on 
a regular basis.   
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
COMMUNICATIVE DISORDERS AND SCIENCES 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?  They are assigned based on grade 

level, interest (i.e. those particularly interested in audiology or research may 
have a specific advisor.) and numbers.  

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? ( 
I advise all transfers nternal and external.   Other than that we try to keep 
most advisors equal in number_) 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others?some 
have a larger load 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department?30 plus 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)?in the department office 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?no 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise we are all generalists- I tend to do most 

graduate school advisement and career issues 
Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process?faculty 
meeting and personal mentoring 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department?group email 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? Informal  

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities?it is expected but extar 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?  One on one meeting 
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?no 
11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?one on one 

sessions 
12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  excellent 
13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 

(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 
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What would you list as your areas of strength?major, graduate school 
preparation, career 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective?faculty load 
release 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising?time issue and students 
coming very late or at the last minute 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising?we require them to be advised 
each semester 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?  
Some of my professional staff advise 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising?lack of release time 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 

required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester? We already practice 
that 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process?I think the online degree program will 
help- department chairs need access to all dept. students not just their personal 
advisees 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
COMPUTER SCIENCE 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
Advisees are distributed more or less evenly over all the faculty, although one 
faculty member specializes in advising transfer students. Each faculty 
member has around 10 advisees. 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? Centrally 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 
As mentioned above, a specific faculty member advises transfer students. 
New faculty may be given “easy” advisees (e.g., only majors) in their first 
years. Otherwise, there is no specific assignment of types of advisee to 
faculty. 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
Informal interactions with fellow faculty. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

Copied to faculty in whatever form it arrives, e.g., e-mail, paper, etc. 
Particularly important issues for advising may be discussed in Department 
meetings. 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 
No 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

Recognized as important, but at best a middling priority. 
9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 

Advising is primarily initiated by students, there are no formally defined 
advising meetings set up by the Department. Some advising is done through 
classes, however, e.g., summaries of following courses presented around 
registration time in introductory courses. Faculty are always available for 
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advising, whenever it is needed by students. Students who can’t find their 
regular adviser are able to seek advising from the chair. 

10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 

No. 
11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 

Faculty will discuss career options, resume preparation, graduate school, etc. 
with students as requested by the students. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  
It’s done well for those students who ask for it, those who don’t (and may 
therefore need it the most) can fall between the cracks. 

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Strengths: faculty readily available to students who want to talk to them, 
faculty willing to talk about almost anything students want advice on. 
Weaknesses: Getting information to students who don’t seek it out. 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
Not sure. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
Not sure 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
Not sure 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?  
Department secretary assigns advisees to advisers, can help students schedule 
appointments with advisers, assists with essentially mechanical things such as 
declaring majors, may answer simple advising questions (e.g., what courses 
are offered next semester), or refer them to appropriate faculty. 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
Day-to-day advising seems to run smoothly, but the pre-grad check process 
seems burdensome. 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester? 

Existing mandatory advising systems (i.e., requiring first-year students to get 
registration PINs from advisers) don’t work well, because students treat it as 
a burden and approach it superficially, and some advisers view it as 
unnecessary and give it at best cursory attention. 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

Any faculty member should have access to Banner information on any 
student, in a user-friendly form. 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire:   
ENGLISH 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

randomly, unless a student asks for a particular faculty member.  
How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
people are given equal numbers of advisees although we don’t assign them to 
adjuncts and the Chair takes a slightly reduced load. 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? see 
above 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? about 
15-18 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)?   central 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  
sort of. One faculty member created this position for herself and does the 
very helpful job of publishing each semester a newsletter that tells students 
about our courses, requirements, etc. for the coming semester. 

4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  
Undeclared (how many)? distributed to all (same for below)  
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs? We do have one person who handles 
internships and law school issues. 
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process?  
By answering a lot of questions. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department?     

See newsletter above. Also discussed at faculty meetings. 
7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?  

Beyond going over the advisement sheets and answering questions, no. I 
don’t see how one could since there are potentially infinite numbers of 
questions that one could ask. Learning “on the job” along with supportive 
colleagues and administrative staff seems to me to be the best training.  
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? Viewed as important. 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?    
At all times. Students are encouraged to come during advisement periods 
but, based on personal experience, they feel free to come whenever they have 
a question, which is good. We also do a free pizza lunch for them each 
semester to discuss upcoming courses and answer questions and meet the 
professors for each course. 
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10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?  

Several department members work during summer advisement. Otherwise, 
no. 

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?  
We encourage students to consider a range of careers. We try to bring in 
English major grads from a variety of fields to talk to our students about 
careers beyond teaching. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  
Excellently. You can’t make students come but most do and we have an open 
door policy that makes them feel welcome and comfortable asking questions. 
As Chair, I don’t think I’ve ever seen a student who didn’t know how to do 
core or follow the major, so I suppose we’re doing ok. Don’t forget pre-grad 
checks. They’re one of Geneseo’s great strength.   

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength?  
requirements of both kinds, grad school, transfer students. 
What are the areas that could use improvement? career planning 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective?  
Have the college sponsor more graduates to come back and tell students what 
life is like beyond Geneseo and to speak about the variety of careers that can 
be pursued. Students have such a limited sense of their opportunities. Career 
Services helps them learn what’s out there but it can’t motivate them to 
enlarge their horizons. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising?   I’m not aware of one. 
16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising?  

I’m not aware of a general one except that sometimes students are either 
misadvised or conveniently ignore what they’re advised to do. In these cases, 
as Chair, I’m almost always lenient and find a solution for them when they 
complain. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?  
Very much. Chair’s Secretary (a secretary II) helps with newsletter and does 
ALL the pre-grad checks. She is a real expert on the system and so herself 
helps new faculty with lots of questions.  

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising?  
none that I know of. The main one is that pre-grad checks have been Very 
late in coming from Erwin recently. 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  

I don’t see how you can force students to come. Even if you did, it wouldn’t 
eliminate what few mistakes are made. 
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20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process?    I think advisement is probably best 
done one-to-one in person. 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire 
FOREIGN LANGUAGES AND LITERATURES 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

Our faculty members have approximately 10 advisee’s each.  We distribute 
them equitably, keeping in mind their majors and goals for the language.  
Students are free to switch advisors. 

2.  Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)?   Central location. 
3.  Do you have an advisement coordinator? No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

Undeclared:  2 
``` Others:  8 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
No advisement assignment the first year, informal mentoring thereafter. 

6.  How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

Any changes received in the office by e-mail is forwarded to faculty. 
7.  Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?  Informal  
8.  How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

Part of their job.  
9.  How is advising practiced in your department?   
Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 

Students can consult advisors at any time. 
10.  Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?  no 
11.  What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 

Very positive. We have had speakers come to campus to tell students what 
careers they have pursued with their FL degrees.  We have a large poster in 
Departments with job strategies utilizing their FL degrees, explaining where 
to look for what type of jobs. 

12.  How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  Fine. 
13.  If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 
What would you list as your areas of strength? 
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Secondary language acquisition advisement, faculty in department is very 
knowledgeable in the requirements for graduation.  Faculty works closely 
with Teaching Assistants.  A weak area that has impacted our department is 
outside advisors telling students to delay the start of their language 
requirement. 

14.  What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
Campus wide training for advisors on gen-ed requirements and respective 
majors’ requirements for graduation. 

15.  What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
Misinformation by advisees from other departments. 

16.  What is the biggest student complaint about advising?   
Summer orientation not consistent, mainly transfer students. 

17.  Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what 
kind? 

Department secretary keeps track of majors who have completed their 
writing requirement, e-mails those students who should be taking it. 

18.  What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising?   none. 
19.  How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester? 

Good idea, especially during first year. 
20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

I don’t know. 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
GEOGRAPHY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department? 

student choice or faculty choice 
 
2. How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? 

student or faculty choose advisor/advisee 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
fairly evenly 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
8-10 
Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 
department office 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  no. 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 
no 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
referral to chair, other faculty, bulletin, dean’s office 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

during department meetings 
7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   

If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 
none 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

very seriously 
9. How is advising practiced in your department?   

Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
whenever students need/want it. for those students who are required to be 
advised before registration, the secretary sends reminder emails. 

10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 

no 
11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
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we all do it and think that it is important 
12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall? 

very well 
13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
everything related to the major and minor 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
undeclared students 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
School of Ed concentrators should have advisors in their academic 
concentrations 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
none 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
none 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind? 
sending reminder emails to students; keeps the folders organized 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
none 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester? 

it is up to the students to be responsible for knowing what they need to do to 
get out of college. mandatory advisement puts the burden on the faculty 
when it should be on the student. so, I’m not in favor of mandatory 
advisement. 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

a FAQs site to refer to when advising for things that we forget from semester 
to semester 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
GEOLOGICAL SCIENCES 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?  

By the chair, with an effort to match personalities   
How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others ?   
Some have greater load 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department?  10-12 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? advisors 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  no 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?   yes 
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
Gradually merge them into the process with informal mentoring (answer 
their questions) 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

Memo circulated and/or dept meeting 
7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   

If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal?   informal  

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities?   

Viewed as part of educational process, important, and enjoy doing it  
9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 

Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”?   
YES 

 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?    
To some degree: orientation 

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?  Assist  
12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   

Excellent with majors 
13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 

(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 
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What would you list as your areas of strength?  Grad school prep 
What are the areas that could use improvement?  Career planning 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising?   

Students waiting until the last minute 
16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising?  Don’t know  
17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   

Assists with little things, highlights CAPP reports to make pre-grad checks 
easier for faculty  

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 

required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?    A good idea 
20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 

improved to facilitate the advising process?    
Make the Dean’s page more user-friendly --  it’s tough to find the 
information readily.    
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement – Department Questionnaire 
HISTORY 
 
1.  How are advisees assigned in your department?   

Advisees are assigned in the department by the history secretary and the 
 department chair. 
 The number of advisees per faculty are determined by trying to keep 
 an equal number of students for each faculty member. 
 We try to distribute equally but once in a while a couple of advisors  have a 
 slightly higher load than others. 
 The average number of advisees per advisor is approximately 30 students. 
2.  Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 
 The advising folders are kept within the departmental office. 
3.  Do you have an advisement coordinator? 
 Yes we have an advisement coordinator. 
4.  Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?   
Career issues/planning?  
All faculty advise every type of student that we have.  We do have  

 two faculty members that handle mostly all of the transfer students 
 along with their other assigned students. 
5.  How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process?  

New faculty are given their first year without advising to orient themselves 
 to the program.  After the first year they are assigned incoming freshman as 
 their advisees.  This allows the new advisors time to adjust to advising. 
6.  How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

New information related to advising is disseminated by the advisement 
 coordinator via e-mail to all of our advisors and advisees.   
7.  Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?  Not formally 

If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal?    
No formal training for faculty advisors, only infor mal training. 

8.  How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

Most faculty view it seriously as a part of their professional responsibility. 
9.  How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only?   
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
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Our department handles advising in a couple of ways.  Advising is a 
continuous process within the department.  Students are encouraged to come 
and meet with their advisors at any time, not just during the registration 
advisement period.  Also, we hold formal advisement sessions with 
Certification students to make sure they are understanding the ever changing 
regulations that come with the certification process. 

10.  Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 

No special advising sessions during the first few weeks of the semester.   New  
 students are advised during orientation in the summer and then again as  
 first year students during the registration advisement.  They are encouraged 
 to come in should they have questions at the beginning of the semester. 
11.  What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 

Career advisement is done by all faculty members.  History Club usually 
 organizes a program with Career Services and faculty to enlighten 
 majors of all career possibilities. 
12.  How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   

Department generally does advisement well.   
13.  If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Strengths are advising secondary education students.  The area that 

 could use improvement would be in advising Elementary Education students 
 concentrating in history. 
14.  What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 

Advising could possibly be made more effective with new advisor training 
 from the Dean’s Office.   
15.  What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising?  

The biggest faculty complaint about advising is students waiting 
 until they are in trouble before they come in for advisement.  Also, 
 students waiting until the last possible moment before they register 
 to come in to see their advisor. 
16.  What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 

The biggest student complaint about advising is that the faculty  are   
 not available to them 24/7.  In general, the students expect the faculty 
 to be there for them whenever they appear.  They do not check faculty 
 Availability and office hours, don’t set up separate appointments and 
 don’t plan on advising until the last minute.  At that point, they complain 
 because the advisor is in class or doesn’t have office hours. 
17.  Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what 
kind?    

Department staff plays a role in advisement process.  Staff is knowledgeable 
 of program and requirements and can help guide students in the right 
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 direction, this allows staff to take some of the burden off from the faculty 
 advisors.  Assigns advisees, maintains advisees. 
18.  What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising?  

Biggest department staff complaint about advising is that the students 
 wait until the last minute or until they are in trouble before they come 
 in for advisement.  Having to deal with students at the last minute. 
19.  How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester? 

Do not think mandatory advising would be a good thing.  Mandatory 
 advisement is not the solution to fix the problems.  This would cause 
 undo stress on both students and faculty alike.  When a department 
 has over 400+ students that would come in for mandatory advisement,  
 this is not feasible. 
20.  What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 

Department secretary should have access to all advisee knight-web 
 advisement pages, allowed to print off current transcripts, etc.  This should 
 be in addition to each faculty advisor having their advisee information.   
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
MATHEMATICS 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? 
Chair assigns when the major is declares  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
Equitably 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
About 12 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)?  
 Dept. Office 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? 
 No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?  NO 
First-year (how many)?  No 
Junior/Senior (how many)?  No  
Internships/professional programs? No 
Graduate school?  No 
Career issues/planning? No 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
 Discussion with chair. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 
 Memo via e-mail 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?  Not formally  
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal?   

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 
 Not terribly highly 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only?   
 Mostly 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Rarely 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
 In conjunction with a meeting of the math club. 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 
 Not formally 

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
 Done by individual advisors 
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12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
 Quite well when students seek it. 

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
Most faculty are approachable.  Certification candidates are advised by 
Math Ed. Faculty. 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Career possibilities. 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
 I think WebCapp will be a major step forward. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
 Students self-advise. 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
 Some faculty aren’t available every day. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
Dept. secretary is very efficient in processing paperwork and steering 
students to resources. 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
 None that I know of. 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  
 I’d be in favor, but I don’t know how it could be policed. 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 
 WebCapp 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
PHILOSOPHY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?    Through consultation between 

Academic Advisement and our Dept Secretary. 
How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? 
We are each assigned around 20 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? It is 
equitable 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 20 or so 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? Central location 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise     No 

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? Chair 
informally does this 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? The Chair or the Secretary would distribute this 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   No 
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal? 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities?  We all view this as an important task, and take it 
seriously 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?  We do it whenever students request 
it  

 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? No 
11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?  We all view 

this as an important task, and take it seriously 
12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  I believe we do 

it very well! 
13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 

(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning):  I believe that we do all of these well 

What would you list as your areas of strength?   
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What are the areas that could use improvement? 
14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? No problems 

that I am aware of 
15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising?  No complaints 
16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising?  No complaints that I know 

of 
17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? No complaints 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 

required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester? This sounds like an 
excessive mandate 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? None 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
PHYSICS AND ASTRONOMY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

They are assigned by our Department Secretary 
How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? 
Advisees are evenly distributed among all the faculty members who’ve been 
here more than one year.  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
We try to keep it equitable, but sometimes the load varies depending on 
graduating students or students who change majors and find advisors in 
other Departments. 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
About 17 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 

Advising folders are kept in the Department office in a central location. 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?   
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs?  
Graduate school?  
Career issues/planning? 
We do not have faculty “specialize” in certain advisement categories. 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
We talk to them about what is expected. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

At department meetings. 
7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   

If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal?  
See above 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

We believe that students are primarily responsible for the decisions they 
make, but that it is our job to make them aware of the choices and 
requirements. 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
Students can meet with their advisor whenever they choose.  Usually one-on-
one.  Most students meet during the advisement period. 

 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
 Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
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10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 

No, but in our first-year seminar class we try to provide information on the 
program requirements. 

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 
In our weekly Colloquium series we try to show students the possible careers 
available to our students. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
I think that our advisement system works well.  

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? 
Graduate School preparation, major requirements and Gen ed 
What are the areas that could use improvement? 
Career advisement is difficult for us because of external constraints. 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 

Students waiting until the last minute to make advisement appointments. 
16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 

I’ve never had a student complaint about advisement in 5 years as 
Department Chair. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
Our Department secretary assigned advisees and answers routine questions 
that students might have about our programs. 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 

required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  
I do not see the need for it.  Students should be responsible for their own 
choices, and if they do not have faculty advising useful then they should not 
be required to meet with an advisor.  

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
POLITICAL SCIENCE & INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?  Secretary and Chair assigned 

students to advisees.  Attempt is made to equalize number of students per faculty 
member.  Students who major in International Relations are assigned to 5 
faculty who teach in that area.  3 faculty (Deutsch, Klotz, and Koch) do not teach 
in that area. 

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Total number of advisees divided by number of faculty. 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others?  At 
beginning of year equity, or close to equity is present.  As year passes, poor 
faculty lose some advisees as good faculty gain advisees.  Attempts are made 
to prevent this. 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department?  
Currently 42, will soon become 38. 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)?  Central location, under supervision of Department Secretary. 

3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? No 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?  No 
First-year (how many)?  No 
Junior/Senior (how many)?  No 
Internships/professional programs?  Responsibility for supervising internships 
rotates among select faculty. 
Graduate school? No 
Career issues/planning? No 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process?  I must 
confess that not much has been done at this point.  A recent problem has been in 
one of our lines frequent turnover, with succeeding one-year visiting faculty.  
Attempts are made that one-years do not advise juniors (who need pre-grad 
checks) and freshmen.  We see Freshmen and Juniors as most in need of 
experienced advising. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department?  Shared at Department meetings.  

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  No 
Formal/informal? 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? Some like it, I think some view it as a difficult chore.  
Some believe students do not seek advisement when they should.  I am sure some 
students view faculty has unnecessary or perhaps unhelpful (and for some 
faculty for some students this may be true), however some students would 
benefit more from advisement but fail to meet with faculty who are accessible 
and effective. 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
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 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only? 
Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”?  
Most appropriate.  Some students visit faculty frequently, some only when 
required (and not even then). 

 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?  
No. 

11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement?  For the 
most part, good.  We try to bring in alumni to talk about career options, 
disseminate booklets on careers, and faculty are willing to talk with students 
about career possibilities. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?  Overall I 
believe it does it quite well.  Some individuals do it quite well (Grace, Drachman, 
and Goeckel).  Karla Cunningham was quite good, but has been mostly 
unavailable the past 3 years.  I will talk with department faculty at meeting on 
how advisement might be improved.  Of course, we would benefit from learning 
more about what students want from advisement.  

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? Career planning, grad school 
preparation, and internships. 
What are the areas that could use improvement? Unsure 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective?  Somehow to 
bring faculty and students into more frequent interaction.   

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising?  Complaints are made of the 
few students who are lost.  These are students who are probably not sufficiently 
motivated or interested, and there is probably little faculty can do for them.  
Some of the very best students seek faculty help, and they make things easy for 
faculty by their assertiveness, motivation, and personableness.  Improvements 
could probably be made with students in the middle area, who would benefit by 
more frequent faculty interaction, both in the classroom as well as outside of it.  
Good students actually need little advising, poor students need to get themselves 
together to benefit from faculty help. 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising?  There is no clear path for 
translating a major in political science to a career.  Students want help, but 
success requires being entrepreneurial, moreover, it depends on what the 
student wants.  As no ads appear for students with a B.A. in Political Science or 
International Relations, anxiety is high due to uncertainty.  I try to show 
students that many Geneseo Political Science and International Relations majors 
have been successful. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?  
Small role, previous secretary probably exchanged scuttlebutt about various 
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faculty and their advising abilities.  Formally, assigns students to faculty in 
essentially random manner with goal to equalize numbers as much as possible.  

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 

required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?   A concern for 
Political Science and International Relations is the large number of advisees we 
have.   As seven full-time faculty plus one part-time faculty member (Jeremy 
Grace) advise 300 students, the load is quite high, perhaps the highest in the 
college.  A future concern or challenge will be helping dual-degree students in 
International Relations from Universidad de las Americas.  This program is very 
structured, and it is very important that students pass the courses they take.  
The department probably advises more international students already than any 
department at Geneseo, who require more intensive advising than American 
students.  Dual-degree students from UDLA will requirement more vigilant 
monitoring to make sure they do not fall behind.   

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process?  Don’t know. 
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
PSYCHOLOGY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

SECRETARY ASSIGNS.  TRY TO ACCOMMODATE STUDENT 
REQUESTS, TRY TO MATCH INTERESTS IF INFO IS AVAILAB LE 
How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department? 
TRY TO BE = 
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
NONE TO 1ST YR FACULTY 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? ~30 
SOMETIMES CHAIR DOES FIRST MEETING WITH NEW ADVISEE  

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 

ADVISORS 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator? NO 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?  NO UNDECLARED (~420 MAJORS) 
First-year (how many)?   
Junior/Senior (how many)?   
Internships/professional programs? INTERNSHIPS: FORMAL W/2 
ALTERNATING (BY YR) ADVISORS 
Graduate school/CAREER? WORKSHOPS- LED BY FACULTY AND  
ALUMNI, HOLD A DAY-LONG EVENT “PSYCH DAY” THAT 
CONSISTS OF 3 SESSIONS OFFERED TWICE FOLLOWED BY A 
PIZZA PARTY 
Career issues/planning? 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
IN SECOND YR.  COLLEGE ORIENTATION PROGRAM AND 
MENTOR, ANSWERING THEIR QUESTIONS, NOT  FORMAL 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

EMAIL TO FACULTY, DEPT MTG.   
STUDENTS: PSYCH LIST-SERVE (THEY SEEM TO READ AND 
RESPOND) 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  
Formal/informal?   SEE #5 

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

TIME ISSUE [SOME FACULTY ENCOURAGE MORE USE OF THEI R 
TIME] 

9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only?   

FOR MOST OF THE FACULTY  
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Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”?  
CHAIR DOES A LOT OF THIS. 

 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students?  
SEE #4 & CLUB HAS EVENTS WITH ALUMNI, OTHERS 

10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 
orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester?   

NO 
11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 

CLUBS AND PSYCH DAY 
12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   

OK, NOT GREAT 
13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 

(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength?  GRAD SCHOOL PREP 
What are the areas that could use improvement?  THOUGHT OF PROVIDING 
1ST YR MTG THAT IS DONE ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS NOW, 
POSSIBLY AS A 1ST YEAR EXPERIENCE SEMINAR 
NO UNDECLARED 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
FACULTY KEEP TRACK OF ALL MTGS 
GET AWAY FROM PAPER SYSTEM 
FACULTY LOG INTO KNIGHTWEB, EVERY TIME THEY ENTER 
SHOULD CHECK A BOX IF STUDENT IS PRESENT AND SHOULD  
HAVE  A NOTE AREA IN WHICH FACULTY CAN TYPE NOTES 
REGARDING WHY THEY ACCESSED THE STUDENT RECORDS, 
ADVICE PROVIDED, REASON FOR MTG WITH STUDENT, ETC.  
THESE NOTES SHOULD BE VISIBLE UPON FUTURE LOGIN TO 
ADVISOR, STUDENT AND DEAN. 
SUBSTITUTIONS/WAIVERS UP TO DATE WOULD HELP WHEN 
STUDENT CHANGES MAJOR  WOULD HELP WHEN STUDENT 
ARGUES THEY HAD POOR ADVISEMENT 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
TIME 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
VAGUE: THEY WANT MORE ADVISE BUT DON’T SEEK IT.   

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
SEE EARLIER RESPONSE 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising?  NA 
19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 

required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  
NOT A GOOD IDEA: NOT ALL STUDENTS NEED IT.  ISN’T 
NECESSARY. 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process?  SEE #14.   
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The Provost’s Task Force on Advisement - Department Questionnaire: 
SOCIOLOGY 
 
1. How are advisees assigned in your department?   

How is the number of advisees per faculty determined within your department?  
Is it distributed equitably or do some faculty have a greater load than others? 
What is the average number of advisees per advisor in your department? 
Advisees are assigned based on their preference, provided that advisement 
loads remain equitable. Students expressing no preference are assigned 
randomly by the department secretary. There is some variation in 
advisement loads. Loads range from 15-20. 

2. Where are advising folders kept in your department (central location or with 
advisors)? 

Centrally, in the department office. 
3. Do you have an advisement coordinator?  No. 
4. Do you have specific faculty that advise  

Undeclared (how many)?  No 
First-year (how many)?  No 
Junior/Senior (how many)? No  
Internships/professional programs? Yes 
Graduate school? Yes 
Career issues/planning? Yes 

5. How does your department orient new faculty to the advising process? 
We do not have advisement training. Rather, we have a new faculty 
mentoring program that includes advisement. Also, first year faculty do not 
have advisement responsibilities. 

6. How is new information related to the advising process disseminated to faculty and 
students in your department? 

We have a faculty member who serves in the College’s summer advisement 
program. He serves as our advisement “specialist.” Other than that, faculty 
become aware of changes on their own initiative. 

7. Does your department provide any training for faculty advisors?   
If so, what kind?  Mentoring 
Formal/informal? Informal  

8. How does the dept and the faculty members within the dept view advising in terms of 
faculty responsibilities? 

In a manner equal to or greater than college priorities.  
9. How is advising practiced in your department?   
 Academic advising during “Advisement Periods” only?  No. 

Developmental advising continuously in addition to the “Advisement Periods”? 
Yes. 

 Formal advisement sessions with groups of students? No. 
10. Does your department provide any special advising sessions to new students during 

orientation, the Week of Welcome, or during the first few weeks of the semester? 
No. 
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11. What is your department’s/faculty’s approach(es) to career advisement? 

We have a designated graduate school and career advisor. This person organizes 
one or two programs per year. The Sociology Club may also provide career/grad 
school advisement. Beyond that, we encourage use of Career Services. 

12. How well do you believe your department does advisement overall?   
Overall, I think the department provides high quality advisement. Given that 
students come to the sociology major from many different backgrounds and at 
many different points in their college careers, it is important for our advisement 
to be accessible and flexible. 

13. If asked to rank your department’s performance in different areas of advisement 
(including but not limited to major requirements, general education requirements, 
undeclared students, first-year students, transfer students, internships, graduate school 
preparation, career planning): 

What would you list as your areas of strength? Major and transfer advisement 
What are the areas that could use improvement? Career advisement 

14. What would you change to make advising easier and more effective? 
Encourage closer contact between students and faculty. 

15. What is the biggest faculty complaint about advising? 
(1) Too many students waiting until just before registration. 
(2) Difficulties in keeping track of changing college-wide requirements, 
particularly those related to changing state mandates. 

16. What is the biggest student complaint about advising? 
Probably an interest in more career information. 

17. Does your department staff play any role in the advisement process? If so, what kind?   
Only staff is secretary. She assigns advisors. 

18. What is the biggest department staff complaint about advising? 
Pre-registration rush. 

19. How would you feel about mandatory advising whereby every student would be 
required to meet with their advisor at least once each semester?  
Perhaps once each year or perhaps for first and second year students. Every 
student, every semester seems unnecessary, given the ability of students to self-
advise. 

20. What specific online technologies, if any, would you like to see implemented or 
improved to facilitate the advising process? 
None. 
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Survey of Student Opinion of Advisement at Geneseo  
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Undergraduate Opinion of Academic Advising at SUNY Geneseo 

Geneseo recognizes that although students are ultimately responsible for selecting courses, planning course 
schedules, and meeting college and degree requirements, academic advising is a shared responsibility that 
involves students working with academic advisors. The purpose of this survey is to assess your perceptions 
of undergraduate advisement while a student here at Geneseo. The results of the survey will be used to 
better understand your advising experiences and to help meet your advisement needs. 

Please respond to every question.  
 
Please enter your Geneseo Student Identification Number. It will only be used by our automated 
system to eliminate duplicate entries. (you need only enter the last 6 digits G00- )  

G00-  

Complete the following demographic information. (Questions 1 - 7) 
1. My classification as of Fall 2006 semester: 

First year (0-29 credits) 

Sophomore (30-59 credits) 

Junior (60 – 89 credits) 

Senior (90 or more credits) 
 
2. Did you transfer to Geneseo? 

Yes 

No 
 
3. When did you first enroll at Geneseo? 

Fall 

Spring 

Summer 

Year  
 
4. My declared major (or premajor) is: 

Accounting 

American Studies 

Anthropology 

Art History 

Art Studio 

Biochemistry 

Biology 
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BioPhysics 

Business Administration 

Chemistry 

Childhood Education 

Childhood with Special Education 

Communication 

Communicative Disorders & Sciences 

Computer Science 

Early Childhood Education 

Economics 

English 

Foreign Languages: French 

Foreign Languages: Spanish 

Geochemistry 

Geography 

Geological Sciences 

Geophysics 

History 

Honors 

International Relations 

Mathematics 

Music 

Musical Theatre 

Philosophy 

Physics & Astronomy 

Political Science and International Relations 

Psychology 

Sociology 

Theatre 

Theatre and English 

Undeclared 
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5. Are you a premajor, major, or declared adolescent certification student in the School of 
Education?  

Yes 

No 
 
6. My current Geneseo cumulative grade point average is: (to the nearest tenth)  

3.5 or higher 

3.0 to 3.4 

2.5 to 2.9 

2.0 to 2.4 

Below 2.0 

First semester student (no Geneseo GPA yet) 
 
7. Have either of your parents received a bachelor’s degree or higher?  

Yes 

No 
 
 
 
8. Where do you currently get the majority of your academic advisement? (Rank only the top three, 
number 1 being the largest majority of your advisement) 

Staff member in my academic department (e.g., secretary)  

Assigned faculty advisor  

Course instructor  

Family member  

Coach  

Friends/peers  

Residence Hall staff  

College publication or website  

Office of the Dean  

AOP/EOP Office  

International Student Services  

Not Applicable  

Other: (specify)  
 
 



 109

9. I typically communicate with my assigned academic advisor each semester: 

Never 

1-2 times 

2-3 times 

3-4 times 

5 or more times 

I don’t know who my academic advisor is 
 
10. I communicate with my assigned academic advisor via: (Check all that apply.) 

E-mail 

Phone 

Stop by office 

Make an appointment 

I do not communicate with my academic advisor 

I don’t know who my academic advisor is 
 
11. I contact my assigned academic advisor for the following reasons: (Check all that apply.) 

To obtain my PIN number 

Course selection, build a schedule 

Academic difficulties 

Major &/or career opportunities 

I do not make contact with my academic advisor. 

I don’t know who my academic advisor is. 

other:  
 
12. I follow the advice my assigned academic advisor gives me: 

Always 

Frequently 

Often 

Sometimes 

Rarely 

Never 

I don’t know who my academic advisor is. 
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My assigned academic advising source: (questions 13 - 15) 
13. Is accessible during posted office hours or by appointment. 

Always   Frequently   Often   Sometimes   Rarely   Never   Not 
applicable    
14. Shows respect for me and listens to my questions and concerns. 

Always   Frequently   Often   Sometimes   Rarely   Never   Not 
applicable    
15. Is knowledgeable about my academic progress. 

Always   Frequently   Often   Sometimes   Rarely   Never   Not 
applicable    
 
 

16. How important is your academic advisor's knowledge in these areas? 
Graduation Requirements 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
University Policies 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Financial Aid Information  

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Deciding what to do after Geneseo 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Getting career/graduate school information 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Coping with academic difficulties 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Coping with personal/emotional difficulties 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Deciding a major 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
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Deciding what courses to take 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Time management, study skills 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Doing well in a particular class 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Teacher Licensure Information 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
General Education Requirements 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Referral to University resources 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Adjusting to campus life 

Very important   Important   Somewhat important   Not very important   

Unimportant   Not Applicable    
Other:  

 
 
 

17. How well does your academic advisor meet your expectations in these areas? 
Graduation Requirements 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
University Policies 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Financial Aid Information  

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Deciding what to do after Geneseo 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Getting career/graduate school information 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Coping with academic difficulties 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
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Coping with personal/emotional difficulties 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Deciding a major 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Deciding what courses to take 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Time management, study skills 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Doing well in a particular class 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Teacher Licensure Information 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
General Education Requirements 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Referral to University resources 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Adjusting to campus life 

Excellent   Very good   Good   Fair   Poor   Not applicable    
Other:  

 
18. Overall, I would rate the quality of my academic advising as: 

Excellent 

Very good 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

Not applicable 
 
19. What is the one thing you would change about your academic advisement? 

 
 
20. What is the one thing you would not change about your academic advisement? 
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Table 2
Relationship Between Parents' Education and Transfer Status

N = 3824/3872 for a response rate of 98.7%

26.30%

73.70%

100%

Do either of your parents hold a 
bachelor's degree or higher?

yes

no

yes no

57.20%

(576)

73.10%

42.80%

(431)

D
id

 y
ou

 tr
an

sf
er

 to
 G

en
es

eo
?

31.10%68.90%

(2060) (757)

26.90%
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Table 3
Student Majors at SUNY Geneseo

Total
Sample

Base: 3,872 (2 missing)

Count Percent
Arts 100 2.58%

Art History 10 0.26%
Art Studio 34 0.88%

Music 19 0.49%
Musical Theatre 8 0.21%

Theatre 17 0.44%
Theatre and English 12 0.31%

Business 496 12.80%
Accounting 147 3.79%

Business Administration 310 8.00%
Economics 39 1.01%

Communicative Disorders & Sci 164 4.23%

Education* 537 13.87%
Adolescent Educ 853 22.03%

Childhood Education 177 4.57%
Childhood with Special Educ 308 7.95%

Early Childhood Educ 52 1.34%

Humanities 465 12.00%
American Studies 3 0.08%

English 248 6.40%
History 198 5.11%
Honors 1 0.03%

Philosophy 15 0.39%

Languages 75 1.94%
Foreign Language: French 10 0.26%

Foreign Language: Spanish 65 1.68%
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Total
Sample

Base: 3,872

Math & Computer Science 205 5.29%
Computer Science 25 0.65%

Mathematics 180 4.65%

Sciences 734 18.95%
Biochemistry 88 2.27%

Biology 467 12.05%
BioPhysics 8 0.21%
Chemistry 52 1.34%

Geochemistry 2 0.05%
Geological Sciences 36 0.93%

Geophysics 0 0.00%
Physics & Astronomy 81 2.09%

Social Sciences 828 21.38%
Anthropology 55 1.42%

Communication 174 4.49%
Geography 25 0.65%

International Relations 91 2.35%
Political Science 125 3.23%

Psychology 285 7.36%
Sociology 73 1.88%

Undeclared 268 6.92%

Are you a premajor, major or declared adolescent educ certification student in the SOE?
Total

Sample
Base: 3,822 (52 missing)

Yes 22%
No 78%

*Note that these 853 students are not included among the 701 education majors.
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Table 5
Current Sources of Academic Advisement
N= 3,776/3872 for a response rate of 97.5%

Source Named . . .
1st 2nd 3rd Total

Secretary in my Dept 6.4% 7.8% 7.4% 21.6%

Assigned faculty advisor 23.7% 16.3% 14.8% 54.8%

Course instructor 11.6% 15.3% 13.3% 40.2%

Family member 13.0% 13.0% 11.0% 37.0%

Coach 0.3% 1.0% 1.6% 2.9%

Friends/peers 17.3% 25.1% 21.1% 63.5%

Residence Hall staff 0.9% 2.0% 2.9% 5.8%

College publ or website 13.7% 9.1% 10.0% 32.8%

Office of the Dean 1.7% 1.6% 2.6% 5.9%

AOP/EOP Office 4.3% 1.1% 1.2% 6.6%

Intl Student Services 0.4% 0.4% 0.9% 1.7%

Not Applicable 2.2% 0.4% 2.7% 5.3%

Other 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
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Table 10
"Overall, I would rate the quality of my academic advising as…"
N= 3110/3874 for a response rate of 80.3%

17% Excellent (5)

25% Very Good (4)

18% Good (3)

11% Fair (2)

9% Poor (1)

20% Not Applicable or non-response

Mean Rating  = 3.37
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Table 11 
Overall Quality of Advising Ratings by Major
N = 3108/3874 for a response rate of 80.2%

Average Exc VG Good Fair Poor
Major/Dept (Mean) (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Accounting 3.41 22% 34% 17% 16% 11%
American Studies 3.00 0% 33% 33% 34% 0%

Anthropology 3.81 32% 32% 26% 4% 6%
Art History 2.56 0% 22% 33% 22% 22%
Art Studio 3.79 31% 38% 21% 0% 10%

Biochemistry 3.76 36% 28% 19% 11% 7%
Biology 3.37 18% 30% 27% 18% 6%

BioPhysics 3.50 0% 75% 0% 25% 0%
Business Administration 3.03 11% 34% 21% 15% 19%

Chemistry 3.80 33% 38% 16% 2% 11%
Childhood Education 3.17 17% 32% 20% 13% 18%

Childhood with Special Educ 3.14 18% 27% 20% 20% 15%
Communication 3.22 18% 28% 24% 17% 13%

Commun Disorders/Sciences 4.07 45% 29% 16% 5% 4%
Computer Science 3.57 13% 48% 30% 0% 9%

Early Childhood Educ 3.27 18% 29% 27% 14% 12%
Economics 3.59 22% 30% 37% 7% 4%

English 3.06 16% 25% 24% 18% 17%
Foreign Lang: French 2.63 12% 13% 25% 25% 25%

Foreign Lang: Spanish 3.69 29% 28% 28% 11% 4%
Geochemistry 4.50 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Geography 4.08 37% 42% 17% 0% 4%
Geological Sciences 4.36 47% 44% 6% 3% 0%

History 3.28 21% 30% 19% 17% 13%
Honors 5.00 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

International Relations 3.41 21% 33% 23% 11% 12%
Mathematics 3.14 15% 31% 22% 17% 15%

Music 3.44 17% 39% 22% 17% 6%
Musical Theatre 3.13 12% 38% 25% 0% 25%

Philosophy 4.40 60% 27% 7% 7% 0%
Physics and Astronomy 3.95 38% 29% 26% 6% 1%

Political Science 3.10 14% 30% 25% 12% 18%
Psychology 3.47 20% 33% 27% 14% 6%

Sociology 3.59 25% 32% 24% 14% 5%
Theatre 3.50 29% 36% 7% 14% 14%

Theatre and English 3.78 33% 33% 22% 0% 11%
Undecided 3.25 22% 22% 28% 16% 12%



 128

Table 12
Overall Quality of Advising Ratings By Major Groupi ng

Average Exc VG Good Fair Poor
Major/Dept (Mean) Resp.Rate (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

Arts 3.48 87.0% 23% 36% 21% 8% 13%

Business Administration 3.19 75.4% 15% 34% 21% 14% 16%

Communicative Disorders 4.07 91.5% 45% 29% 16% 5% 4%

Education 3.17 85.3% 24% 29% 20% 14% 13%

Humanities 3.21 80.6% 24% 30% 18% 17% 11%

Languages 3.55 82.7% 19% 25% 25% 16% 15%

Math & Comp Science 3.20 85.9% 15% 33% 23% 15% 14%

Sciences 3.58 81.4% 26% 32% 23% 14% 6%

Social Sciences 3.41 83.0% 21% 32% 25% 13% 10%

Undeclared 3.25 53.4% 22% 22% 28% 16% 12%

Total 3.37 80.3%
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Table 13

Note: The Bonferroni test of significance was used because of its conservative nature.

Average
Major/Dept (Mean)

Communicative Disorders 4.07

Sciences 3.58

Languages 3.55

Arts 3.48 Only significantly different from ComDis.

Social Sciences 3.41 Significantly different from Educ and ComDis

Undeclared 3.25 Only significantly different from ComDis.

Humanities 3.21

Math & Comp Science 3.20

Business Administration 3.19

Education 3.17 Significantly different from ComDis, Sciences, and 
Social Sciences

Tests of Statistical Significance between Overall Quality of Advising Ratings By 
Major Grouping

Only signficantly different from ComDis and Sciences

This is significantly higher than all other groupings, 
except the languages.

Sciences are significantly lower than ComDis and 
higher than the lowest 4 groups.

The languages are not significantly different from 
any department.
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Table 14

Mean

GPA Ratings N %

3.5 or higher 3.42 742 23.9%

3.0 to 3.4 3.27 1037 33.4%

2.5 to 2.9 3.21 633 20.4%

2.0 to 2.4 3.43 201 6.5%

Below 2.0 3.59 54 1.7%

1st Semester Frosh, 3.73 435 14.0%
no GPA yet

Transfer Status
Mean N %

Yes 3.36 846 27.4%

No 3.38 2242 72.6%

Note: there is no statistical significance between these groups.

Class
Mean N %

First Year 3.79 399 12.8%

Sophomore 3.29 796 25.6%

Junior 3.38 896 28.8%

Senior 3.27 1018 32.7%

Examination of the relationship between overall quality of advising ratings 
and other variables

Note: statistically significant differences are found between the no GPA first-year students and the 
students with GPAs of 2.5 and higher, with the first-year students giving higher ratings. Further, 
the 2.5 to 2.9 group gave significantly lower ratings than the 3.5 or higher group.

Note: The first year students rated advising significantly higher than the other three 
classes. There is no statistical difference between the other three classes.
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Table 2
Faculty Disciplines of Respondents and Mean Number of Advisees

Total
Sample

Base: 258

Count Percent
School of Arts 33 12.79%

School of Business 18 12.80%

Communicative Disorders & Sci 9 4.23%

School of Education 21 13.87%

Humanities 48 12.00%
English 23 6.40%
History 16 6.20%

Philosophy 9 3.49%

Foreign Languages 11 4.26%

Math & Computer Science 21 8.14%
Computer Science 6 2.33%

Mathematics 15 5.81%

Sciences 37 18.95%
Biology 14 12.05%

Chemistry 10 3.88%
Geological Sciences 6 2.33%

Physics 7 2.71%

Social Sciences 45 21.38%
Anthropology 5 1.94%

Communication 6 2.33%
Geography 6 2.33%

Political Science 5 1.94%
Psychology 14 5.43%

Sociology 9 1.88%

Unspecified 15 5.81%

Total 258 100%

31

32.2

25

Ave time spent 
per visit (min)

27

19.7

20.6

36.2

24.7
21.4
30.4
28

26.1
26.3

25.8
18.3
22.9

21.4

26.6
25

25.9

17

32.5

21.5
25.7
19.2

22.4

Mean Number 
of Advisees

6.3

29.3

31.6

42.9

17.4
14.4
22.9
14.9

18.3

14.5
12

15.6

25.4
41.6
14.3
13.8
18.4

26.8
32

18

38.1

31.8
11.2
45.8
28.4
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Chart 1
Number of students you are currently advising.
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Chart 2
Average Minutes spent advising per session
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Table E.1
Number of advisees, time spent and overall satisfaction of students by major

Departments reporting 6 - 15 advisees
School of Arts

Geography
Computer Science

Geological Sciences
Chemistry

English
Philosophy

Departments reporting 16 - 25 advisees
Mathematics

Sociology
Foreign Languages

Physics & Astronomy 
History

Departments reporting 26 - 35 advisees
Psychology

School of Business
Communicative Disorders & Sci

Communication
Anthropology

Departments reporting 36 - 46 advisees
Unspecified

Biology
School of Education

Political Science

Average

3.50

3.80

4.08
3.57
4.36

3.10
3.17
3.37

23.6

3.06
4.40

3.82

3.21

3.81
3.22
4.07
3.19
3.47

25.7

26.0

24.9 3.55

3.28
3.95
3.55
3.59
3.14

3.48

32.2
21.4
22.4
18.3

19.7
20.6
36.2
25.0

32.5
21.4
19.2

22.9

28.0
30.4
25.7
17.0

6.3 27.0
25.8
26.3

11.2

Ave Time Spent 
per Visit (min)

Overall Student 
Satisfaction

Mean Number of 
Advisees

45.8
42.9

31.8

29.3
31.6

28.4

18.0
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