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Comments from the Chair 
Fall Elections--Please Vote! 

Ballots have been distributed. Please check to make sure that every member of your department 
who is eligible to vote has received their ballot. If anyone has not received a ballot, please let me 
know as soon as possible! 

Voting is scheduled to end at 4 pm on Friday, 10 November 2000. 

Minutes 
Undergraduate Academic Policies, Core and Review 
Committee--24 October 2000 
Attendance: 
C. Filice, B. Gohlman, S. Iyer, S. Kirsh, S. Landes, J. Lerch, T. Macula, J. Mounts, J. Over, J. 
Pacella, C. Truglia, T. Greenfield, E. Gillin (Chair). 

E. Gillin called the meeting to order at 4:03. 

Chair's Report: 
The proposed change to the syllabus policy recently passed by the Policy Committee has passed 
the first reading in Senate. The Chair has been asked to comment on the proposal at the next 
Senate meeting. 

New Business: 
Consider proposal from General Education Committee regarding the approval process for core 
offerings. 

T. Greenfield described the process by which courses satisfying the SUNY General Education 
(SUNY core) requirements are approved. He noted that, as procedures currently stand, a course 
could be approved for Geneseo's core requirements, yet not be on the approved list of SUNY 
core courses. This, he stated, essentially creates two cores, complications in advising and book 
keeping, and the potential for students to meet the Geneseo requirements, but to have their 
degree revoked for not meeting the SUNY core requirements. He had been acting to keep the 
two cores in agreement, but seeks to formalize this procedure. 

E. Gillin read the text of the proposal. 

The General Education Committee recommends revising our core review policies to note that no 
new core course that corresponds to a SUNY General Education Outcome [Social Science, Fine 
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Arts, Mathematics (Numerical/Symbolic), Natural Science, Humanities, Other Civili~atio~s 
(Multicultural), US History, others as they may apply] will be approved for core credit until 

SUNY System has approved the course for core. 

B. Gohlman moved the proposal; C. Truglia seconded the motion. 

J. Over asked about the consequences of not passing the motion. He noted that Geneseo has the 
ability to approve core courses for out of state transfer students. This in and of itself circ~mvents 
SUNY Systems authority over all of the courses used to meet the SUNY core. T. Greenfield 
agreed that SUNY System control was not complete, but that the consequences of not passing the 
motion (and running two cores) would be felt by students (i.e., confusion on course selection and 
the potential for not satisfying degree requirements). He also reiterated that it would create book 
keeping nightmares and an increased burden on advisors. 

Discussion ensued regarding the SUNY degree audit process, and the likelihood of a degree 
being revoked if a mistake was make with regard to the SUNY core. There was general 
agreement that potential existed for students failing to get their degrees, or for degrees being 
revoked following an audit. 

H. Hoops asked how this proposal would impact the unique portions of the Geneseo core (e.g., 
the Foreign Language requirement). T. Greenfield stated that the proposal did not affect the 
portions of our core that are unique to Geneseo (e.g., the 2nd and 3rd semesters of F. L.). 

T. Macula asked about the match between the set of courses comprising the SUNY core (i.e., the 
minimum), and the set of courses comprising the Geneseo core. T. Greenfield stated that six of 
the Geneseo core courses were not approved by SUNY System. He met with department chairs 
regarding these courses, and they were removed from the Geneseo core. T. Macula then asked 
whether it would be simpler to equate the two sets: the Geneseo core equals the SUNY core. B. 
Gohlman noted that we could debate this point forever. However, from a practical point of view, 
we need to ensure that at the minimum, our core satisfies the SUNY core. 

T. Greenfield stated that every year, 3% of the graduating seniors (roughly 35) have a problem 
with their core requirements. Currently, these problems are handled locally. If in the future, 
problems arise with the SUNY core the likely result would be the failure of the student to 
graduate (or the revoking of the degree following an audit). E. Gillin inquired about the delay in 
course approval. T. Greenfield stated that approval time had been less than a month thus far. 
SUNY would likely move to a submission schedule (e.g., 3/year) in the future. 

Discussion then arose regarding the possibility and the impact of a protest vote. T. Macula 
speculated about the long-term consequences of approving the proposal. E. Gillin asked what 
would happen if Policy Committee voted down the proposal. T. Greenfield stated that the Dean's 
Office would not act against a Senate vote, but that the impact of a protest vote would not be felt 
beyond the Geneseo campus. B. Gohlman noted that we should not take a stand that might be 
detrimental to some of our students. T. Macula noted that not voting down the proposal might 
ultimately do more harm to a larger number of students. S. Kirsh opined that if it is the students 
who are hurt, it is not truly a protest. S. Iyer noted that voting down the proposal would not 
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remove the SUNY core courses, it would simply complicate the matter. 

E. Gillin called the question. 

The motion passed with a vote of 8 yes votes, 1 no vote, and 2 abstentions. 

E. Gillin asked that members forward any ideas that might be appropriate for the Policy 
Committee to discuss. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:58. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jeffrey R. W. Mounts 

Faculty Affairs Committee--24 October 2000 

Present: J. Ballard, S. Muench, C. Faulkner, K. Hahn, T. Hon, J. Koch, M. Lima (Chair), J. 
McLean, N. Patemosto, P. Schacht, E. Spilman, H. Waddy (Visitor) 

M. Lima called the meeting to order at 4:05. The committee approved the minutes of last 
meeting. 

This meeting was to focus on what the Committee would like the evaluation of teaching form (or 
SOFI) to measure. J. Ballard started the conversation by suggesting that members ofFAC read a 
summary of last year Arreola's seminar on "Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation 
System." S. Muench agreed that Arreola's seminar underscored the importance of considering a 
SOFI form (or equivalent) as only ONE of the many sources of measurement. M. Lima agreed to 
make copies of sections of Arreola's book available to members of FAC before next meeting. 

J. McLean commented that different people could use the SOFI results for different purposes. S. 
Muench reminded the committee that SOFI began as a survey of student opinion for choosing 
classes, and later it became an important documentation for personnel evaluation. J. Ballard 
asked the committee to consider what the SOFI could measure. She suggested that since the 
SOFI has become an important documentation for personnel evaluation, one of the things that 
the SOFI is supposed to measure is teaching effectiveness. But she doubted whether the SOFI is 
indeed a reliable tool for measuring teaching effectiveness. 

M. Lima asked the two student members of the FAC about their impression of the SOFI. E. 
Spilman said that in filling the SOFI form, she thought that she was offering constructive 
criticism to the class. N. Patemosto asked E. Spilman to specify what audience on her mind in 
filling the SOFI. She responded that she had teachers and students in mind, particularly those 
students who would take the course in the future. J. Ballard suggested that a distinction had to be 
made between measuring teaching effectiveness (summative assessment) and soliciting 
constructive criticism (formative assessment). She added that in the current way of reporting the 
SOFI scores, only the numerical scores, not students' written comments, are available to 
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students. 

J. McLean proposed to have two separate parts of the SOFI form--one ~evoted to s~mmative 
assessment the other to formative assessment. J. Ballard supported the Idea by addmg that the 
summative 'part of SOFI will be used for faculty evaluation, and the formative ~art of .sOFI 
devoted will be returned to the instructor for teaching improvement. The comrruttee discussed 
whether the summative and formative assessments are inseparable, and how different questions 
can be asked in the two parts of the SOFI. 

P. Schacht suggested that the submission of the formative part of SOFI to institutional analysis 
should be optional. J. Ballard disagreed. She argued that submitting two parts of the SOFI to. 
institutional analysis will underline the different purpose of each part. H. Waddy added that m 
administering the two parts of SOFI, she could anticipate a fairer student evaluation if students 
filling in the formative part first before filling in the summative part. When filling in the 
formative part, Waddy argued, students would have time to organize their thoughts, and hence 
they would be able to answer questions on the summative part more thoughtfully. E. Spilman 
agreed. She said that if there are two separate forms to fill in, students express their personal 
grievances in the formative section, and direct their attention to evaluating teaching effectiveness 
in the summative form. 

N. Paternostro asked whether the committee was recommending three separate evaluation forms
-two (formative and summative) parts of local SOFI form and a national assessment form. J. 
Ballard suggested that the committee should consider two evaluation forms only: one summative 
(which could be a local form or a national form), and the other formative. Then the committee 
discussed how the success of formative evaluation was dependent on the existence of a truly 
formative culture on campus. Contrasted to other Colleges that have had a "Teaching and 
Learning Center" for more than fifteen years, Geneseo, unfortunately, is yet to have one. 
P. Schacht opposed the institutionalization of collecting formative evaluations. He argued that 
before we knew how the information would be used, it would be safer not to institutionalize the 
collection of formative data. H. Waddy disagreed. She thought that having formative assessment 
is a step toward nurturing a culture of formative teaching. S. Muench added that students like to 
give constructive criticism to their teachers. The formative assessment would give them an 
opportunity to express their criticism, which would otherwise be included in the summative 
assessment. 

M. Lima asked the committee to suggest the focus for the next meeting. J. McLean moved to 
continue to discuss what to be measured in a summative assessment form. To give enough time 
for committee members to read some of Arreola's scholarship on faculty evaluation systems and 
prepare for specific examples of summative assessment, Lima suggested that the committee meet 
again on Tuesday, November 7 (South 110). 

The meeting adjourned at 5:30PM 

Respectfully submitted, 
Tzeki Hon 
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Undergraduate Curriculum Committee--24 October 2000 

Members present: J. Curran, S. Fitzsimens, D. Hill, H. Howe, A. Kline, J. Fowler-Morse, K. 
Nichols, 0. Nicodemi, M. Stolee 

Visitors: S. Bailey, R. Hatheway, R. Vasiliev 

Meeting was called to order by T. Bazzett at 4:05. 

T. Bazzett called for a motion to accept the agenda. The vote was unanimous. 
There was an addition to the minutes of the September 26 meeting; Karen Nichols was added to 
the members present list. The minutes were accepted unanimously. 

GEOG 261:Questions were raised concerning whether secondary education students would be 
able to take GEOG 261 without having taken GEOG 102 and 103. R. Vasiliev stated that 
instructor permission could be given to students who did not have these prerequisites. There was 
no further discussion. The proposal was unanimously approved. 

CDSC 320: L. House sent a letter explaining the reasoning for the proposed revisions to the 
course. 1. Due to the participatory nature of the class it needs to be small approximately 25 
students. 2. The material is specialized to include not just sign language but other systems of 
alternative communication. Understanding of these systems requires background in CDS. 3. The 
course was originally designed to be limited to majors. The reason for this was because CDSC 
students were having difficulty getting into ASL courses. J. Fowler-Morse raised a concern that 
School of Education students would not be able to take this class under the new provision. 
Because this concern could not be addressed at the meeting, a motion was made to postpone the 
proposal until a CDSC representative could be present to address this concern. The motion was 
approved unanimously and further discussion on CDSC 320 revisions were postponed. 

MGMT 385: There was some concern that no specified prerequisites were outlined in the 
proposal. H. Howe stated that in general it was a course for seniors in the major that would have 
the experience needed. Because of varied interests among these students, it was felt that listing 
specific prerequisites may give the impression that the course was restrictive in admissions. The 
proposal was unanimously approved. 

GSCI 191: There was a question as to whether or not S/U grades affect student GPA. S. Bailey 
answered that such grades do not affect the numeric GP A. There was some discussion regarding 
the number of students enrolled in GSCI 191. R. Hatheway noted that the total number of 
students was relatively small and that they work together on projects. There was no further 
discussion. The proposal was unanimously approved. 

GSCI 352: A question was raised regarding the proposed change in the course description. R. 
Hatheway explained that the only change to the description would be to take out the words "one 
hour meeting" in the course description. With the proposed structural change, this course will 
match other upper-level laboratory courses in the department. There was no further discussion. 
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The proposal was unanimously approved. 

T. Bazzett then asked for comments on the current system of proposals. He asked that any 
comments or suggestions be emailed to him. There was some discussion regarding the benefits 
of the hard copy currently used to disseminate proposals compared to the proposed use of 
electronic copies. There was also some discussion regarding ways to decrease the amount of 
paperwork in each proposal. 

Meeting was adjourned at 4:40P.M. 

GEOG 261--Minor Course Revision 

A. Department: Geography 
B. Date course change will take effect: Fall 2001 
C. Current Bulletin Number: GEOG261 
D. Current Title: Geography of North America 
E. Changes: 

Change in course description. 

Current Description: 
Geog. 261 Geography of North America This course provides a systematic approach to the 
cultural, economic, demographic, and political aspects of spatial differentiation .. The 
consequences of economic restructuring are examined for both rural and urban areas. 
Prerequisite: Geog. 102 or 110, or permission of instructor :3(.3-0) Offered every fall. 

New Description: 
This course is a geographic study of the United States and Canada, using both systematic and 
regional approaches to the historical, physical, cultural, economic, demographic, and political 
aspects of spatial differentiation. Topics to be covered include the relationship of humans to their 
physical environment; foundations of human activity in geographic space; the diversity between 
various regions of North 
America, and their impact on each other; and the differences and similarities between the United 
States and Canada. Prerequisite: Geog 102 or 110, or permission of instructor. 3(3-0). 

Change in rotation: 

From Every Fall to At Least Once a Year. 

F. Justification: 

The course description change is necessary because the current description 
narrows the possible topics too much, not allowing for the diversity of material that 
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should be covered in the course. 
The change in rotation will provide flexibility in scheduling and will assure 
that the course will be offered every year. 

MGMT 385--New Course 

NEW FORM Q (Combining current forms Q & R) 

Proposal for New Course 

A. MGMT 385 Special Topics in Business 
(Suggested Bulletin Number)(Course Title) 

B. Prerequisites: Senior Standing (Additional prerequisites will vary depending on topic.) 

C. Credit Hours: 3 Hours (3-0) 

D. Course Duration: Full semester 

E. Course Rotation: When demand is sufficient and faculty resources available 

F. Semester in which course will be offered initially: Spring 2001 (experimentally) 

G. Staffing 

1. Currently prepared faculty: All School of Business Faculty 
2. Additional faculty required: None 
3. Courses dropped from schedule: No courses will be dropped from the schedule. The 
number of sections of some upper level electives will be reduced to allow the School of 
Business to offer a greater selection of upper level electives for majors and minors. 

Please list departments affected by either additions or deletions? Do they 
support proposed change? Explain. None 

H. Justification 
This management " slot ' course will focus on more specialized topics than currently offered in 
the business administration curriculum. The addition of the course will provide the flexibility to 
offer richer, more diverse and up-to-date business courses, reflecting the School of Business's 
commitment to educating students about the best practices in business. The course would benefit 
both the majors and the minors by allowing for a wider range of elective offerings. Faculty 
would be able to share with students a specialized area of their expertise. 
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I. Facilities and Library Holdings 

1.) Special facilities currently available: library, computer lab, and high-tech classrooms. 
2.) Special facilities not currently available: None needed 
3.) Special arrangements: None needed . 
4.) Library holdings: Current library holdings are adequate to support thts course. 

J. Core This course is not proposed for core credit. 

Attach the following documents to this form: 
A. Course description as it will appear in the College Bulletin 
B. Purpose and objectives 
C, Detailed content outline 
D, Evaluation procedures 
E. A representative bibliography, including the likely initial textbook (if applicable), 10-20 main 
sources with complete bibliographical data 

ATTACHMENT A: Course Description As It Will Appear In The College Bulletin 
This course involves the study of a specialized topic in business. Material covered will vary 
depending on the topic offered. Students may receive credit for no more than 2 Mgmt 385 
courses on different topics. Only 1 Mgmt 385 course will be allowed to count toward the 
requirements of any School of Business major or minor. Prerequisite: Senior standing. 3(3-0). 

ATTACHMENT B: Purpose and Objectives 
Graduates are working in a business environment that is rapidly changing. Students need 
to be familiar with the best practices of business to be successful This course is designed to 
provide the opportunity for the student to select a specialized topic related to their career 
objectives. 
The specific objectives of each course will vary depending on the topic. Course objectives for 
two topics, New Product Development and Internet Marketing are attached. 

ATTACHMENT C: Detailed Content Outline 
ATTACHMENT D: Evaluation Procedures 
ATTACHMENT E: Representative Bibliography 
See the course outlines for "Managing New Product Development and "Internet Marketing" as 
examples of Attachments C, D, and E. 
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Spring 2001: MGMT 388 
Managing New Product Development for Competitive Advantage 
Jones School of Business, State University of New York at Geneseo 
Professor: Dr. A van R. Jassawalia 
office#/ email: South Hall- Room 116B/ jassawal@geneseo.edu 
office Phone/Home Phone: 245-5358/ 218-0692 
Office Hours: and by appointment 

Course Objectives 
Organizations have often pursued product innovation in order to improve market share, growth, 
and profitability. The competitive, fast-changing market and technological environment has 
pressured firms into selecting methods that yield new products at lower cost and higher speed 
than competitors. Developing insights into the processes by which new products are developed 
and brought to market has become essential for students intending to occupy leadership positions 
in the industry. 

In this course, you will have opportunities to learn about the major issues encountered by 
managers charged with developing new products from new technologies. You will be able to 
explore the challenges posed by the product innovation process, i.e. the process by which 
multiple perspectives held by customers, suppliers, R&D, production, marketing and others are 
integrated to develop competitive new products. It is important to note the interdisciplinary 
nature of this topic and we will draw from a variety of fields to enhance our understanding of 
successful NPD. The goal of this course is to enable you to gain insights about the customer, 
project, team, leadership, and organizational aspects of NPD. 

Textbook-. Karl Uhich and Steven Eppinger (2000), Product Design and Development, Second 
Edition, McGraw-Hill. 

Grading: Article/Case Analysis (5 total) 25 points 
Examinations (2 total) 45 points 
Team Project 30 points 

Managing New Product Development for Competitive Advantage 
Course Outline 
Week# 
1 & 2: Course Introduction & Syllabus Review 

NPD Processes & Organizations 

• Successes & Failures ofNPD Projects 

• Models of NPD 

• Structuring the NPD Project 

(Chapters 1 & 2) 
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3 & 4: The Voice of the Customer 

• Identifying Customer Needs 

• Establishing Product Specifications 

• Achieving Customer Focus 

• Quality Function Deployment 

(Chapters 3, 4, 5) 

5 & 6: Concept Generation, Selection, & Testing 

• Sources of New Product ideas 

• Market & Technology Assessment 

• Feasibility Study 

• Benchmarking 

(Chapters 6, 7, 8) 

7 & 8: Major Challenges in Planning & Developing New Products 

• Organizational interfaces in NPD 

• Marketing--R&D integration 

• Impact of Interdepartmental Conflict on. NPD 

(Journal articles) 

9 & 10: Speeding New Products to Market 

• Why Cross-functional teams are best forNPD 

• Cross-functional collaboration 

• Team Leader's role 

• Senior management's role 

(Chapter 14, Journal articles) 

11 & 12: Design for Manufacturing 

• Harnessing Intellectual Capital for NPD 
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• Managing knowledge workers 

• Organizationallearning 

(Chapters 11, 12, Journal articles) 

13 & 14: Market Introduction 

• Feedback & Follow-up 

Team Project Presentations 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Clark, K.B and T. Fujimoto (1991), Product Development Performance: Suategy, 
Organization and Management in the World Auto Industry, Boston, MA: Harvard Business 
School Press. 

Denison D.R., S. L. Hart, and J. A. Kalm (1996), "From Chimneys to Cross-Functional 
Teams: Developing and Validating a Diagnostic Model," Academy of Management Journal, 
39 (4): 1005-1023. 

Domellon A. (1996), Team Talk- The Power of Language in Team Dynamics, Boston, MA: 
Harvard Business School Press. 

Gupta A.K. and D. L. Willemon (1990), "Accelerating the Development of Technology-Based 
New Products," California Management Review, 32 (2): 24-44. 

Jassawalla, A van R., and H. C. Sashittal (2000). "Strategies of Effective New 
Product Team Leaders," California Management Review, Vol. 42 (2): 34-51. 

Jassawalla, A van R., and H. C. Sashittal (2000). 'Cross-Functional Interactions in New Product 
Development Processes," Research-Technology Management, Vol. 43 (1): 46-49. 

Jassawalla A.K and H. C. Sashittal ( 1998), "An Examination of Collaboration in High
Technology New Product Development Processes," Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 15 (3): 237-254. 

Nonaka, I. (1990)," Redundant Overlapping Organization: Japanese Approach to Managing the 
Innovation Process," California Management Review, 32 (2): 27-38. 

Stone D.L. and E. R. Eddy ( 1996), "A Model of individual and Organizational Factors Affecting 
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Quality-Related Outcomes," Journal of Quality Management, I (1): 21-48. 

Takeuchi H. and I. Nonaka (1986), "The New Product Development Game," Harvard Business 
Review, 64 (1): 137-146. 

Von Glinow, M.A. and S. A. Mohnnan (1990), Managing Complexity in High Technology 
Organizations, New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Marketing On The Internet 

Course Objective: The opportunities and challenges offered by the Internet for the marketing of 
goods and services are examined in this course. We will use a unique blend of technology and 
marketing/business knowledge to analyze the use of the Internet for advertising, product 
development and placement, retailing and merchandising. Relevant technologies examined 
include advertisement placement, web page design for effectiveness and cookies for managing 
interactions. 

Prerequisites: Mgmt. 331 

Required Material: Principles of Internet by Ward Hanson, South-West College Publishing along 
with selected Simon, Harvard and Stanford Business School Cases. 

Method of Instruction: The primary method of instruction will be class lectures . Selected 
business case analysis and relevant contemporary issues centering around Internet marketing will 
be discussed on an ongoing basis and will comprise a very important element of course content. 

Method of Evaluation.- A mid-term and final exam will be given. The exams will be closed book 
and the relative weighting will be 20% (mid-term) and 30% (final) of the final grade. 

The course will also consist of a team project (consisting of 3 or 4 members) which will 
comprise 40% of your final grade. The project will be to develop a Web enabled marketing plan 
for a real company. The team will present their recommended web enabled marketing strategy to 
the class in formal presentation format at the end of the semester. A short written project 
summary will also be required. 

The final 10% of the grade will be team analysis of two or three business cases. Specific 
questions will be assigned to each case and written answers will be submitted by the team. 

Class participation and attendance will be of paramount importance and may affect your final 
grade. 
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Marketing On The Internet 

K:LAS lfOPIC Assignment s 

1) ntroduction Chapter 1 

2) Web Enabled Marketing Plan Description Chapter 5 

3) !Network and Computing Internet Architecture Chapter 2 

~) !Planning a Web Presence 

5) !Web Security/Site Planning and Management Chapter 3 

6) !Managing B2B interactions 

7) !Managing B2C Interactions 

8) -V\,dvertising on the Web Chapter 9 

9) Advertising on the Web( can't) 

10) Building Web Traffic 

11) Building Web Traffic( can't) 

12) One-To-One Marketing Chapter 4,7 

13) Pricing on the Net ~hapters 8,11 

14) !Pricing on the Net (can't) 

15) ·!Pricing on the Net (can't) 

16) Using Cyber Channels 

17) Using Cyber Channels( can't) 

18) Marketing information Goods 

19) ntellectual property Laws 

f20) Course Summary 
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21) Midterm 

22) Case Discussions 

23) Case Discussions 

24) Case Discussions 

25) ~earn presentations 

26) Team Presentations 

27) lfeam Presentations 

28) Team Presentations 

Cases will be assigned where appropriate within the course syllabus. 

GSCI 191--Minor Course Revision 

Memorandum to: Tom Greenfield, Dean of the College 
From: Richard B. Hatheway, Chair/Geological Sciences 
Date: September 29, 2000 

Re: Minor Course Change (GSCI 191)- Justification 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

I 

Introduction to Geology at Geneseo is offered in the fall semesters to freshmen Geological 
Sciences majors. It has evolved from performance-based to activity-based. Since there are only a 
few students enrolled, they engage in these activities as a group. It has become impossible for the 
instructor to assign letter grades that have any meaning. Hence, the Department proposes to drop 
the letter grading procedure and assign only S and U grades. 

GSCI 352--Minor Course Revision 

NEW FORM Q (Combining current forms Q & R) 
Proposal for New Course, Revision of Existing Course, or Deletion of Course 

(Select either section I or section II) 

1. Minor Course Revision or Course Deletion (Note: Departments should submit proposals for 
minor course changes and course deletions by summarizing them in a memorandum. The 
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following specific information must be included. Attach this form) 

A. Department: Geological Sciences 
B. Date Course Changes Will Take Effect- Fall, 2001 
C. Current Bulletin Number(s): GSCI 352 
D. Current Title: Sedimentation 
E. Changes: Change in credit hours 2(1-3) to 3(2-3); minor change in course description. 
F. Justification: See attached memorandum 

Memorandum to: Tom Greenfield, Dean of the College 
From: Richard B. Hatheway, Chair/Geological Sciences 
Date: September 29,2000 

Re: Minor Course Change (GSCI 352)- Justification 

Sedimentation serves as an elective for geological sciences majors, and is offered in the fall of 
odd years. It is the only elective in our program which carries 2 credit hours, all others carrying 
3. Students have suggested that the amount of work required is equivalent to that in a 3 hour 
course. While the faculty is somewhat sympathetic to that point of view, the main reason we are 
seeking to change the credit hours is to provide the opportunity for a stronger theoretical 
foundation to the laboratory component. 

The minor description change is to delete reference to "one-hour" weekly meetings. 

Current Description: 

GSci. 352 Sedimentation 
The analysis and characterization of clastic sediments with application to the origin, evolution, 
and properties of sedimentary rocks. Standard analytical techniques will be learned from 
laboratory experiments. The theory and results relating to the experimental measurements and 
observations will be outlined and discussed during one-hour weekly meetings, (Some lengthy 
experiments may require measurements to be recorded at intervals spanning several days.) 
Prerequisites: GSci. 112,220. 2( 1-3). 
Offered fall, odd years 

Student Affairs Committee--31 October 2000 

Present: JeeLoo Liu(Chair), Hisham Almubaid, Ming-Mei Chang, Kim Davies, Jennifer Guyer, 
Gregg Hartvigsen, Michael Oberg, Denise Sullivan, Chris Wixson, Berkeley Brigs, Steven 
Brown, Douglas (DJ) Gallup, Jen Garvey, Amy Happ, Laura Stellrecht. 
Excused: Johnnie Ferrell 
Absent: Tom Feeley, Tamara Hurlburt 
Guest: Tom Bell (CAS), Tabitha Buggie-Hunt 
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The Chair JeeLoo Liu called the meeting to order at 4:00PM. 

In response to our invitation, Tom Bell from CAS joined us at the meeting. Th~ qu~stions posed 
to him concerned the high replacement cost of Smart cards and other food servtces tssues on 
campus. Tom Bell first explained the function of CAS. CAS is a separate not-for-profit 
corporation created by the college in 1951 and contracted to the College to provide a variety of 
services. CAS is totally self-supporting and must pay all costs associated with each operation. 
These costs include things like labor, benefits, space rental, utilities and equipment. Although 
CAS is a not-for-profit corporation it must make a profit to support facility and equipment 
upgrades. All profits made are used to support campus priorities. The major purpose at this point 
is to support changes to campus facilities occupied by the corporation. Over the past decade CAS 
has typically had a net profit of between 1 and 2% of gross revenues. Due in large part to 
planned increases in service CAS expenses has exceeded revenues over the past 2 years by 1.4%. 
One of the services CAS provides to the campus is issuing the official Geneseo identification 
cards. Tom Bell explained the many advantages of the present Smart cards system. Students 
receive their first Geneseo Smart Card for free. Replacement is also free for cards that are worn 
out through frequent usage, but is not free for cards that suffer from willful damage. It is easy to 
determine whether cards are damaged because of frequent usage or because of human 
mishandling. If the magnetic stripe doesn't read, the card is replaced for free. What often 
happens, according to Tom Bell, is that students carry their cards in their pockets or in their 
shoes, and the cards get bent. Cards are not meant to be bent, and they should always be put in 
the envelopes that came with the cards. The ID office has seen many cases of abuse of Smart 
cards: they get chewed, cut into pieces, or washed and dried. In these cases, replacement of 
Smart cards costs 15 dollars. Steven Brown asked how much of it goes to the card itself, and how 
much of it is meant to be used as a deterrent. Tom Bell replied that the card itself costs about five 
dollars, but there are several other labor related costs which add up to about $12.50. The cost is 
not meant to be used as a deterrent. Denise Sullivan asked if the ID office gets a lot of students 
arguing for their cases. Tom Bell answered that they usually check to see if these cards can be 
read. If students have any trouble using their cards at a particular dining hall, they can get the 
manager to issue a certificate of some sort. If students are not satisfied with the answer they get 
from the ID office, they can also make an appeal to CAS for further investigation. Gregg 
Hartvigsen asked what the average replacement rate per day was. Tom Bell replied that it was up 
to 20-25 cards a day, and a lot more after weekends or breaks. Gregg Hartvigsen asked whether 
CAS would consider lowering the cost for replacement for the sake of good public relationship. 
Tom Bell said that lowering the cost would only lead to more unnecessary replacements, so CAS 
would not consider lowering the cost at this stage. 

We then moved on to the issue of dining halls' operating hours in the evening. Students 
complained that dining halls stopped the regular dinner service at 7 PM, when some students had 
evening classes and could not get back to their dorms before 7. Tom Bell said that the Union 
serves full dinner till 7:30PM. Denise Sullivan remarked that hot foods should be served till 8 
PM. Tom Bell asked if we could find out how many students attended evening classes. DJ 
Gallup said he had classes until 7:20 and he knew other students did too. Tom Bell agreed to 
experiment on extending the dinner service at the Union to 8 PM to see if there is enough 
business. He did not think it feasible to extend hours at all dining halls because that would bring 
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up the cost. 

JeeLoo Liu asked about the options for vegetarian entrees. She has heard students complaining 
that vegetarian options are only pastas that do not provide enough protein. Tom Bell said that the 
present menu actually provided many options for vegetarians. The Chef at the Union has come 
up with many different vegetarian dishes. CAS is willing to work with any student who has a 
special interest or need. They are constantly doing surveys and there are also suggestion boxes in 
every dining hall. Students should just bring their comments to CAS Dining Hall Manager. 

Our final discussion with Tom Bell was on the cost of the meal plan. Tom Bell said that our meal 
plan ranked within the bottom 10 percent of meal plans at other state (SUNY) colleges. Since 
CAS is not subsidized, it has to cover all the overhead costs. The cost of a meal plan and the 
individual selling prices of different products is a direct result of the "cost of goods" and 
overhead costs such as labor and operational costs. 31% of each dollar of revenue represents the 
"cost of goods". CAS provides an extensive training program for all of its employees. Within 
Livingston County CAS serves more meals than any other dining facility. It is therefore the 
number one target of the Health Department. Each food preparation worker and procedure must 
meet all Department of Health standards. Gregg Hartvigsen asked if there was any pressure from 
the administration to reduce the cost of the meal plan. Tom Bell replied that CAS had been trying 
to keep the cost down, but over the years inflation and other cost increases had driven the meal 
plan cost up by an average of 4% per year. Other factors driving cost increases are the numerous 
improvements being made to existing facilities. Tom Bell emphasized again that CAS does 
support the campus in any way it can. It is now assessing whether to go for all-you-can-eat buffet 
style or to keep its present a-la-carte style. Students are welcome to give their inputs. 

(According to an informal survey done by Jen Garvey, Tufts University's meal plan costs $2,500 
per semester. Connecticut College has a room-and-board plan which costs $5,000 per semester. 
Both plans offer "excellent" food and great varieties. On the other hand, both Johns Hopkins and 
Dickinson University use buffet style, and the cost is about $17 per day for three meals. But the 
quality is not great at either place.) 

JeeLoo Liu thanked Tom Bell for his helpful explanation. Everyone in the Committee also 
thanked him. 

The other major issue on our agenda was the final version of the survey on biases and 
discrimination at Geneseo. The survey was initially drafted by Kim Davies, and numerous 
revisions have been made through e-mail exchanges among our members. At the meeting both 
Gregg Hartvigsen and Denise Sullivan made further suggestions on the ordering of options. They 
felt that for questions such as 'I feel alienated at Geneseo because of .... ,' by putting 'None' at the 
end we may be leading students to answer in a more negative way than how they really feel. 
Chris Wixson also suggested adding the option 'gender' in the last question on the cause of 
alienation. We then discussed the method to be adopted. Gregg Hartvigsen will work with Sue 
Chichester to set up a web link for this survey. JeeLoo Liu said that to secure enough responses, 
asides from having a web link where interested students could go visit, each of the faculty 
member on this committee could do an in-class survey as well. She has also asked the AOP 
program and the International Student Office to participate in this survey. Gregg Hartvigsen 
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asked whether the samples would overlap and whether it would involve too much unnecessary 
work to compile the data by hand. Chris Wixson suggested that we use the web link as our Plan 
A. If it did not generate enough responses, then we could move to Plan B which would be our in
class surveys. Gregg Hartvigsen also raised the question about the randomness of our samples. 
He said that to ensure the representative quality of this survey, our samples have to be randomly 
selected. JeeLoo Liu argued that a general survey could conceivably get us a result of high level 
of satisfaction with the campus climate on diversity, and yet would not reveal the experiences of 
minorities students. She said that even if only 50 out of our 5,000 students had had unpleasant 
experiences due to biases or discrimination, we need to find out how they felt and what those 
experiences were. Gregg Hartvigsen then suggested adding demographic questions at the 
beginning of this survey. JeeLoo Liu promised to revise the form according to these suggestions 
and have everyone vote through e-mail. 

Finally JeeLoo Liu shared with committee members an invitation from Zhiming Zhao of the 
subcommittee on diversity. He would like to invite our faculty members to meet with him and 
Kelly Clark to form a focus group meeting. Chris Wixson and Ming-Mei Chang volunteered. 

Our next meeting will be held on November 28,4 PM, at South 110. 

The meeting adjourned at 5:17PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JeeLoo Liu 

Chair, SAC 

Early Returns 
Thanks to the accuracy of modern polling techniques, the Editor is able to predict for you the 
outcome of several key elections to be run this week. I am pleased to inform you of the results, 
even before the actual voting has begun: 

Position 

Nominations Committee 

Faculty Personnel Committee 

University Faculty Senator 

Winner 

Not me. 

Not me. 

Not me. 

On second thought, it looks as though I ain the winner in all of these elections, since I don't have 
to do any of those jobs. And I am only the winner since there are dedicated people who are 
willing to do those jobs for me. My sincere thanks to all of you who are willing to run and are 
willing to serve all of us by taking on these responsibilities. 
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