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ANNOUNCEMENT 

FACULTY MEMBERS TO GIVE GEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE OF SALT 
MINING 

Local salt mining will be the focus of a faculty panel 
discussion at SUNY Geneseo on Thursday, Oct. 13. 

Three members of the geological sciences faculty will 
discuss "Salt Mining in the Genesee Valley: A Geological 
Perspective" from 12:45-1:45 p.m. in Newton 202. 

The first All-College Event, a series of lectures and 
presentations, will be moderated by Richard Hatheway. The 
panel will also include D. Jeffrey Over and William Brennan. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES 
October 3, 1994 

Present: W. Spruill (Chair), K. Barsz, J. Bushnell, c. Dahl, G. 
DeHart, S. Fielding, L. House, A. Irwin, D. Johnson, K. Jones, S. 
Padalino, M. Teres, E. Wallace 

Absent: C. Harter 

Call to order: Chair Spruill called the meeting to order at 3:35 
pm. 

Amendments to the september 26 minutes: At the top of p. 51 
"Colleges' Planning Council" should read "Colleges' Council." 
Replace "Provost's meetings with the Senate Chair" in the second 
paragraph on p. 51 with "Provost's meetings with the Associate 
Provosts, Dean, Senate Chair, and staff." 

Approval of the minutes: The September 26 minutes were approved 
as amended. 

President's report: No report this week. 

Provost's report: The first All-College event, Salt Mining In the 
Genesee Valley: A Geological Event, will be held October 13 at 
12:45 in Newton 202. Departments are invited to send suggestions 
to the Provost to present items of general interest to the 
College community. A half-page ad will be taken out in the Lamron 
to promote the Genesee Valley presentation. Faculty and staff 
should also receive an announcement in their campus mail. 

Faculty have generated $303,180 in external grant money this 
year. 

University senator's report: The theme at the University Faculty 
Senate Fall meeting was Technology and the University. Geneseo 
ranks somewhere in the middle of all the SUNY campuses in terms 
of technology. This is not so much in the area of faculty 
computers, but rather in student facilities, and general 
technical support. 

A few key issues that arose at the meeting were: developing a 
cross-campus clearinghouse for equipment, establishing some 
system of creditsjawards for faculty engaged in technology 
development or support, to begin discussion of factors related to 
teaching effectiveness and technology, to redefine secretarial 
and support staff, to address poor morale at many campuses due to 
Affirmative Action policy failing to hire the best qualified 
personnel. 
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· 'd · the reallocation of capital 
The Acting Comptroller. 1s consl ~rlng'thin existing buildings. 
budget monies to techn1cal upgra es W1 

People across campuses tend to feel that there is not enough 
technology support. 

Chair's report: No report this week. 

vice-Chair's report: No report this week. 

curriculum committee's report: on September 27 the Committee 
passed the following which will go to the College Senate on 
october 25 for a first reading: 

* Deletions of Communication 235 and Computer Science 
304. 

* A new course in History 213 
* A new slot course Geography 360 
* Revision of Health and Physical Education 303. 

The next committee meeting will take place on October 18 and will 
consider the following: 

* New courses Chemistry 390 and English 393. 
* Revised programs in Chemistry: BS (American Chemical 

Society, certified), BS (ACS Certified, Biochemistry 
Option), B.A. 

Other issues discussed were: what course revisions can be made at 
department level? (tabled for discussion), scheduling of exams 
outside of class (referred to Policy Committee) , formalizing the 
Dean's representative on the Committee, and archiving new course 
proposals (the latter two are pending discussions in the 
Curriculum Committee) . 

Policy Committee report: Charged with discussing the definition 
of lab, lecture, and recitation in broad context; general 
attendance policy, and drop/adds. 

The consensus was to postpone discussing changes relative to the 
50 minute class period since we have not yet had enough time to 
judge how the current schedule is working out. 

The Executive Committee was queried on whether to develop a 
policy mandating that all students be required to a purchase 
computer. Such a policy would include some form of student loan 
assistance program. The consensus was to defer this to the 
Technology Task Force as a separate agenda item and then refer 
its recommendations on to the College Senate. 

Graduate Affairs Committee: Math 460 was passed. 
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Student Affairs Committee report: Deferred until the next 
Executive Committee meeting. 

Faculty Affairs Committee report: Will meet on October 4 to 
discuss the SOFis. This will be the top of the agenda at the next 
Executive Committee meeting. 

Discussion taking place with College Auxiliary Services about 
arranging a place for the faculty to eat lunch. The current 
schedule makes this difficult at the Hub. 

Central council report: Pallavi Wagle has been appointed to the 
Student Affairs Committee. 

The Student Association is currently holding a registration drive 
where students may register and obtain absentee ballots for the 
upcoming November elections. Tables are set up in Newton, the 
Union, and the Hub for this week. 

Treasurer's report: The Committee directed Kathy Barsz to 
transfer $2,000 from the Senate Fund into the Research Fund, 
bringing the accounts into balance. $428.02 in interest has been 
received from the Board of Directors. 

The letters appealing for contributions to the Senate's General 
Fund have been mailed. 

Old Business: Nothing old. 

New Business: Nothing new. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:54 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Steve Fielding 
Secretary, College Senate 
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Graduate Affairs Committee 

Tuesday, September 27 

Members present: S. Bandoni, L. Friedland, M. LaCelle-Peterson, R. Lagesse, S. 
Landes, J. McCartin, S. McKenna, L. Sancilio, M. Teres, M. Venturino and C. Yerdon. 

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 PM. 

The committee reviewed and approved a proposal for a new graduate course in 
Mathematics, Math 460, Statistical Methods. Questions raised in discussion included the 
expected numbers of students, the expected level of preparation of the students, whether 
the emphasis will be on derivations or applications, and how the course will differ from 
statistics courses already offered in other departments such as Psychology. 
Representatives from the Math Department indicated that about 12-15 students are expected 
to enroll in the course when it is offered, as the Math Department generally only offers one 
graduate course per semester. The expected audience will consist almost exclusively of 
secondary school mathematics teachers. The goal of the course is to provide breadth in 
their program, rather than depth. Because of the approach taken, it is unlikely that the 
course will serve students in other departments. Math 360 and 361 are prerequisites. 

The motion to approve the proposal for Math 460 passed unanimously. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:25 PM. 
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I. 
(Suggested Catalog Number) (Course Title) 

I I. Prerequisites, if any (e .g. academic course, pre-college experience, demonstr2ted 
competencies, permission of insnucror, etc.): 

Dff..k.. u.n,~Q~- ... vc.. '"tu.._ciR.. e..~\..:..vs <?_ \t'\ vc ~a.. 'k; \tG c~~ s\-('± is-ti·<.S 

m. Credit Hours: 3 (Sem. Hrs.) 
Lecrure Hrs. 3 
Act., Lab, Studio H.rs. 

Y. Course Duration: 
(Semester/Half Sem./Mini/Imersession!Etc.) 

f . Course Rotation: 

1I. Course will be offered initially: 
(Y~) 

'II. Staffmg Requirements: 
A. Names of staff members adequately prepared to teach this course: 

5~n J/):-r-o..""' 11' \\J e-L\ Q_ c .12... 

B. Are new faculty or adjuncts required? Yes No 

C. N arne(s) of staff member(s) who will initially teach this course: 

D. Has the depamnem considered scheduling problems that offering this course might 
involve? ~ ...es 

Explain. 

E. Will this proposal have an impact on staffing of orher deparnnents? 

Yes No ...:.../ __ _ 

If so, have the affected depamnems been consulted concerning this proposal? Do they 
suppon the proposed change? Explain. (Attach additional pages as needed.) 
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IX. 

.' .. \,. ..... 

C..: , "-\' \ ...: ~~ :. 
1\ 
'-

..-- ' --

C\. ~~..[c-~r, (-::\ ->'-

A. What special facilities, that are currently available, will be utilized? 

t \', "'»- .1-Q~ 
B. What special facilities, not currently available, will be required? 

~· (_I·\--\-;:-

C. \Vhar special arrangements will be required of srudems? (e.g. extended field nips, 
special scheduling, required listening, ere.) 

X. Are the present library holdings adequate to support this course? 
\ 

XL Is this course proposed for core credit? fr\. o 

If yes, in which area? 

Please Note: Courses that are proposed for core credit must also be reviewed by the Core 
Curriculum Comminee. 

XII. Anach the followin~ documents to this form: 
A. Course descripnon 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 v..1th complete bibliographical data 
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Tile cour-..,c '"i l i ccwcr b::sic st:ni stic..1l mcth0ds includi ,, ~ >he c ;, i -~~~ :::::-c i~ s ;_ r;::2:L:'si ,·) ~: ;: ;1 c~ 
correlation, amiysis of v2riance and cxperirncnt21 dcsigr, and nonp3.rJ.n~;:u·ic si2ii si.ics. T ile 
emphasis ~s _on Lhc art of sta~~tic:a-J thi_nking _and ?at2 analysis base{~ on ~1-wo:ld rro:O l ~ms. 
The usc oi ~.-.-:computer 210 :_;; .;:;r Fnphcr:.; c ;:-';rcc~~ ::s iC'8l s to u;•c~rswr-.c;;; c:. ( ~,::::Jsuc::~ 

concepts will be included in this course. 

Prerequisite: One undergraduate course in Probability and Statistics. 3(3-D). 

Purpose- Objectives 

The course will serve as a statistics offering in the graduate course rotation. Its purpose is to 
provide the graduate student with an extensive experience in applied statistics. 

Evaluation 

Homework, projects and exams. 

Outline 

I Basic Review of Probability Concepts and Distribution functions 

II Fundamental Statistical Methods: A Reference and Review 

A. Data as outcome of Random Variables 
B. Descriptive Statistics 
C. The normal distribution and its role in Statistics 
D. Sampling distributions and distributions of x2 , t, and F 
E. Statistical Inference: principles and methods 

III Chi-Square Procedures 

A. Inference about proportion 
B. Goodness of fit test 
C. Contingency tables 

IV Regression and Correlation 

A. Simple linear regression 
B. Tests of hypothesis and confidence intervals in regression 
C. Nonlinear regression 
D. Multiple regression 
E. Correlation 

V Analysis of Variance and Design of Experiments 

A. Completely randomized designs 
B. One-way and two-way analysis of variance 
C. Some further experimental analysis 

VI Nonp2ramerric Methods 

A. The sign test, the signed-rank test and rank-sum test 
B. Tests of randomness 
c. Parametric and nonparametric procedures: a comparision 
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N~w J crscy. 1983). 

Canavos, George C., Apolied Probabilitv and Statistical Methods, Little, Brown and 
Company, (Boston, Massachusetts, 1984) 

Cox , D. R., and Snell, E: ·i., Aoplied Statistics: Principles and Exampl~ Chapman and 
Hall (New York, New York, 1981). 

Hogg, Robert V., and Ledolter, Johannes, Engineering Statistics.. MacMillan (New York, 
New York, 1987). 

Miller Irvino R Freund, John E. and Johnson Richard, Probabilitv and Statistics for 
' b , ' ' 

Engineers (fifth edition), Prentice Hall (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1994 ). 

Miller, Robert B., and Wichern, Dean W., Intermediate Business Statistics: Analvsis of 
Variance, Regression, and Time Series, Holt, Rinehart and Winston (New York, New York, 
1977). 

Mosteller, Frederick, and Tukey, John W., Data Analysis and Regression: a Second 
Course in Statistics, Addison-wesley (Reading, Massachusetts, 1977). 

Rustagi, Jagdish S., Introduction to Statistical Methods, Volume I and II, Rowman and 
Allanheld (fotowa., New Jersey, 1984). 

Walpole, Ronald E., and Myers, Raymond H., Probabilitv and Statistics for Encineers 
and Scientists, fourth edition, MacMillan (New York, New York, 1989). 
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POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
October 4, 1994 

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Padolino called the meeting to order at 3:45pm 

PRESENT: J. Boiani, C. Cusack, T. Dietrick, S. Edgar, G. Gagnier, T. Greenfield 
(guest) D. Hill, J. Hunter, D. Koepfer, D. Metz, J. Over, M. Schinski, J. Williams 

CHAIRS REPORT: Chair Padolino reported on the executive meeting. He reported 
that the executive committee suggested that the policy committee wait one semester 
before discussing the concerns regarding this years new 50 minute class periods. 
Though there is sympathy to the problems associated with the new schedule this 
semester will serve as an adjustment period. Therefore this issue was tabled until the 
spring. 

Chair Padolino informed the committee of the discussion regarding the idea of 
requiring student ownership of computer. He then reviewed the possible advantages 
and disadvantages associated with this proposal and ultimately informed us that the 
issue was differed to the Provost and the Technology Task Force headed by Fred 
Fidura 

AGENDA: 
1. Attendance Policy and any associated policy regarding attendance during Drop/Add 
2. Lecture vs. Recitation: Do departments have the unilateral right to make decisions 
concerning switches in teaching formats? 
3. Testing outside of scheduled class time 

DISCUSSION: 
1. Attendance Policy -
S. Edgar gave a brief review of the history and past discussions concerning 
attendance policies at Geneseo. In May 1978 a mandatory attendance policy was 
brought before the Senate where class work as attendance could be used as a basis 
for grade determination. In 1979 another attendance Policy was brought before the 
Senate stating that a reasonable attendance policy according to the specific class 
could be established as long as the policy was put into writing prior to registration and 
was present on the syllabus. This too was defeated leaving us with the current 
attendance policy that does not allow tor attendance alone to be used as a basis for 
grade determination. She also asserted that the minutes from past debates are 
available and should be read before this issue is brought before the Senate again. T. 
Greenfield commented that this issue has been raised by faculty petitioning his office 
for waivers from the current policy and by students wanting excused absences for 
registration purposes. In both cases such requests are denied. J. Over supported the 
idea that missing exams for registration is not acceptable. This was a common opinion 
among the committee members. T. Greenfield reminded us that there is an 
attendance policy tor the first two day of classes for everyone. D. Koepfer addressed 
the issue that exams are part of the mandatory requirements for any class and is so 
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stated on the syllabus. As this is the case, missing exams .can be differentiated from 
regular lecture class time. Exams are a .matt~r for disc~ss1on between the professor 
and student. S. Padollno reaffirmed this point by stating that students are 
responsible for class responsibilities including. exams. It seemed agreeable by the 
committee that the current policy should rema1n the same and hence further 
discussion was not necessary. 

2. Lecture vs. Recitation -
The problem at first seemed to lie in the definitions of the various teaching formats, but 
as these are defined by SUNY Central the issue at ha~d ~as r~ally wheth~r or not 
Departments can unilaterally change a lecture to a rec1tat1on Without send1ng such a 
change first to the curriculum committee of the Senate. 
T. Greenfield stated that a request was made to change a (3-0) lecture class to a 
(3-0) recitation. s. Padollno voiced a concern about the possibilities of changing a 3 
hour lab to a 2 hour recitation which represents a more significant structural change. 
s. Edgar asked what constitutes a recitation? Does it have the same status as a 
lecture in both the content and the qualifications of the instructor (ie. a professor vs. a 
teaching aid)? S. Padollno responded by explaining that a lecture is generally 
defined as introducing new material to a large body of students with little discussion. A 
Recitation on the other hand is generally a review with a smaller group of students and 
with more discussion. He then brought up computers labs as perhaps an example of 
where the lines between recitation and lab become blurred. J. Boianl noted that a 
review should not be confused with active class time. If a lecture period were to be 
converted to a review period then essentially one third of course content would be lost. 
S. Padollno reminded us that the issue at hand was not the definition of recitation 
but rather whether or not it is within the Departments right to change the structure of 
their courses without Senate approval. D. Hill noted that a change is structure is 
essentially a change in the course and therefore suggested that it would be prudent to 
include the curriculum committee in any decisions or changes. J. Over recognized 
that the question perhaps lies with the actual hours of contact rather than the form they 
take. T. Greenfield offered a possible procedural tactic. Any course change could 
be treated as an experimental course with a one semester trial period. After the first 
semester if it is desired that the change become permanent than the course would be 
brought up in Senate. Though he was not suggesting that the curriculum be rewritten 
on a temporary basis. J. Williams noted that the college is attempting to move away 
from traditional pedagogical techniques and that such a suggested change may 
reinforce more student/faculty interaction. S. Edgar stated that it seemed clear that 
this is a matter to be addressed by the curriculum committee as the curriculum 
committee decides on all course changes. S. Padolino asked if there was 1. a 
motion to bring this to the Senate Floor, 2. to bring it to the executive committee and 
recommend that this is a curriculum issue or 3. recommend that T. Greenfield's earlier 
mentioned procedural tactic. T. Greenfield reasserted that he was not suggesting 
that the curriculum be rewritten on an experimental basis but that there was a possible 
temporary arrangement available. S. Padolino closed the discussion on the 
agreement that any proposal for course change should be sent to to curriculum but 
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that it would be possible to broker for a semester on an experimental basis, leaving 
both the deans' office as well as curriculum to either support or deny the proposal. 
3. Testing outside of class time-
It seemed that this issue could be divided into two separate issues. 1. testing times 
outside of class that were not in the schedule but are announce via the syllabus or 2. 
testing times outside of class that are announced in the schedule as well as in the 
syllabus. T. Greenfield strongly stated that any exam time requirement, including 
exams, not specified in the master schedule should not be required of students. 
T. Dietrick agreed with T. Greenfield but also noted that in such circumstances often 
special arrangements could be made with the professors. S. Edgar stated that if we 
left it up to department decision then anyone could do it causing an overflow of 
scheduling changes. J. Over stated that exams are part of the allotted lecture hours. 
Therefore it was agreed that anything not on the master schedule cannot be required. 
As for allowing test times to be scheduled in a similar manner as are lab periods 
S. Padolino noted that such a system is already in effect for the physics and math 
departments. He also stated that he has noticed that most student prefer this type of 
arrangement where there is additional time allotted for exams. J. Williams returned 
to the issue if the possible consequences of everyone adopting such a practice. S. 
Padolino offered the suggestion of a possible block time for night testing but that this 
would likely cause a logistics problem. T. Dietrick agreed that extra testing time was 
appreciated by students but that a formal system would cause logistical problems. He 
suggested a possible departmental block allowing for communication communication 
avoiding conflicts in test times. He emphasized the importance of avoiding conflicts. 
D. Koepfer addressed the determination of credit distribution. Currently credit 
distribution is based on hours of class time, of which exams are currently included. If 
blocks are to be made outside of class solely for the purpose of taking exams, would 
those hours then be included in the hours used for determining credits. If not we 
would be adding approximately 1 0 or so hours onto students' course loads without 
credit compensation. J. Williams suggested that there would be a favorable 
response and a great movement toward the idea of set days for exams. S. Padollno 
suggested the possibility of a midterm exam structure like that of the final exam 
structure. J. Bolanl stated that this would limit instructors to only administrating two 
exams a semester for student evaluation. T. Greenfield asked where the hours 
would come from with such a schedule? Would the hours be deleted form the current 
time allotted for lectures. S. Padollno reemphasized that in his experience students 
react favorably to the idea of separate, out of class test periods. T. Dietrick 
suggested that if such a structure was put into effect perhaps the next lecture should 
be canceled as a time compensation for the student, possibly to be used as a study 
period. T. Greenfield noted that done on an ad hoc basis there is no problem. 
S. Edgar said that such a practice is fine when all students agree on a test time but if 
one student disagrees then the procedure to be taken is uncertain. J. Over noted that 
it is really the theater productions which present the most difficulties. S. Padollno 
responded that students need to make choices when scheduling. J. Hunter noted 
that students feel cramped on exams but that is it the responsibility of the faculty to 
write exams that suit the time parameters given. T. Dietrick felt that extracurricular 
activities and opportunities should not be limited by exams, and that unlike labs that 

82 



have variable schedule offerings this suggested proposal only offers on test time. s. 
Edgar returned to the idea of time and the unlikely availability of extra time blocks for 
such a proposal. T. Greenfield stated that he has been bothered by the presence of 
exams on the master schedule. J. Bolanl brought up the issue of longer exam 
periods leaving open the possibility of testing students on more material whereas the 
extra allotted time should include added material just more time. S. Padollno noted 
that when allotted extra time most students leave before the first hour but there are 
students who perform better with extra time. In addition he noted that certain 
disciplines lend themselves to longer exams. J. Over stated that it is possible to write 
shorter exams for shorter time periods and longer exams for final periods. In addition 
papers allow students extended time to show their ability. J. Hunter stated that test 
taking is a skill and the time factor is part of that skill. Students should learn to perform 
under certain restrictions. J. Williams affirmed the point that certain exams need 
more time. An example would be extra time needed to check exams with many 
computations that could be easily erred under time constraints. S. Edgar asked if we 
were being asked for a policy as such a policy changing the current situation? She 
also reminded the committee of the potential major scheduling problems for students 
associated with such a change. S. Padollno moved to table the issue until the next 
Policy Committee meeting. 

MEETING ADJOURNED: 5:00pm 
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