
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 706th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on April 21, 2011 at 
3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227.

A. ADDRESS BY JOYCE HATCH, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE,
JUANITA HOLLER, ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR FOR FACILITIES AND CAMPUS SERVICES
AND DENNIS SWINFORD, DIRECTOR OF CAMPUS PLANNING
“REVIEW OF CAMPUS FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT AND MASTER PLAN UPDATE”
(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)
(See attached)

Senator Amilcar Shabazz noted that Vice Chancellor Hatch presented a very broad picture of the campus’s plans, but 
wanted more detailed information on how these advancements will affect individual programs and asked if and how 
faculty members will be involved.

Joyce Hatch, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance, stated that the administration should be constantly reaching 
out to impacted departments and faculty. Deans, associate deans, and department heads were very involved—and supplied 
much valuable information—in the larger picture studies conducted by the University. Concerning the smaller projects, 
that often remain off the radar, Vice Chancellor Hatch agreed with Senator Shabazz that there should be more discussions 
with departments. Right now, the University is attempting to depopulate Hills so it can be demolished. There has been 
much discussion and conflict with those currently residing there. It is a tricky issue. 

Senator Shabazz asked Vice Chancellor Hatch if the currently established square footage allotments for departments 
remained relevant, and how the amount of space granted to each department is determined during moves.

Vice Chancellor Hatch stated that there are standards that apply to faculty members, lecturers, teaching assistants and 
office support staff as well as research space. When the University constructs new buildings, it sticks to the standard. Issues 
arise when dealing with old space. Old offices are what they are; they may be over the standard, or they may be under the 
standard. A detailed study was recently done of Bartlett Hall, correlating the amount of space to the number of people in it. 
Half of the individuals in Bartlett are in spaces that are less than adequate in terms of size. Half of the individuals have 
more space than is standard. The building on the whole meets the standard, even though half of its residents are in sub-
standard space. Old buildings do not conform to standards, and are very difficult to work with. 

Senator Shabazz asked Vice Chancellor Hatch if she knew when the New Africa House would be completed. Work is still 
needed in the basement and on the fourth floor.

Vice Chancellor Hatch did not know, but she can retrieve that information.

Senator Richard Bogartz noted that in Mr. Swinford’s extrapolations over the next three decades, it looked like there would 
be about four million square feet of administrative space added. Senator Bogartz wondered if that was just an 
extrapolation of an existing number, or if the planners actually do some thinking about how many administrators, doing 
how much of what, will use four million square feet.

Dennis Swinford, Director of Campus Planning, stated that the planners have a really good idea for the first ten years on 
how many more administrators may be required, and that what is labeled administrative space also includes service space 
like additions to the facilities department and similar projects. It is not known exactly how much space will be needed for 
these services.

Provost James Staros stated that the term administrative may be understood in different ways. Mr. Swinford and the 
planners are using the term administrative to describe much more than space set aside for central administrators.

Mr. Swinford stated that administrative space, as the planners are defining it, includes the Police Station, admissions 
offices, the Bursar’s Office, and anything else that the University shares as a community, such as buses and student 
services. It includes all the support services.

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, noted that one of the core businesses of the University is parking. He asked Mr. 
Swinford to take a minute to explain the plan for parking.

Mr. Swinford stated that the planners have worked out a very conservative approach to parking. A study of the parking 
supply on campus has taken place, and the University has a surplus of two thousand parking spaces. However, they are not 
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where we want them to be. How does the University think about accessing this capital resource that is already built and get 
people—in a great way—back and forth from their classrooms and offices? Planners have proposed adding a parking 
shuttle to the University’s transit services. There are lots that would have a small van moving people back and forth from a 
central location on campus throughout the day. If done well, the investment in a parking structure will not need to be made 
as quickly as it otherwise would be. When the Power Plant, which is just west of the Campus Center Parking Structure, is 
demolished, there will be an opportunity to add to the University’s parking supply in the central campus. That would 
actually help connect two sides of the campus, as the buildings could act as a walkway over the ravine that divides campus.
There is a three-pronged approach to parking being advocated: use up the surplus in the surface parking supply, add 
parking decks carefully when necessary, and create a shuttle system. There are plans to build parking structures. The idea 
is to move parking to the edges and then create a great campus environment to walk from the parking structures to the 
buildings.

Thomas Lindemen, Friend of the Campus, referred to his work over a decade ago with the earliest incarnation of the 
UMass-Springfield partnership. At that time, the campus was viewed by the people of Springfield as distant and hostile to 
visitors, in that there were not places to park for visitors coming in to attend meetings, to meet with faculty, or to 
participate in events. He wondered if the planners have discriminated amongst student parking, faculty parking, staff 
parking, and visitor parking. He wondered if the different kinds of parking needed have been considered.

Mr. Swinford stated that the planners have thought very much about the different kinds of parking needed. The proportion
remains about the same going into the future. He knows that there are faculty and staff that need to come in to campus in 
the morning and go back home to their families at night, and the planners want to make their lives as comfortable and easy 
as possible. Mr. Swinford believes that commuter students are those most affected by the parking situation, and wishes to 
advocate for them. Meetings have been held especially with commuter students, who have told stories of how they park at 
Big Y and take the bus from there. The parking spots for students who live on campus will continue to go further and 
further back into the distant supply, as they should not necessarily need to get to their car on a daily basis; if they do, 
maybe accommodations can be made. The planners are very much discriminating in hopes of making parking work for 
everyone.

Senator Bogartz stated that there is a letter circulating in the Psychology Department that will soon go to Vice Chancellor 
Hatch. It expresses concern about the removal of Lot 40 and the problems that may arise for people attending the 
Psychological Services Clinic and participating in research. The second paragraph of that letter reads as follows:

“Many of our faculty have received priority scores that indicate that it would be years until they would be able to park 
within a reasonable distance from Tobin Hall. Many of the faculty were on the waiting lists for years before moving to Lot 
40, and now are being told that they cannot park anywhere near the building. Parking in Lot 33 or Lot 25 is unacceptable. 
These lots require an unacceptably long walk that would significantly add to the time it takes to get to and from work. This 
would be a particular burden for younger faculty with children who often must leave quickly or leave to move their 
children from one location to another and then return to work; it also is a burden for those with any range of medical 
issues that may not warrant a handicap sticker but that limit mobility. Plans for shuttle service are disorganized, and it 
appears that a shuttle would not even run directly to Tobin Hall. It also is questionable how practical a shuttle would be, as 
it would add even more time to the daily commute, and people would have to wait in inclement weather for shuttles to show 
up. Costs in terms of lost time will add up quickly. Consider a faculty member who comes to campus 4 days a week for the 
28 weeks of the semester. If the faculty member has an average of 20 minutes added to the commute, she or he will lose 37 
hours of time. (And, the amount of time lost will be much higher for the full year.) In fact, many faculty have indicated that 
they will be inclined to simply refrain from coming to campus unless absolutely necessary.”

Senator Bogartz noted that those issues were the most relevant, and that the letter proceeds to suggest that a parking lot 
constructed across the street from the present Lot 40 would be the solution to many of these problems. He wondered if Mr. 
Swinford might want to address the issues around walking and shuttles.

Mr. Swinford stated that a paradigm shift is necessary. He knows that that sentiment might not be popular, but there are 
parking lots in the precious core of the campus that make it impossible for the University to achieve its mission. The 
University cannot park people within their definitions of reasonable distance and still have the campus that meets its 
mission. 

Senator Bogartz asked Mr. Swinford if he heard the concerns expressed.

Mr. Swinford answered that he absolutely heard the concerns; he knows the concerns and he and the planners are 
sympathetic to those concerns. Visitors coming in and out of the campus, including research participants, will be 
accommodated. However, the University needs buildings that are close together to allow collaboration and to allow 
students to get back and forth from their academic obligations. There needs to be a core to the campus. Everyone on the 
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University needs to work together to allow for a paradigm shift on the campus and make shuttles work. Mr. Swinford 
asked the Faculty Senate to help the planners make that work.

Senator Steven Brewer noted that at Mr. Swinford’s last presentation, there was discussion of North Pleasant Street. In this 
address, North Pleasant was neglected, and almost nothing east of that street was discussed. Senator Brewer was especially 
interested in what was happening around Orchard Hill, which was not mentioned.

Mr. Swinford stated that the planners have had many discussions concerning North Pleasant. That street is currently 
designed solely for vehicular traffic. There are no striped bicycle lanes and sidewalks do not even exist in some places along 
that corridor. The planning efforts around North Pleasant are now focused on creating a complete street that allows for 
cars, bicycles and working transit. That is the first step. North Pleasant is an important transit corridor for students 
coming to the campus and for people commuting back and forth. Many students from the other four colleges take courses 
at UMass, and they primarily interface with the campus at the bus stop near Hasbrouck. North Pleasant, right now, is a 
vital transit spine, and the planners are looking at ways to improve it. Mr. Swinford apologized for not mentioning that
area in the presentation, noting that he wished to keep the presentation brief to allow for more questions. A large project 
east of North Pleasant that Mr. Swinford would like to see done is the improvement of Stockbridge Corridor. The road 
should be removed as the New Laboratory Science Building is finished to bring that corridor better into the campus. 
Sidewalks and plants should be added to make it a connective corridor. The goal behind building more campus space as 
opposed to roads is to physically connect the sciences with the arts. The green space behind the New Laboratory Science 
Building shown in the Phase Three model is the demarcation of a finished Stockbridge Corridor. Planners looked hard at 
closing North Pleasant. That is not, in the long term, something that will be given up on. 

Senator Brewer asked about a circle on the graphic that is near his home around Furcolo. 

Mr. Swinford stated that, in Phase One, he wished to show alternative sites for buildings. That site was a possible location 
for a research building. There are a group of people on campus that are discussing a move to Marks Meadow. That area 
seems distant now, but through time and investment, it is hoped that that area will become better connected to campus. 

Senator Marta Calas noticed that as she looked at the campus plans, they all look very green. She knows that Mr. Swinford 
comes from the east of the state, where it doesn’t snow as much as in Amherst, but stated that all of the beautiful green 
spaces will be covered by snow and ice for basically half of the time classes are in session. In an ideal world, or in the South, 
she believes the current plans look appealing, and she would walk everywhere, no matter how far away the parking lot 
was. Senator Calas was recently on a non-UMass campus in the eastern part of the state and was struck by the fact that all 
the new buildings have parking lots under them, and that the university had built the new buildings thinking of allowing 
people to get to their offices and classrooms quickly and without confronting the weather. She wondered if any of the 
walkways being planned would be underground.

Mr. Swinford answered that underground tunnel plans were not part of the master plan. However, looking at specific 
building projects with campus service in mind, opportunities to connect buildings underground will arise. These would 
specifically be service tunnels, but often service tunnels and pedestrian tunnels are one and the same. Mr. Swinford 
believes that there are many green campuses in this region and even north of here. These are campuses that people look at 
and say, “Wow, this is a campus.” The universities of Vermont, New Hampshire and Maine all come to mind as green 
campuses in environments where people do not drive to within two and a half minutes of their offices. They are shuttling in 
or walking, even in inclement weather, to their classes. He believes the point about underground parking is a fabulous 
point, and underground parking makes the job of campus planning immensely easier. It allows convenient parking and 
beautiful space. However, it costs three and a half to four times as much as structural parking in decks. For every car put 
under a building, four cars could be parked in a deck. In a time when money needs to be invested wisely to create a 
balanced campus, Mr. Swinford does not believe that underground parking is appropriate. Mr. Swinford worked on the 
Allston Project at Harvard. There, planners had the luxury of thinking about a future with all underground parking. The 
Allston Campus is Harvard’s endowment campus and much of the planning was done with underground parking in mind. 
However, studies were done during planning stages, and it was decided that, in a time when the future of transportation is 
unclear, underground parking was not worth the cost. Parking structures were built instead, with great transportation and 
walkways. In short, underground parking is prohibitively expensive.

Secretary May stated that he had been to many planning meetings. He believes that the Fine Arts Center would be 
strangled if buildings were constructed on all the parking lots in the core of the campus. The Fine Arts Center is the only 
performing arts center in the Five College area with a large-scale concert program. Parking structures would likely be 
effective to prevent this result, but if those structures are never built, the performing arts would be strangled. The Center 
likely belongs near the edge of campus, but nothing can be done about that now. Likewise, at the last Athletic Council 
meeting, when Mr. Swinford presented on campus planning, many coaches and students—particularly commuting 
students who make up half of the campus population—spoke up with concerns about commuting to practices, some of 
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which take place at 5:30 in the  morning. The parking garage will service both the Fine Arts Center and the students 
getting to Boyden. If it is never built, there will be big problems with both the athletic and arts programs. 

Mr. Swinford agreed that if a future is planned around parking structures that are never built the University will be in 
trouble. However, that is not to say that the strategy of reserving sites and seeing if the parking shuttle works should not be 
proceeded with as the University moves carefully into the investment of building parking structures. 

Senator Elisabeth Hamin believes that it is absolutely essential that the main spine of campus become much more oriented 
toward biking and walking if the University wishes to be an inviting campus in the future. It is a shame and an outrage that 
you cannot currently bike safely through campus. To create a bike-safe campus, it is necessary to put the cars on the 
periphery of campus; there is no other way to do it. Senator Hamin also wondered what the barrier was that was 
preventing more building projects in the area around Furcolo and Marks Meadow. 

Mr. Swinford agreed that that area of campus needed to be developed further. He believes that the planners need to give 
themselves an assignment to further explore the possibilities of the area.

Senator Bogartz noted that when Senator Shabazz asked Vice Chancellor Hatch about faculty consultation, Vice 
Chancellor Hatch noted that more discussion with and input from the faculty was necessary. However, when Senator 
Bogartz raised some actual concerns of the faculty to Mr. Swinford, Mr. Swinford responded by saying that a paradigm 
shift is occurring and that Senator Bogartz should get with the program. Senator Bogartz does not feel like that is 
consultation; it feels like the planners are going to do whatever they like and it is too bad for everyone else.

Mr. Swinford apologized for his earlier response. Planners have met with people who park in Lot 40 on how the new 
construction will change their lives; the planners have reached out to them, and it is being discussed now. Mr. Swinford 
stated that he is willing to have as many meetings as faculty would like to discuss parking. He believes that the message 
among a balanced number of people in the room remains the same. Seventy seven events have been held on planning. 
There has not been one event in which anyone has claimed it to be a good idea to keep surface parking lots in the center of 
campus. Nobody has said that. He again apologized for being abrupt and possibly rude. He believes that the real, 
immediate challenge of this issue is to make the shuttle pilot project work for everybody. Planners will hear everybody’s 
concerns and do everything within their power to make sure the project succeeds. The shuttle project is an important step 
in the development of the campus. The approach must be collaborative with other units on campus including 
transportation services and facilities planning. Mr. Swinford invited anyone with interest to participate. To build the 
campus that is desired, something must be done about the definition of acceptable parking.

Secretary May stated that this information differs from what he had heard even one day prior. At the last open forum, 
there was supposed to be a meeting between VHB, the planners’ circulation consultant, and the people that park in Lot 40. 
Secretary May wondered if that meeting occurred.

Mr. Swinford stated that the meeting did occur, and that the focus was on successfully implementing the shuttle project. A
suggestion that the faculty has made is that there is room to invest in another surface parking lot closer to the building. The 
planners have responded by stating that the pavement is already built, and that this existing investment could be made to 
work with a shuttle system.

Secretary May stated that the existing lots are too far away. He believes plans have been changed overnight and that a 
confrontation will likely occur.

Mr. Swinford noted that students have been present at many of the campus planning open forums. On the day that notices 
were distributed concerning Lot 40, an open forum was held and many individuals raised concern. Mr. Swinford 
sympathizes with those affected. However, many students at the forums have said that they really want a pedestrian-
oriented environment. Feeling safe while walking on campus is important to students and to the University. An appropriate 
balance must somehow be reached, and that is what planning is about. These issues will be worked through and a 
compromise will be reached. Mr. Swinford believes that there are sets of perspectives that may not be represented in this 
room that are present on campus and want a pedestrian-oriented environment that is free of cars. 

Presiding Officer O’Connor noted that while he was a department chair, he worked with Wilson Associates on the New 
Laboratory Science Building. The building was very much designed by the faculty. Presiding Officer O’Connor was 
amazed by how much the architects took faculty input into consideration. He believes similar opportunities will present 
themselves during this planning.
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Secretary May moved to suspend the rules in order to offer a resolution of congratulations to Vice Chancellor Hatch.

The motion to suspend the rules passed, and Secretary May offered the following motion in recognition of Vice Chancellor 
Hatch’s extraordinary service to the University:

“Joyce Hatch began employment at UMass Amherst in 1982 as a data assistant in the Budget Office, moving through 
several positions before becoming Budget Director in 1990. In 1996, she became Associate Vice Chancellor for Finance and 
Budget. In 2002, she became interim and then permanent Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance. She has 
announced her retirement effective June 30, 2011. 

Among her many accomplishments, we particularly recognize the following: significant improvements in the appearance of 
the campus landscape and physical infrastructure; exemplary energy and water conservation initiatives; strong and 
effective advocacy with the Trustees for addressing deferred maintenance and other critical facilities improvement issues; 
strong and effective communication with the state’s political and financial bureaucracy, which is the legal and financial 
context with which UMass Amherst exists; strong, calm and steady leadership in piloting the campus through various 
financial storms, including the recent Great Recession, without being blown off course. 

Joyce, congratulations on a job very well done and best wishes in retirement or whatever else lies ahead.”

Vice Chancellor Hatch thanked Secretary May and everyone else present. As she listened to the earlier discussion on 
parking, she jokingly thought of how much she is going to miss this sort of discussion. On a serious note, she believes that 
this discussion is vital. It is the heart of proactive legislation.

Secretary May noted that although individuals may have disagreements, the University is headed in a positive direction in 
facilities, and again thanked Vice Chancellor Hatch.

Presiding Officer O’Connor thanked Vice Chancellor Hatch as well, and commented on the many Board of Trustees 
meetings that he and Vice Chancellor Hatch have both attended. 

B. ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. Principal Administrative Officers

Chancellor Robert Holub stated that it was recently announced in a press conference in Foxborough that the University of 
Massachusetts will move its football program up from the Division One Football Championship Subdivision to the Division 
One Football Bowl Subdivision. Chancellor Holub believes that this will be good for the campus and is an overall positive 
move. It will increase the University’s profile. It needs to be done. 

A more important issue to Chancellor Holub that has been prominent this semester concerns faculty compensation. 
Recently, the AAUP released reports on faculty compensation. UMass is fairing poorly, as it has been for many years. 
When compared to the University’s peer group, it is near the bottom in nearly every category, including compensation for 
full professors, associate professors and assistant professors. This obviously has ramifications. By reputation, UMass is a 
great university. In a reputational survey by the Times of London, UMass ranks nineteenth in the world. This is a direct 
comment on the reputation of the University’s tenure stream faculty. The fact that compensation is low in relation to 
peers—not to mention in relation to other research universities in the state, of whom only the other UMass campuses rank 
lower—is disturbing. Chancellor Holub has discussed this issue since he first came to UMass. Although rankings may seem 
trivial, faculty compensation is the largest single factor holding UMass down in the U.S. News and World Report national 
university ranking. UMass ranks very high in faculty profile, but because faculty compensation is such a large part of that 
survey, the University ranks much lower than it should. The central question for Chancellor Holub and Provost Staros 
concerns recruitment and retention, a very serious issue in a school of such caliber and reputation. In order to remedy this 
situation, Chancellor Holub has suggested that the central administration do something extra about salaries. Despite the 
valiant efforts of the faculty union and the support of the administration for increases in faculty salaries, the University has 
fallen steadily behind its peers. Right now, it would take about $10 million in recurring funding to bring the University up 
to the average of its peers. Chancellor Holub has tried to introduce a new program with faculty compensation in mind. 
Introducing any new program is difficult in times when the state has a billion dollar deficit and the Trustees feel reluctant 
to give the campus permission to raise salaries. However, Chancellor Holub brought his program to the Trustees and it was 
approved. It is a restrictive program in that includes only tenure stream faculty (the Trustees insisted upon this) and that 
the faculty be awarded based on merit and market-based conditions. This is what most great public universities do, so 
Chancellor Holub was pleased that the Trustees would give him consent to raise salaries on that basis. This issue was 
placed on the agenda of the Massachusetts Society of Professors in November; resolution has yet to be reached. Chancellor 
Holub believes that April 1 was the date that he set as a final day to come to a resolution because there is a substantial 
review process that must be completed. At this meeting date of April 21, it has become very difficult to accomplish what is 
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needed for the proposal. Chancellor Holub believes it an irony that the administration is accused of keeping the faculty 
down when the administration is being prevented or obstructed from giving millions of dollars to the faculty. On numerous 
occasions in the past, Chancellor Holub has expressed his desire to proceed with this proposal, and he wanted to let the 
Faculty Senate know that the administration remains committed to this course of action. It was very difficult to bring it 
along this far; Chancellor Holub went out on a limb to gain Trustee approval, and he hopes that the University can move 
forward with this course of action. It would be essential for many faculty members on the campus and help the University 
where it needs it, in terms of recruitment and retention. The practice is standard at great public universities throughout 
the country, including those with faculty unions. Chancellor Holub hopes that a resolution can be reached, as he would like 
to see faculty salaries increase soon. He hopes the University can improve its relative position with regard to faculty 
salaries. 

Provost James Staros presented a brief progress report on the two national dean searches being conducted by the 
University. Searches for both the Dean of Engineering and the Dean of Nursing are near completion. The third of four 
finalists for the Engineering position is currently visiting campus. The three finalists for the Nursing position are 
scheduling visits. Information about the Engineering candidates is posted on the Provost’s website and information on the 
Nursing candidates will soon be there as well. An open forum will be held during each visit. It is hoped that appointments 
will be booked, if not by the end of the academic year, at least by the end of the fiscal year. 

Deputy Chancellor Todd Diacon reminded the Faculty Senate of Chancellor Holub’s third-year review and encouraged 
everyone to participate in it. The review is being done by the University of Massachusetts System Office. As part of that 
review, a seven-member committee will visit campus on Tuesday May 3. The members include: Philip Johnston, Trustee 
and chair of the committee; Maria Furman, Trustee; Henry Thomas, Trustee; Robert Mahoney, UMass Amherst alumnus; 
John McCarthy, UMass Amherst professor; Michael Fox, UMass Amherst Student Trustee; and Richard Pattenaude, 
Chancellor of the University of Maine System. They will be meeting with groups throughout the day of May 3, and, at 4:30 
p.m., there will be an open forum in the Campus Center, Room 803. The campus received an email about this evaluation 
that included an email address to which written comments could be sent. Initially, that email was non-operative; it now 
works. Individuals can participate both by attending the open meeting or sending written comments.

Jean Kim, Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs and University Life, reminded the Faculty Senate of the presence of ACT 
(Assessment and Care Team). ACT has recently printed new brochures that help faculty members recognize signs of 
distress among their students and the route of action to be followed when encountering distressed students, including 
contact information for various offices on campus. The brochure is called “Recognizing and Helping Students in Distress,” 
and it is particularly made for faculty and staff. 

C. QUESTION PERIOD (10-Minute Limit)

Senator Bogartz noted that, at a recent meeting, he had asked a representative from the Athletic Council to provide 
additional and more detailed information concerning how much money is lost on account of football. He believes that this 
information would provide a solid basis for comparison with new figures that will arise as the University proceeds with 
football at a higher level. That way, we will be able to know whether it costs the same, less, or more to have changed 
divisions. He asked the Rules Committee to require the Athletic Council to provide the Senate with that information.

Secretary May asked Chancellor Holub to explain the projection that claims this move into FBS will hopefully save the 
University money after a transition period. 

Chancellor Holub noted that Athletic Director John McCutcheon is better at talking about football, considering Chancellor 
Holub is just a German scholar. As he understands it, all athletic programs at the division two and three levels lose money. 
They lose money because they do not have any revenues. At the Division One level, there are some revenues. In some of the 
larger programs, there are revenues that cover the entire cost of all athletics. In other situations, revenues from football 
cover not only football, but other athletic expenses. Some universities that have athletic emphases that Chancellor Holub 
does not wish for this University to have are some of those best off financially when it comes to athletics. Chancellor Holub 
worked at a school such as this, the University of Tennessee. At Tennessee, no subsidy from the general campus went to 
athletics. If a school operates a football program in the Colonial Athletic Association (CAA), it will lose money; every 
program in the CAA loses money. How much each school loses depends on revenues, guarantee games and other factors. 
There is a lot of ignorance about how athletics works. When UMass looks at its football program, it looks at its current 
losses, which can be defined as what the University has to do to supplement football, particularly in off years. The changed 
nature of the CAA is going to incur additional costs to the University without supplying additional revenues. One reason 
for this is that many schools in the area have left the CAA: Northeastern, Hofstra, Rhode Island, and Villanova may soon 
leave as well. These schools have been replaced by schools much farther away, increasing travel expenses. This is the 
situation on which the University must base its projections. To control costs, we have to consider alternatives. The 
calculations that the University has shown that football subsidies from the University will be decreased by moving up to 
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FBS. None of the Mid-American Conference (MAC) schools make a profit on football; they do not have revenues from 
football that are greater than the expenses of football that contribute to the general athletic fund. The University is looking 
at both present revenues versus expenses and revenues versus expenses in the next five years or so. Under these metrics, 
moving to MAC is the better decision. There are three reasons for this. The first is sponsorships, which Chancellor Holub 
does not fully understand. The second is attendance at games. Attendance should be greatly increased by high profile, non-
conference games at Gillette Stadium. A home-and-home series with a high profile team such as Michigan could bring in 
much revenue, as forty or fifty thousand fans would likely attend, much greater than is possible at McGuirk. The third 
area in which revenues can be realized are guarantee games. These are single games where one team is paid to play at 
another’s stadium. UMass did that last year at Michigan, the year before at Kansas State, and this year there will be a 
guarantee game at Boston College. FCS teams are paid less for guarantee games. The reason for that has to do with what is 
allowed to go into official records, which affects bowl eligibility and other matters. The Michigan game brought UMass 
approximately $550,000; FBS teams are paid closer to one million dollars for similar appearances. These are the ways that 
the University’s bottom line on football becomes favorable in the FBS. It has all been researched very carefully. The 
Athletic Council, Rules Committee, and Trustees have seen the calculations on spreadsheets. Certain features of the 
calculations must inevitably be projected. Scheduling must be done wisely to get home-and-home games as well as 
beneficial guarantee games. The University is convinced that this can be done. When it was only rumored that UMass may 
move into the FBS, six different schools from major conferences called hoping to schedule home-and-home games with 
UMass. Since the official news has come out, many more schools have expressed interest in scheduling games. Schools want 
to play in Gillette because of the exposure that brings them, because they have alumni in the Boston area, and because they 
want to recruit in the Boston area—although Chancellor Holub hopes that UMass will do all the good recruiting in that 
area. Chancellor Holub apologized for the length of his explanation, but believes that the issue of revenue in college football 
is not widely understood.

Senator Bogartz stated that it is wonderful to have projections, and noted there are all sorts of ways to do projections. He is 
sure that these were done with the best efforts and intentions, but would like to see the actual numbers, and not just 
projections. Over the years, he hopes to see these.

Senator Calas wonders how long it will take for people to think that the flagship campus of the University of Massachusetts 
is actually in Foxborough. She understands that the AAU schools that UMass aspires to compete with all have big 
stadiums, but she does not think that any are so removed from the actual campus. The move toward the east of the state is 
symbolically problematic. She wonders if football is so central to UMass to make the distance worth it. There was nothing 
in the master plan about building a football stadium. 

D. BYLAW CHANGES

Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-045 with 
Motion No. 45-11. (Report previously distributed)

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-045.
45-11

(This motion was read at the 704th and 705th meetings of the Faculty Senate on March 24 and April 7, 2011,
respectively.  The final vote will be taken at this meeting.)

The motion was seconded and adopted. 

E. NEW COURSES

COURSE TITLE CREDITS

E&C-ENG 675 “Analog Integrated Circuit Design”        3
M&I-ENG 674 “Offshore Wind Energy Systems”        3
PUBHLTH 700 “Analysis of Epidemiologic Data”             3
REGIONPL 625 “Introduction to Geographic Information Systems                      3

  for Planning”
REGIONPL 630 “The Theory and Practice of Public Participation”                     3
REGIONPL 635 “Research Issues in Landscape Architecture and                     3

  Planning”
REGIONPL 665 “Housing and Public Health”        3
REGIONPL 668 “Planning with Minority Communities”                     3
REGIONPL 675 “Spatial Analysis and Regional Development”        3



8

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses E&C-ENG 675, M&I-ENG 674, PUBHLTH 700,
61-11 REGIONPL 625, 630, 635, 665, 668 and 675, as recommended by the Graduate Council.

The motion was seconded and adopted. 

F. NEW BUSINESS

1. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Changes in the Requirements for both BA 
and BS Degrees in Biochemistry and Molecular Biology, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-059 with Motion 
No. 62-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Changes in the Requirements for both BA and BS Degrees in 
62-11 Biochemistry and Molecular Biology, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-059.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

2. Special Report of the International Studies Council concerning An Exchange Agreement between the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts, USA and Yaroslav-the-Wise Novgorod 
State University, Novgorod the Great, Russia, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-060 with Motion No. 63-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Exchange Agreement between the University of Massachusetts
63-11 Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts, USA and Yaroslav-the-Wise Novgorod State University, Novgorod the 

Great, Russia, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-060.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

The 706th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:18 p.m. on April 21, 2011.

The proceedings from this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office.

Respectfully submitted,

Ernest D. May
Secretary of the Faculty Senate



UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

ADDRESS BY JOYCE HATCH, VICE CHANCELLOR 
FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE, 

JUANITA HOLLER, ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR 
FOR FACILITIES AND CAMPUS SERVICES 

AND DENNIS SWINFORD, DIRECTOR OF CAMPUS PLANNING
“REVIEW OF CAMPUS FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT AND MASTER PLAN UPDATE”

Joyce Hatch, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance, updated the Faculty Senate on the 
University’s facilities plan. She last presented on this topic almost exactly one year ago, and some 
things have not changed, although some new projects are in the works. To contextualize the update, 
Vice Chancellor Hatch noted some trends she has seen over the past five years and others that may 
create interesting developments over the next five years. The period of 2005 to 2010 included the 
$795 million capital plan. At that time, the University only had about $80 million from the state, 
around ten percent of the plan. This was the beginning of a major investment on the part of the 
campus in facilities. The ten percent or less funding from the state held for many years. During this 
period, the campus was in a reactive mode. The heating plant was basically condemned. If it was not 
torn down with a plan to build something new, it would have been shut down. The University was 
reacting to the situation at hand. It was not as though the University had $100 million and was able 
to ask what they wanted as a master plan; it simply had to react to what was happening. Some of the 
buildings used by the Art Department were in such poor shape that they would have been closed had 
there not been a plan for new buildings. The Art Department would have been lost. A new Integrated 
Sciences Building had been discussed since the 1990s. The teaching of chemistry could not be done 
safely in the old building. These instances represent critical decisions faced by the University. The 
University made the decision that these projects needed to be done, and the campus funded many of 
these necessary big ticket items on its own. These projects are all now complete. Some took longer 
than expected, and some individuals thought they would not be completed, but they are now done. 

Since that time, the University has been actively involved in many assessment projects. The first 
assessment completed was an in-house assessment of deferred maintenance. After that first 
assessment, the University has used a group called Sitelines on an annual basis. Much data has been 
collected on facilities from this group. A science program study has also taken place. Many on 
campus were involved in a study analyzing the need for science, as well as instructional labs and 
research space, with Wilson Architects. Much information has been gathered. We know what will be 
needed if we grow or if we stay the same size. The University has also been involved with Burt Hill, 
the group that is designing the New Academic Building. The first stage of that process was assessing 
the needs of the non-science departments, both currently and if they should grow. Two classroom 
utilization studies have been done, one prior to 2010 and another with Burt Hill. These document 
how we teach now, how we may teach in the future, and what our needs will be. An in-house review 
of the Student Union has been done, addressing the structural needs and whether or not it should be 
replaced. Much information has been gathered on that issue and a consensus has been reached. A 
Library study has recently been completed as well. In the previous period, the University was 
reacting out of necessity. In this period, work is being done, but there is also much assessment, 
thinking, and planning for the future. We are not only assessing what we have now, but what we 
think we may have in the next five or ten years. The first trend Vice Chancellor Hatch noticed was 
the lack of funding for higher education on the part of the state. She is now noticing another trend 
beginning to take place. A billion dollar, ten-year capital plan has been allocated to the whole 
University of Massachusetts system, and a life science building has been earmarked for some time in 
the next ten years. There have been appropriations for higher education. Maybe we cannot get this 
money right now, but there are legislative actions supporting the University. That is new, and the 
University can be proactive in attempting to garner more state money. With the studies complete or 
in progress, the University is prepared to begin planning and is assessing priorities.



2

There are a number of projects currently underway. The Police Station is complete. The Marching 
Band Building, which was a somewhat reactionary project in that an old building was required to be 
demolished, will soon open. The Southwest Concourse will be completed in the summer, and, by next 
fall, it will be a part of the campus tours. It is a showcase of rain gardens and sustainability, as well 
as being a vibrant social area. Again, this project was reactive. The area was crumbling and the 
utilities beneath needed replacement. Planning is underway on the relocation of those in Hills and the 
demolishment of the current building. This is a complicated move. Paige has plans for renovation, 
the greenhouse is in progress, and much deferred maintenance is underway. 

The Commonwealth Honors College Complex initiates the proactive phase in facilities. Vice 
Chancellor Hatch believes the next five years will be very proactive for the University. What do we 
want this campus to look like? How large do we want it to be? What do we need to do to get there? 
These questions are being asked in the proactive phase. The Commonwealth Honors College 
Complex is planned to be completed in about two and a half years. It will be on Commonwealth 
Avenue across from Mullins. There will be multiple buildings. It will hold 1500 beds as well as offices 
and classrooms for the Commonwealth College. 

The New Laboratory Science Building represents the beginning of the state’s release of the allotted 
billion dollar science fund. The state put up $100 million and the University is putting up $47 million 
for the project. Phase one will be complete in two years, and phase two is a shelled space allowing 
researchers to attract construction funds to fit it out for specific needs. Vice Chancellor Hatch visited 
the site before the meeting and went through the bottom vivarium area and believes this project will 
revitalize this area of the campus. The space between the New Lab Science Building and the 
Integrated Sciences Building will be a meeting and social space that will make the back of ISB come 
to life. 

The New Academic Building is another state investment. The state had cancelled the building 
project, but was willing to release $65 million after, on Chancellor Holub’s initiative, the University 
offered to invest $20 million of its own funds in the project. This will likewise enliven an area of 
campus. The New Academic Building will be on North Pleasant Street, near the Campus Center, 
Student Union, and pond and the building is sited to wrap around Hasbrouck. There is so much 
potential in this area to create lively space, and Dennis Swinford will comment on this when he 
discusses master planning. Walkways will connect and the Student Union’s backside dining areas can 
be opened up with patios in this area. It should all be connected with views to the pond and Fine Arts 
Center. Of course, the funding does not live up to the potential in the immediate future, but 
opportunities should present themselves in the long run. The architects have come up with many 
great ideas for the future of this area.

The campus’s organization on both the New Lab Science Building and the New Academic Building 
was crucial to gaining state funds. Vice Chancellor Hatch credited department heads, deans, and 
associate deans that met constantly to keep the University on track in gaining these funds. The 
Department of Capital Asset Management has noted that the great organization of the involved 
departments at the University was an important factor in moving forward and getting the funds 
released. Some other campuses in the state were not as organized and on task, and did not receive the 
funding. These projects are a credit to the whole campus.

Shifting to the topic of master planning, Vice Chancellor Hatch noted that the University initially 
had two million dollars from the state for master planning. That was cut to $250,000, so the 
University added $500,000 to sustain the mission and hired Dennis Swinford. Because so many 
studies were already underway, the University remains able to make great progress in master 
planning. Vice Chancellor Hatch noted that, of the $615 million of projects underway, state funding 
represents 30%. Hopefully that trend will continue to go up. 

Both an in-house study and an outside blind study on the status of Bartlett Hall arrived 
independently at a consensus. Both determined that the cost to continue operation of the current 
Bartlett Hall is greater than the cost would be to replace it. Funding has been approved for a 



3

redesign of Bartlett. It is unclear just how big the new building will be, or what the final cost will be. 
Some individuals currently in Bartlett will be moving to the New Academic Building, and some may 
move elsewhere on campus, so the exact square footage may not need to be replaced. Part of the 
design process is dedicated to determining the exact size of the new building. In the meantime, 
Bartlett must be maintained. 

A new basketball practice area represents a great example of fundraising, although the campus will 
do some matching up to the point of design. The building will be in the vicinity of the Mullins Center. 
Vice Chancellor Hatch mentioned this project that remains in very early stages because she believes 
that, in order to make much of the master plan work, fundraising will be necessary. It cannot solely 
be campus dollars contributing to new projects. 

The Electric Substation represents an area that must be invested in for growth. More reliable and 
increased electric capacity will be needed to grow. 

Among other current costs is deferred maintenance, on the Library, for instance, and—of course—
faculty hirings. Twenty two additional faculty members will join the University next year, as well as 
replacements. In the science areas, space continues to require ongoing renovations. As individuals 
move into the New Lab Science Building, vacant, or backfill space, will need to be renovated. 

There is much activity going on as the University goes into this proactive phase. Portions of the 
campus (the science area, the area surrounding the New Academic Building, and the Commonwealth 
Honors College Complex) will become much livelier, and that is part of the University’s goal. All of 
this is intentional. We want the heart of the campus to remain lively and full of engaged students. 

Other areas on campus are garnering attention for future advancements, although exact plans have 
not yet been made. Every part of the campus is being affected: student areas, research areas, 
instructional areas. Vice Chancellor Hatch believes the next five years will be very interesting.

Dennis Swinford, Director of Campus Planning, noted that he had addressed the Faculty Senate 
somewhat recently, but many advancements have been made in the realm of campus planning. 
Building on the theme that Vice Chancellor Hatch presented, Mr. Swinford noted that a point has 
been reached were planners are somewhat comfortable thinking about distant points in the future 
and imagining a different campus. They are getting ahead of the game on the facilities side and 
thinking about what kind of campus the University of Massachusetts wants to have in the future and 
how it fits the current vision and mission of the University. The campus planning team is working 
towards a meeting with the Executive Oversight Committee on June 10. A set of workshops with 
stakeholder groups has just finished, and open campus forums have taken place, including spirited 
discussions with the campus community and its neighbors. An inclusive, transparent process is being 
sought in the master planning effort, which should remain accessible to everybody. At the same time, 
the planners are trying to get things done. They are moving; they have been at work for four months, 
and over those four months, 77 events have taken place during which master planning was discussed 
with various groups, including the Faculty Senate. Those meetings comprise 150 hours of time spent 
discussing master planning with individuals on the campus. Stakeholder groups have been met with, 
and the Leadership Council and other groups and individuals have all given input. Campus planning 
has developed a website including a likes and dislikes survey, which now stands at 295 likes to 225 
dislikes, so the University remains in the positive column. A Facebook page has been set up as well to 
connect with those that wish to engage in the process that way. 

Over the 150 hours of public discussion and other private meetings, some themes have arisen. One is 
on the beauty of the campus. Many people have told the planners that this is a beautiful campus. 
There are pleasant, pedestrian-oriented areas where one can clearly say, “This is a college campus.” 
But there are also places that need help. In the master planning process, the planners are looking to 
create a beautiful, pedestrian-oriented and pedestrian-friendly campus. The second concerns new 
buildings. Facilities will be added to support the vision and mission of the University—the things 
everyone on campus does from day to day. It is important that these are in the right places. The third 
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concerns the notion of a compact, mixed-use campus that is used 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 
twelve months of the year. A constantly-used academic village needs to be established. Another 
concerns the importance of connecting with the region. The campus sits in the beautiful Pioneer 
Valley and has many great views. We have a position on the earth, and we should celebrate it. We 
need to preserve views from the campus to the spectacular surrounding area. Connections to the 
University’s host communities are an important issue as well, extending beyond Amherst and Hadley 
to the rest of the Pioneer Valley and Springfield. Many people have encouraged the University to 
embrace its heritage. The planners are looking at how older buildings might be repurposed. It is 
important for alumni to come back and be endured to their time at the University. The final theme is 
on planning for New England sustainability. The University is looking to reduce its carbon footprint 
and increase local food use. The University is doing much in this regard already, but is planning to 
increase and improve sustainability in the future. 

The last time Mr. Swinford spoke to the Faculty Senate, he attempted to generally present a 
framework of campus growth. After that time, some individuals told planners that the University 
does not grow, stating that new buildings were rarely built and that the area remained more or less 
constant. After hearing this, the planners researched the growth of the University. In the past 30 
years, 2.9 million gross square feet of new space has been added to the University. That is primarily 
new space, and not the result of demolishment and reconstruction. The University has grown by 
about one million gross square feet every decade. In 2013, once the building projects discussed by 
Vice Chancellor Hatch are complete, the University will have 11.5 million gross square feet. The 
distribution of this space has been charted. The vision for the future that was presented at Mr. 
Swinford’s previous address has now been brought into implementation stages. The University 
knows much about what it wants to do in Phase One, which can be considered the next ten years or 
so. Somewhat less is known about Phase Two, and that pattern holds, as less continues to be known 
the more distant the future. The master plan is saying that the University should plan to grow into 
the future at about one million gross square feet per decade. The factors of that growth may be 
unknown now, but a framework for growth should be established. In terms of ratios, the planned 
growth remains constant. As the University considers adding academic space, administrative and 
student life space should be added in proportion. The challenge for the planners is determining 
where the best space is for this growth to happen. Sites need to be left open for appropriate 
administrative space, for housing extension, and—most importantly—for lab space and academic 
classroom space. These need to be in the right places when the University prepares to build. An 
interesting part of the charts is the gray area, which is labeled parking, but should be labeled parking 
structures. The centrally-located Campus Center Parking Structure represents about five percent of 
the University’s total gross square feet now. The proportion of campus growth dedicated to parking 
remains stable; the planners are looking into building parking structures as the campus grows. 

Over the next ten years, there are a number of issues planners must consider. Where is Bartlett’s 
replacement going to go? Would it be by South College, or possibly on top of a parking structure, 
such as a possible structure in the place of the unused Power Plant. The people in Bartlett need to be 
housed elsewhere, if just temporarily, so that building can be demolished. It is possible that the 
replacement could be in the same location as Bartlett is now. Projects that should be thought about 
and engaged upon over the next ten years will be mixed-used facilities housing academic, student life, 
and administrative space. 

The Second Phase, and a key component to the campus plan, involves the rebranding of the
University’s entrance. It is unfortunate that right now, coming from both the east and the west, the 
campus is entered on a boulevard built in the 1960s and designed only for cars. The University needs 
a 21st-century entrance that is not just built for cars. It needs to be built for everybody: bicycles, 
service vehicles, transit, et cetera. The entrance to the south needs to be rebuilt, and, by doing that, 
the University can better meet the town of Amherst. Right now, the connection is a surface parking 
lot, and many people refer to it as a moat. Physically, it is not a great image to be presenting to guests 
and visitors of the campus. It is possible that additional housing will be built on the south side of 
Massachusetts Avenue for graduate students, upper classmen and, possibly, faculty and staff. By 
moving the road to the south, opportunities will arise to redevelop the north side of the road. 
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In the Third Phase, we look at finishing the redevelopment of the road with an expansion of an 
academic quad on the southwest corner of campus, possibly including a mixed-use facility at the 
gateway of the campus there. Expansion of buildings for sciences and academics in the northwest 
part of the campus will be part of this phase.

The last piece of campus planning can be considered the University’s endowment campus. This 
includes land that may not be readily available today, but that, in the future, will be valuable land in 
the northwest corner of campus. Maybe not next year, maybe not in five or ten years, but at some 
point, space needs to be set aside for the Physical Plant, facilities planning, campus planning, 
transportation services and the like. These are now sited in the northwest part of campus, but in the 
future they could be moved to a new service area in Tillson Farm, for example. If this happened, 
there would be a very large piece of land contiguous to the campus that could be expanded into. At 
that time, it is possible that the University could connect to the highway in that area. 

This is the direction in which the planners want to work and present on in June. If they agree with it, 
a draft plan will be composed in the summer, with added text, graphics and data. When the 
University reconvenes in the fall, there will hopefully be a draft plan that can be deliberated upon. 
The goal is that by January of 2012, a master plan will be completed that will serve as one of the 
principal policy documents for capital development at UMass Amherst. 
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Facilities and Master Planning Update 

Summary of FY2005 to FY2010 

By Fund Source 

(in $ millions) 

Period  Status State Campus 
Gifts / 
Federal 

Total 

 FY 2005 to 2010 Complete     $80        $702          $13         $795  

   Percent of total   10% 88.5% 1.5% 100% 



Facilities and Master Planning Update 

Studies Conducted Status 

Sightlines Annual Complete 

Science Program Study, Wilson Architects Complete 

Instructional Lab Needs Complete 

Academic Department Needs, Burt Hill Complete 

Classroom Utilization, Burt Hill Complete 

Student Union, In-House Complete 

Library Study Complete 

FY 10 to FY 11 
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Facilities and Master Planning Update 

FY 2011 to 2016 (major projects) 

A. Underway Status 

Police Station Complete 

Marching Band Building Soon Complete 

Southwest Concourse Soon Complete 

Relocate Hills and Demo Planning 

Paige, Goessmann Reno & Other Planning 

Bowditch Greenhouse In Progress 

Deferred Maintenance Infrastructure In Progress 



Commonwealth 

Honors College 

Residential 

Complex 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 



University of Massachusetts Amherst 

Commonwealth Honors College Residential Complex 

• $177M TPC 

 

• Total Program Area 
500,000 GSF 

• Building Footprint 
100,320 GSF 

• 1500 beds 

• Scheduled for 
completion – 
Summer, 2013 

• Targeting LEED Gold 



New  
Laboratory  
Science  
Building 1 
and Shell 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 

Bowditch GH 

Construction Site 



New Laboratory Science Building I & Shell 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 

Complete: 

5/21/12 

 

Funding: 

$47M – Campus 

$100M – State 

$2M - Federal  

 



New Academic 
Building 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 

GOALS 

• Create adequate capacity 

• Improve physical 

condition of inventory 

• Improve balance of room 

sizes 

• Relieve overcrowding 

• Improve pedagogy 

• Optimize use of spaces 

that don’t exist elsewhere 

on the campus 

 



New Academic Building 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 

• North Pond site 

selected in 2009 

• $85 million budget 

• GSF 170,000 

• To be completed 

January, 2014 

• Targeting LEED Gold 



University of Massachusetts Amherst 



Facilities and Master Planning Update 

FY 2011 to 2016 (major projects) 

A. Underway Status 

Police Station Complete 

Marching Band Building Soon Complete 

Southwest Concourse Soon Complete 

Relocate Hills and Demo Planning 

Paige, Goessmann Reno & Other Planning 

Bowditch Greenhouse In Progress 

Deferred Maintenance Infrastructure In Progress 

CHC Housing In Progress 

New Lab Science Building In Progress 

New Academic Classroom Building In Progress 

Master Planning In Progress 

TOTAL $615,000,000 



Facilities and Master Planning Update 

FY 2011 to 2016 

B. Recently Approved Status 

Design Bartlett Replacement Draft RFB 

Maintain Bartlett 4 years Planning 

Champion Basketball Practice Center Draft RFB 

Upgrade Electric Substation Planning 

Other Infrastructure Planning 

Library DM Planning 

Renovate Facilities: new faculty, backfill, etc. Planning 

TOTAL $98,000,000 



• Commonwealth Honors 
College Residential 
Complex 

• New Laboratory Science 
Building 

• New Academic 
Classroom Building 

Projects Underway  



•Commonwealth Honors 
College Residential 
Complex 

•New Laboratory Science 
Building 

•New Academic 
Classroom Building 

•George N. Parks 
Marching Band Building 

•Bowditch Greenhouse 

•Hills Relocation 

•Paige, Goessmann 
Renovations 

•Southwest Concourse 
Replacement 

•UMass Police Station 

Projects 
FY 11 to FY 16 



•Commonwealth Honors 
College Residential Complex 

•New Laboratory Science 
Building 

•New Academic Classroom 
Building 

•George N. Parks Marching 
Band Building 

•Bowditch Greenhouse 

•Hills Relocation 

•Paige, Goessmann 
Renovations 

•Southwest Concourse 
Replacement 

•UMass Police Station 

•Design Bartlett Replacement 

•Champion Center (not 
shown) 

•Library DM 

Projects Underway 
& Approved 



Facilities and Master Planning Update 

Master Planning 



The University of Massachusetts
Campus Master Plan

Faculty Senate
April 21st



Update on process and schedule
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Confirm Master Planning Process

Participate in System Master Plans

Build on Observation Report

Assemble master plan program

Create alternative plans

June 9th CMPC – Preview Meeting
June 10th EOC MeetingCreate alternative plans

Produce Draft Master Plan

Produce Final Master Plan

g

Planning and Design Guidelines

District Plans where necessary

UMASS
AMHERST
UMASS
AMHERST

campus planningc a m p u s   p l a n n i n g
a division of  facilities and campus services Wilson Architects, Ayers Saint Gross Architects and Planners, VHB, Tighe and Bond



Over the Past Four MonthsOver the Past Four Months

• 77 Events
• Over 150 Hours
• With

Campus Stakeholder Groups– Campus Stakeholder Groups
– Campus Leadership Council
– Committees, CPPC, UPAC, PTAB, Pedestrian Safety, etc.

Faculty Senate– Faculty Senate
– Individuals

• Web Site Visits 
– 295 Likes and 225 Dislikes
– Facebook Page activity
– Direct E‐Mails

UMASS
AMHERST
UMASS
AMHERST

campus planningc a m p u s   p l a n n i n g
a division of  facilities and campus services Wilson Architects, Ayers Saint Gross Architects and Planners, VHB, Tighe and Bond



ThemesThemes

• Build a beautiful pedestrian friendly campus 

Add d d  f iliti  t  t i i• Add and upgrade facilities to support vision

• Create a compact mixed use campus 24/7/12

• Preserve and create views to unique surroundings

• Build connections to host communities and region

• Embrace our heritage

• Plan for New England Sustainabilityg y

UMASS
AMHERST
UMASS
AMHERST

campus planningcampus planning
a division of  facilities and campus services Wilson Architects, Ayers Saint Gross Architects and Planners, VHB, Tighe and Bond work session two



Facilities Growth – Past 30 yearsFacilities Growth  Past 30 years
2.93 Million GSF

16%

39%

13%

Academic

Residential

3%

Student Life

Recreation

29%

Administrative
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campus planningc a m p u s   p l a n n i n g
a division of  facilities and campus services Wilson Architects, Ayers Saint Gross Architects and Planners, VHB, Tighe and Bond



Facilities in 2013Facilities in 2013
11.5 Million GSF at end of current design/construction projects

12%

3%

36%6%

8%

34%
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Master Plan Program GrowthMaster Plan Program Growth

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 FUTURE

5%
10%

6%

11%

5%

37%

8%

6%

12% 41%

9%

6%
37%

8%

6%

32% 29%33%

12.2M GSF 13.5M GSF 15.7M GSF
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