
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE  
 
 
Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 714th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on February 2, 2012 
at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A. PRESENTATION BY JUANITA HOLLER, ASSOCIATE VICE CHANCELLOR FOR FACILITIES AND 

CAMPUS SERVICES, AND DENNIS SWINFORD, DIRECTOR OF CAMPUS PLANNING 
 “MASTER PLAN UPDATE” 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 (See attached) 
 
Senator Curt Conner noted that his department, Engineering, has quadrupled in size over the past three years. Other 
related departments have doubled in size. Yet there are no buildings planned in the area of Engineering. He wondered if 
the planners missed the demographics or if they just made them up. 
 
Mr. Swinford stated that the sciences have been very successful on this campus, and student interest is verifying that. The 
area surrounding Engineering is a dense and complicated part of campus. Before the Master Planning process began, the 
planners executed a detailed study of the science and engineering master plan with Wilson Architects. The study went into 
great detail about how to accommodate growth in these departments. There are new footprints for a number of new 
buildings in the area, or relatively nearby. There is an ability to grow. The University is trying to get planning caught up to 
reality. It simply takes time to deliver new buildings and laboratories. It is understandably frustrating to feel this lack. The 
planners are working to meet the campus’ needs as fast as they can. New space is becoming available in the New 
Laboratory Science Building. It may not benefit Engineering directly, but some of the backfill space may benefit more than 
just the users moving into the new building. The planners did not invent any demographics and they do have a plan to 
address the needs of the Engineering department.  
 
Senator Steven Brewer noticed that North Pleasant St. is represented with a dashed line in slide #15. He wondered what that 
meant. 
 
Mr. Swinford stated that North Pleasant St. is a very special facility. There have been several plans that proposed closing 
North Pleasant St., diverting transportation around campus. That is still a goal for the campus. Ultimately, or in a utopian 
world where all the issues surrounding closing the street could be solved, North Pleasant St. would be closed. North 
Pleasant is not the University’s street. It belongs to the Town of Amherst. It is a key facility for residents of North Amherst 
to get to Amherst Center. Many people use it and, depending on the time of day, many people avoid it. The dotted line 
indicates that the University is going to work toward reducing its demand on that street. Parking spaces and service areas 
that are accessed via North Pleasant are going to be rerouted. The University is looking to reduce its destinations along that 
stretch. The design for the street is far more pedestrian friendly, with clear crosswalks and possibly a change of surface 
material. We hope to create a condition in which the volume of traffic on the street is reduced. The greatest advantage that 
North Pleasant provides for the campus is in public transportation. Most students from the other four colleges that come to 
UMass to take classes come on buses that stop along North Pleasant. To some extent, it is the University’s transit spine. Mr. 
Swinford, as well as many people he has discussed the issue with, feels that the public transit system needs to be supported. 
In this age of sustainability, we are looking to diminish our dependence on single-occupancy automobiles, and to do that we 
need to support public transit. Our policy toward North Pleasant is to dial down demand on that road in hopes of using it 
only for buses. 
 
Senator Brewer further addressed the growth projections, which show a 20% increase in students but only a 10% increase 
in faculty and staff. He wondered what the calculus was that gave the planners those numbers. 
 
Mr. Swinford stated that he would not be able to share the exact calculus because he does not know it. To some extent, the 
projections are proportional to today’s conditions. They are estimates that have been determined in line with the 
Framework for Excellence document. The plan that Mr. Swinford put forth with the list of projects is aspiration. Many of 
the projects do not yet have funding.  
 
Joseph Larson, Professor Emeritus and Former Secretary of the Faculty Senate, thanked the Senate for allowing him the 
opportunity to speak. The group that Professor Larson represents, Preserve UMass, was concerned when the funds 
originally allocated for planning were seriously cut back. The group was concerned that the result of such cuts would be a 
less-than-satisfactory plan. The group met with Associate Vice Chancellor Juanita Holler and she promised a professional 
plan. Professor Larson asked Mr. Swinford to tell Associate Vice Chancellor Holler that Preserve UMass is glad that she 
produced on that promise.  
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With respect to Mr. Swinford, who has been leading the details on the Plan, Professor Larson noted that this planning 
process has been more open and participatory than any that the University has seen since he began his tenure in the early 
1950s. That is very positive. Moreover, for the first time, there is a campus plan that addresses the historic concerns of 
Preserve UMass. The Plan actively proposes adaptive reuse, a constructive way to go. Professor Larson noted that Mr. 
Swinford has put himself as a target on the stage many times—in the Campus Center, before small groups, before the 
Town of Amherst—and Professor Larson could not see any permanent scars, and he thanked Mr. Swinford for his 
willingness for discussion. There are still one or two issues that Preserve UMass is concerned about, but those questions 
will be resolved in another venue. Professor Larson hopes that this Plan does not end up in the stack of Master Plans in the 
archives, or some closet in Whitmore, that have been sitting there since they were written. This Plan deserves to have some 
life to it, and Professor Larson hopes it is successful. 
 
Mr. Swinford appreciated the kind words, but stated that the planners cannot take credit for the open and participatory 
process without the direct support of University leadership. It was clear that Campus Planning wanted an open process, 
and Chancellor Holub made it possible to execute that process. The commitment of the campus to recognize the 
importance of master planning and create a group on the campus to focus on planning that is well staffed creates a culture 
of planning, and not just a plan. When you merely create a plan, it is easy to put it on the shelf. When you create a culture 
of planning where individuals often discuss the physical conditions of the campus in an open atmosphere, a culture of 
planning is created. He hopes that a legacy of this culture has begun. 
 
B. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 1. Principal Administrative Officers 
 
Chancellor Robert Holub began by welcoming the Senators back for the spring semester. The Governor’s budget, the first 
step in a long haul of budgetary work that will not be completed until June, was recently released. The University is 
pleased that it provides two important items. The first is a 3.5% increase for union employees on June 30. If the contract is 
reached, it provides 1.75% beginning July 1 and an additional 1.75% on January 1. It is a positive budget, but it is unclear 
where the additional money is going. The money was not added to the base budget, the appropriation. We assume it will be, 
as it has in previous years. Right now, however, it stands as a one-time appropriation. If it stands as such, it will be difficult 
for the University because it will go away after this year. The budget presents a bill for the FY14 year, as the two 1.75% 
increases mean that more money will be necessary to meet the budget. The needed money is about $2.1 million, which 
presents the University with an immediate deficit. The bill does not include increases for non-union employees. 
Traditionally, the University has given equal pay increases to non-union employees. If the University did that, it would 
need to appropriate $2 million. Other than that, the budget is flat. It has not paid for any of the increases the University 
had last year in salaries, which were raised 3.5%. There is nothing for the merit and market increases that the University is 
in the process of implementing. There is nothing for capital construction or any other cost increases. Tempered with the 
positive news of union employee pay increases, there is a note of caution: what we have is a flat budget and increased costs. 
The budget process is long, and it will be followed with interest. 
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, acknowledged the long process of revision involved in the state budget, but 
stated that the budget could present a substantial deficit to academic affairs on campus. He wondered how this was being 
addressed, and how the deficit compared to the total campus budget for academic affairs. 
 
Chancellor Holub stated that many approaches are being taken regarding the budget. Currently, academic affairs 
represent approximately $250 million of the campus’ budget. The Governor’s budget could present a $15 million deficit to 
academic affairs, even after including the proposed 3% increase in tuition and fees. 
 
Provost James Staros updated the Senate on recent and ongoing dean searches. On-campus interviews are taking place for 
the deans of the Graduate School and Social and Behavioral Sciences. Interviews for Humanities and Fine Arts will quickly 
proceed as well. He looks forward to those searches concluding successfully very soon. He was disappointed to note, 
however, that the search for the Dean of Engineering has again failed after a massive attempt to secure a qualified 
candidate. The search committee had nearly secured a candidate in May, but the committee will now be dissolved until 
further notice.  
 
Carol Barr,Vice Provost for Undergraduate and Continuing Education, updated the Senate on the progress of Integrative 
Experience implementation. Plans and proposals for IE’s have been submitted by nearly every department on campus. The 
faculty and departments have worked hard and the majority of proposals are looking very good. The General Education 
Council has been doing a phenomenal job. It met over January and meets about every other week to get these proposals 
through the approval processes. After Gen Ed Council approval, proposals will go forth to the Registrar’s Office, hopefully 
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by the March 1 deadline to get into the course scheduling processes so that students can register for them, and the 
University can have a successful Integrative Experience curriculum in place, by the fall.  
 
 2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, added to Professor Joseph Larson’s comments on the Master Planning process. 
It has been a very participatory process and Secretary May thanked Chancellor Holub for supporting that process, as it 
has not been the case during past planning processes. There are many moving parts to the process, and it is good to think 
of it as a living process. This project needs to continue to evolve over time.  
 
The Health Council is reviewing the complex issues regarding the future of University Health Services, especially the new 
building. There is an administrative committee headed by Susan Pearson that is also looking at it. It is a very complicated 
issue, and hopefully we can get to a better place. This issue involves healthcare in this entire area. It is not limited to a 
simple campus issue, as healthcare is changing everywhere. The UMass Memorial Health Care system, which controls 
many of the healthcare provisions in central Massachusetts, recently laid off a number of employees.  
 
The Research Council is reviewing the Innovation Institute, a major positive initiative for the campus. This is another 
complicated initiative. 
 
Reiterating Vice Provost Barr’s comments on the work of the General Education Council, Secretary May noted that the 
Gen Ed reform and the Integrative Experience are composed of numerous moving parts. The processes are evolving all the 
time and creating a more engaging and sustainable curriculum for the undergraduate population, which is the core 
business of the University. It will make the University a better place, and better able to compete for excellent students in 
the decades ahead. It certainly deserves the support of all faculty and administrators on all levels. To date, there are at 
least a dozen fully-approved Integrative Experiences, and at least 60 more to go. The General Education Council has never 
been so active and engaged as it has been for the past year.  
 
In the process of Gen Ed reform, an online system has been developed for submission of course and IE proposals. This 
process is being expanded to the Faculty Senate as a whole, so the infamous Course Approval Procedure Guide will, over 
time, be put online. The Provost’s Office has been working hard on this process for two or three years. 
 
 4. The Faculty Delegates to the Board of Trustees 
 
Secretary Ernest May noted that at the Science and Technology Committee meeting, the UMass Medical School put on one 
of its “dog and pony shows,” including five Howard Hughes Scholars—very distinguished and well-supported professors—
describing the new Translational Medicine Facility, which will be quite phenomenal. Some very big issues are being 
addressed. One of the professors is hoping to cure diabetes, and another has produced the treatment which prevents the 
transmission of HIV across the placenta, a huge advancement for the third world that prevents transmission from mother 
to child in utero. Many smaller problems are being addressed as well. Their presentations are always inspirational.  
 
There was also a report of the Mental Health Services on the campuses. One important takeaway from that presentation 
was that between 25 and 30% of students nationwide arrive on campus with some kind of prescription medicine, usually 
psychotropic medicines. This is an issue not only for University Health Services but the faculty who need to be aware of the 
situation. 
 
Finally, the Intercampus Faculty Council is considering the general question of the relationship between the University of 
Massachusetts and the state university campuses in the area of doctoral programs. The state universities that were recently 
upgraded from state colleges have a surging interest in doctoral programs. Most of the interest is in applied doctoral 
programs such as the Doctorate of Nursing Practice, Criminology or Education. They have the authority to offer such 
degrees in conjunction with the University of Massachusetts. It is not such an issue on the Amherst campus, but it has led 
to some sparks at other campuses and will continue to be an issue of discussion in the future.  
 
 5. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
 
Randall Phillis, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, wished the Senate a happy Groundhog’s Day, and was 
pleased to report that because there was a shadow, there will be six more weeks of bargaining for the MSP, as opposed to a 
month-and-a-half, had there not been. In short, the MSP is in bargaining mode, and President Phillis is pleased to agree 
with the Chancellor on so many of the points he made earlier. The MSP, through significant effort over the past two or 
three months, managed to secure an offer of 3.5% raises for the coming two years for the faculty and members of the 
MSP’s bargaining unit as well as every other bargaining unit on the campus. Moreover, through the MSP’s coordination 
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with administrators on the Amherst campus and through the work of the MTA, as well as efforts from the President’s 
Office, a collective bargaining reserve, which was named as such in the Governor’s Budget—an advancement that, 
although once standard fare, has not occurred for decades—has been secured. This is a huge victory. However, as 
Chancellor Holub pointed out, that money has to move to the base budget to be secure in the future, and the base budget 
did not increase at all, which means it was cut, as there are issues with inflation. The University needs to worry about that, 
and it needs to act on it. We cannot simply watch what happens in Boston. We need to act upon the players involved to 
persuade them that defunding the University and public higher education is not the proper action they should follow. On 
March 8, all higher education bargaining units will be having a common lobby day in Boston to persuade legislators that it 
is necessary to change the path from defunded to proper and increased funding for higher education in the state. President 
Phillis strongly encouraged everyone present to join the MSP in going to Boston to make a case for public higher 
education. Everyone on campus has a persuasive story to tell about how proper funding for higher education makes a 
difference for the citizens of Massachusetts.  
 
C. QUESTION PERIOD (10-Minute Limit) 
 
There were no questions.  
 
D. ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, ON BEHALF OF THE FACULTY SENATE,  

OVER THE JANUARY BREAK 
 
 NEW COURSES 
 
 COURSE    TITLE      CREDITS 
 ART 330   “Photography III”                   3 
 ART 333   “Art in the Expanded Field”                        3 
 ART 431   “Photography IV”                   3 
 CLASSICS 355   “Slaves and Freed Slaves in the   Classical World”               4 
 ENGLISH 385   “Creative Writing:  Nonfiction”                         3 
 JOURNAL 333   “Introduction to Digital Photojournalism”         3 
 POLISCI 277   “Making a Global World”           4 
 POLISCI 310   “Race and American Politics”           4 
 POLISCI 329   “Political Psychology”            4 
 POLISCI 350   “Diversity and Politics”                         4 
 POLISCI 376   “What is Politics?”            4 
 POLISCI 473   “Is Democracy Possible Everywhere?”                       4 
 PUBHLTH 303   “Introduction to Environmental Health Sciences”                      3 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate affirm the approval of the courses ART 330, 333 and 431, CLASSICS 355, 
26-12 ENGLISH 385, JOURNAL 333, POLISCI 277, 310, 329, 350, 376 and 473 and PUBHLTH 303,  

as recommended by the Academic Matters Council. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
         
 COURSE    TITLE      CREDITS 
 E&C-ENG 544   “Trustworthy Computing”           3 
 NRC 585   “Introduction to GIS”            4 
 REGIONPL 587   “People and the Environment:  Applications of               3 
       Environmental Psychology Research to Planning 
       and Design” 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate affirm the approval of the courses E&C-ENG 544, NRC 585 and  
27-12  REGIONPL 587, as recommended by the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
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E. ELECTION 
 
 At-Large Member of the Rules Committee (Spring 2012 Semester only) to replace Mari Castañeda, who has 

resigned. 
 
 Nominee:  MJ Peterson, Political Science 
 
Senator Richard Bogartz moved that the nominations be closed. 
 
The motion was seconded, adopted, and Senator MJ Peterson was unanimously elected At-Large Member of the Rules 
Committee. 
 
F. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 1. Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning the Establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on FBS 

Football (ACFBS), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-020 with Motion No. 29-12. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on FBS Football (ACFBS), 
29-12  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-020. 
 
Chancellor Holub noted that he could not be at the December meeting in which the proposal to form this Ad Hoc 
Committee was approved. He urged the Senators to vote against the proposed motion. When he first saw the motion, he 
assumed that it was put forth by the Athletic Council because they possibly found themselves overburdened or unable to 
track the FBS Football transition as closely as they would want. He has found out since, from faculty members serving on 
the Athletic Council, that this motion was brought forth, in a way, against them. It is a bad precedent in this body, or any 
body, to disrespect and dishonor the work of people it has itself appointed to accomplish specific tasks. Not as the 
Chancellor, but as a faculty member, Chancellor Holub urged the Senate to oppose this motion. The members of the 
Athletic Council work hard and do a good job. They attend meetings regularly and are incredibly attentive. If the Faculty 
Senate wants more reports from them, or wants anything from them that they have not provided, then that should be 
communicated to them. To appoint a committee that usurps what they do is not the right thing to do. Chancellor Holub is 
aware that some individuals have misgivings about the University’s move to FBS Football, and he respects those objections. 
As a faculty member at UC-Berkeley for 27 years, he heard all the objections against Division I athletics. There are many 
valid reasons to object. The objections are not stupid or insipid or factious. There are good reasons to be opposed to many 
things that go on in Division I or FBS athletics. He does not agree with all the objections, but he does understand them. If 
the Faculty Senate wants to make objections to the administration, however, it should make objections directly to the 
administration, and not take them to the people that are working hard for the Senate itself. There is an expression in 
German, Der schlägt den sack und meint den esel. In the Latin of the Satyricon it goes, Qui asinum  non potest, stratum 

caedit. It basically means, You hit the sack, but you meant the ass. It is not particularly flattering to call the administration 
the ass, but Chancellor Holub believes that if the Senate wants to make objections, it ought to direct them at the target it 
means to hit, and not dishonor and disrespect the faculty members working for it.  
 
Senator Richard Bogartz stated that he understands why some members of the Athletic Council might feel that this was an 
attempt either to usurp their functions or to undercut them or to make some kind of declaration about them. He has been a 
party to some of the discussions involving people favoring the Ad Hoc Committee, and nothing he heard would indicate 
that this Committee hopes to usurp any responsibilities; nothing indicated that the Athletic Council was not doing its job. It 
was more along the lines of, “It would be nice to have multiple perspectives on this. It is a complex matter and we ought to 
have more than one group looking at it.” That is the way the conversations went. If there are persons who believe that this 
is intended as an insult to the Athletic Council, he would like to say that he does not believe that is so. Nor does he think, if 
the motion is passed, that it must be an insult to the Athletic Council. The Council is free to take it however it wants, but 
the intention was not to be as an insult. With respect to the administrative “ass,” Senator Bogartz believes that many 
people have made their remarks in that direction already concerning football, and does not believe any more needs to be 
said. 
 
Senator Max Page, the drafter of the motion, noted that this is simply a vote on the implementation of the motion. The 
original motion, from the December meeting, asked that the final document be approved by the Senate. There was an 
extensive discussion at that meeting, during which several people opposed the motion for the various reasons brought up 
by the Chancellor. The Committee’s formation has already been approved, and this is just the implementation of the 
specifics concerning the Committee. It is a very broadly-represented Committee.  
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Senator Frank Hugus stated that, like the other speakers, he has no doubt that the Athletic Council will be vigilant in 
looking at what goes on with football, as it does with everything else in the athletic program. However, this is probably the 
single most important and potentially dangerous aspect of the University of Massachusetts that has been faced in a number 
of years. The consequences of this are not foreseeable and he believes that as many people need to be studying the issue as 
possible. There is precedent for this motion. About 15 years ago, when another Chancellor decided that the University 
should explore a move into what was then called Division IA, the Senate, with the cooperation of the administration, 
appointed a special committee to study it. It was not the Athletic Council; it was an ad hoc committee. That is a parallel 
and historical precedent, and Senator Hugus sees nothing wrong with this motion. He has nothing but admiration for the 
work of the Athletic Council.  
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 2. Special Report of the Academic Priorities Council concerning the Special Report of the Provost 

concerning Schools within Colleges, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-021 with Motion No. 30-12. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Special Report of the Provost concerning Schools within 
30-12  Colleges, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-021. 
 
Senator Bogartz added that an interesting discussion took place concerning this issue within the Academic Priorities 
Council, commenced by a presentation by John McCarthy. He believes that it should be mentioned that the departments 
hoping to join and become schools were combined via bottom-up affiliations of academic interest, and not via impositions 
from above. At one point, having read the description of what a school is, it sounded like it could be a fairly vacuous thing, 
possibly little more than a change of stationary, but Senator Bogartz was assured that there will be an approval process in 
which people will study why certain groups would want to join to become a school. 
 
Senator Curt Conner noted that there should not be an increase in administrative positions associated with a department if 
it joins another department to create a school within a college. 
 
Secretary May moved to amend the motion in the following way: 
 
At the end of the fourth paragraph of the fifth section, the following sentence should be added: “If such agreements prove 
insufficient for cross-college schools, then additional enabling legislation may be needed in the future.” 
 
John McCarthy, Special Assistant to the Provost, noted that the amendment was made in response to a concern raised by the 
Academic Priorities Council. The report of the Academic Priorities Council acknowledges the possibility of schools 
reporting to more than one dean. At the moment, that is not contemplated, but its future consideration is made explicit by 
the amendment.  
 
Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor referenced the fact that this motion is only enabling legislation. Specific proposals will 
have to be brought before the Senate before any school, in this new sense, will actually come into existence.  
 
The amendment was seconded and adopted. 
 
Special Assistant McCarthy  wanted to make it clear that the four schools will not be renamed colleges by passing this 
motion; that would require additional action by the schools and then by the Senate. This legislation constitutes an 
invitation to the schools to be asked to be renamed colleges. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted as amended.  
 
 3. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities, Graduate, Program and Budget and 

Research Councils concerning an Institute for Holocaust, Genocide, and Memory Studies, as presented in 
Sen. Doc. No. 12-022 with Motion No. 31-12. 

 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Institute for Holocaust, Genocide, and Memory Studies, 
31-12  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-022. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
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 4. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils concerning a 

Concentration in Applied Molecular Biotechnology (AMB), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-023 with 
Motion No. 32-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Concentration in Applied Molecular Biotechnology (AMB), 
32-12  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-023. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

5. Special Report of the Graduate and Program and Budget Councils concerning a Master of Business 
Administration (MBA) with a Focus in Health Care Administration (HCA), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 
12-024 with Motion No. 33-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Master of Business Administration (MBA) with a Focus on 
33-12 Health Care Administration (HCA), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-024. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 6. Special Report of the International Studies Council concerning an Exchange Agreement between the 

University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts, USA and Cuhk Business School, The 
Chinese University of Hong Kong, HKSAR, China, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-025 with Motion No. 
34-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Exchange Agreement between the University of Massachusetts 
34-12  Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts, USA and Cuhk Business School, The Chinese University of Hong 

Kong, HKSAR, China, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-025. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted.  
 
 7. Special Report of the International Studies Council concerning an Exchange Agreement between the 

University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts USA and the Antai College of Economics 
and Management, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, China, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-026 with 
Motion No. 35-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Exchange Agreement between the University of Massachusetts 
35-12  Amherst, Amherst, Massachusetts USA and the Antai College of Economics and Management, Shanghai 
  Jiao Tong University, China, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-026. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 8. Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning the Establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee to be 

named the Joint Provost/Faculty Senate/Massachusetts Society of Professors Committee on the Evaluation 
  of Teaching (JCET), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-019A with Motion No. 28-12. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee to be named the 
28-12  Joint Provost/Faculty Senate/Massachusetts Society of Professors Committee on the Evaluation of 

Teaching (JCET), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-019A. 
 
Secretary Ernest May moved to withdraw the motion. The Faculty Senate believed it had an understanding with the MSP 
(which clearly has primary responsibility regarding negotiating the evaluation of teaching as part of the contract), but that 
turns out to have not been the case. The MSP is asserting its authority to be the sole negotiator of tenure standards and 
other items as well as the evaluation of teaching. JCET was to serve as an advisory committee to the administration on 
matters surrounding the evaluation of teaching. Then the administration would negotiate the language that would become 
part of the contract with the MSP. The MSP has decided that it wants to take jurisdiction over this process, and it will 
likely set up a committee similar to JCET, and although members of the Faculty Senate will be involved, it will not 
formally involve the Faculty Senate at this time.  
 
Senator Bogartz stated that he trusts Secretary May’s judgment, but not the logic behind withdrawing this, as he does not 
see what the problem is if the committee serves only in an advisory capacity. 
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MSP President Phillis stated that the contract is now open. The MSP is engaged in full-on bargaining with the 
administration. The administration put a proposal on the table to modify the tenure standards, or at least to evaluate the 
current standard and consider modifications to it. One of the issues surrounding tenure standards is the evaluation of 
teaching, as well as research and service. Given that the evaluation of teaching is an open contract item, the MSP felt it was 
critical to engage in the negotiations properly. If the administration wants to change something about a clear contractual 
concern, they should come to the MSP and figure out how to do it, and not do it instead through the Faculty Senate, which 
does not have authority to bargain. The MSP is the sole entity on campus that has the authority to bargain on behalf of the 
faculty. The MSP is asserting its legal responsibility to bargain on behalf of the faculty. The MSP is just making sure that 
bargaining is carried out properly. It is very interested in considering the issues this committee was going to consider, and 
it is not as though these issues will not be worked out, but the MSP does not want to come in behind a Faculty Senate 
committee and be expected to approve or deny something it wasn’t involved in creating. 
 
Senator Curt Conner believes that the evaluation of teaching is not the sole responsibility of the union, as it is a main aspect 
of the entire University. There are better ways to evaluate teaching than with student surveys, and all the issues should be 
discussed by the Faculty Senate. 
 
President Phillis personally agrees with Senator Conner’s thoughts on evaluating teaching. There are complicated and 
important ways to consider the quality of teaching. They extend well beyond the SRTI form. That is not the MSP’s point of 
dispute. However, the evaluation of teaching is unambiguously considered in promotion, tenure, and merit considerations, 
which are most certainly the purview of the union and the contract. The MSP is eager to engage the participation of 
Faculty Senators and other members of the campus to think of how to best handle this.  
 
Secretary May noted that there used to be a Faculty Senate Committee, the Academic Personnel Policy Committee, that was 
charged with dealing with any personnel policy issues that were not taken over by the union when it was formed some 30 
years ago. It was disbanded because it had so little to do after the union was formed. It is now up to the Rules Committee to 
provide input to the Faculty Senate and MSP if the Senate wishes to continue reviewing this issue. The AAUP has two 
statements on the evaluation of teaching, one rather old one and a newer one that considers the exact point brought up by 
Senator Conner regarding the inadequacy of student evaluations alone.  
 
Senator Howard Peelle stated that, regardless of the particular disposition of this motion, in order to benefit from 
examining the evaluation of teaching, it makes sense to involve the Center for Teaching and Faculty Development, who are 
on campus and have dozens of years of experience. 
 
Senator Bogartz noted that the charge of this committee would be to investigate, investigate, and outline! He does not see 
the problem of a group like this. At this very meeting, Senator Bogartz stood up and said that it would be a good idea to 
have more than one perspective on football. He believes multiple perspectives are still valuable. He does not see how this 
committee undercuts the union’s bargaining position at all. It just provides information. It might even help the union’s 
bargaining position. It’s a matter of finding out what’s going on. 
 
President Phillis stated that the union is currently striving to reconstitute the committee that the Faculty Senate formed, 
with members of the administration, Faculty Senate, and faculty members at large, to do a thorough and complete job with 
a diverse set of perspectives and points of information. The MSP will pursue this correctly with all due diligence.  
 
The motion to withdraw the motion was seconded and adopted by a vote of 13 in favor to 5 opposed.  
 
The 714th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:20 p.m. on February 2, 2012. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
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The PowerPoint that was shown with this presentation is accessible as a PDF document at:  

http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs/Minutes/2011-2012/714_MP_DRAFT.pdf 
 
Dennis Swinford, Director of Campus Planning, began by noting that Associate Vice Chancellor Juanita Holler could 
not be present, but that she sent her apologies and best wishes. He also acknowledged the fact that he no longer 
required the crutches he had at his previous presentation before the Faculty Senate, and this presentation would be an 
update of the Master Plan, which has been presented to the Senate on two previous occasions.  
 
Over the past year and a half, Campus Planning has been collecting ideas and creating alternatives to best fit the 
needs of its multiple stakeholders. Campus Planning picked its favorite and most practical alternatives to create a 
combined alternative to explore how to begin creating the future of the campus. The group took a preferred direction 
to its Executive Oversight Committee and presented it to the Faculty Senate. Through the summer, Campus Planning 
worked on a draft plan and in the fall, the draft plan was presented to constituency groups. This included three visits 
with officials from the Town of Amherst, including a meeting with the Planning Board. An invitation has been 
extended to officials from Hadley, but they have yet to meet. Campus Planning is in the process of taking the draft 
plan and creating a final document that it hopes to bring to the EOC in approximately one month to have adopted as 
the key capital planning policy for the campus. Campus Planning has met with constituency groups at over 125 events 
and it has been a very positive and inclusive planning process.  
 
More detailed plans for the University’s utilities were created over the summer. Campus Planning believes it has 
created a unique approach for looking at the utilities on the campus. An existing conditions database has been created 
based on a geographical information system. Consultants have been brought onto campus to help create models for 
ways to test the utilities systems as the campus grows in real time. This is a key piece of the campus plan that has been 
incorporated into the plan as a real-time, live tool.  
 
The draft plan, as it exists today, is based on a set of guiding principles that have been shared with the Faculty Senate 
in the past.  
 
Many discussions have taken place regarding opportunities within the core of the campus, involving Commonwealth 
Ave., North Pleasant St., Governor’s Drive, and Massachusetts Ave. These are the places where most of the growth on 
the campus should happen: within the 20-minute walking diameter that presents a great opportunity to create a 
pedestrian-oriented, residential campus where we can meet, learn, and do research in a learning community.  
 
The plan wishes to create a framework for open space: the spines, courts, and complete streets of the campus that can 
serve not only cars but pedestrians and bicycles.  
 
Mr. Swinford’s mantra is to “build a campus, not just buildings.” It is much more difficult to build an entire campus, 
but strong guiding principles make it possible. 
 
The campus plan hopes to untangle the vehicular-pedestrian conflicts on campus. This problem was present 
throughout the planning process. It is incredibly important to have a safe environment for pedestrians while 
accommodating automobile traffic.  
 
The campus should be used 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 12 months a year, in a mixed-use environment. The 
campus has taken one great step towards this goal with the development of the Commonwealth Honors College 
Residential Complex in the heart of the campus. Mr. Swinford is excited to see the changes within the campus core 
after that project is completed.  
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A unified academic campus is important. Currently, there are outlying academic facilities such as Mark’s Meadow 
and the Speech and Language building. The plan looks toward bringing those facilities into the heart of campus in 
order to make them feel like an important part of the campus, and not just buildings on the edge. 
 
Finally, the plan has taken care to respect past planning efforts. Much work has been done on the campus in the past. 
There has been much good thought about how the campus should work together. Moreover, the buildings that were 
constructed by past communities must be respected and kept as part of the University’s future.  
 
Campus Planning has created what it characterizes, to some extent, as a cartoon of the future of UMass Amherst 
(slide #8). The brown buildings are existing spaces, and buildings shown in red represent possible building sites. The 
map shows a campus at maximum capacity: a campus that could exist in 50 years if the University continues to grow. 
This model allows the University to think about creating a whole campus and the systems that must be created in 
order to create a whole campus. A campus cannot be created incrementally. The end result must be considered, taken 
apart, and built back together. While thinking about campus building, the planners have considered open space, 
pedestrian circulation, roadways, bikeways, and land use. The development of those systems must all be considered. 
 
The open space system the University currently has is wonderful in places such as around the pond and north of the 
Campus Center. But they are merely open spaces; they don’t represent an open space system. The plan proposes 
building and thinking about an open space system that connects the large open spaces with more modest pedestrian 
corridors, creating larger vistas to the northwest that allow nature to come into the campus and more appealing views 
while entering campus.  
 
Some pedestrian spines on campus are well developed. Looking to the future, planners have considered how to create 
a network that corresponds with the open space system and works with where you park and where you want to be on 
campus. 
 
One interesting aspect of the plan involves looking at ways in which the University can begin to create capacity by 
building other roads and reducing the volume and demand on Massachusetts Ave. and Commonwealth Ave. Both of 
those roads have two lanes of traffic in each direction, which is one of the most unsafe conditions on the campus. 
Planners hope to create a complete street in the corridor including sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and travel lanes in each 
direction. It is a goal of the campus plan to allow transportation to occur more safely in a more visually appealing 
environment. The plan shows Mullins Way extended, allowing access to the large surface parking lots at the 
northwest end of campus. It also shows a removal of the north two-lane road of Commonwealth Ave., allowing 
development within the loop and creating a street that looks more like a 21st century campus street with mixed use on 
both sides that accommodates not only cars, but bicycles and pedestrians as well.  
 
The red dots on the map represent potential locations for parking structures. Most of the future of the campus exists 
on what are now surface parking lots within the core. Discussions about this have previously taken place with the 
Faculty Senate. The plan takes the same amount of spaces that exist on surface lots in the core, relocates them into 
parking structures, and keeps 70% of parking in a five-to ten-minute walk of all the facilities on campus. If you 
choose to park in a parking structure, you will be within possibly less than five, but no more than ten minutes walking 
distance of where you are headed on campus.  
 
An important part of the plan concerning bikeways—and a change that will be seen on campus soon—is the dedicated 
bikeways through the middle of campus. The plan includes bike lanes in the loop roads. If you are a fast-moving 
bicyclist and need to get somewhere quickly, it will be possible to ride in the lanes on the loop roads. You will also be 
able to ride your bike on the multi-use paths through the core of campus. If it is Sunday, the middle of August, and 
you want to ride your bike at top speed through the middle of campus, you will be able to do that. However, in 
September, you may not be able to do that because there will be pedestrians and you will be required to exercise 
safety considerations. The University’s transportation consultant made it clear that that was the safest condition for 
the campus. Single-use facilities for bicycles through the middle of campus would create multiple points of conflict 
between pedestrians and bicyclists. Soon, the stripes that are in the sidewalk through the core of the campus will be 
removed, and that bicycle path—that everyone walks in—will be one of the first manifestations of this proposed 
policy.  
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The University’s current land use is very Euclidean. It is zoned into single-use policies of the past. We would like to 
move toward a more mixed-use approach, with opportunities to go to class, to live, to go to offices, and—as a visitor—
to come to UMass and be in the central part of campus surrounded by a college atmosphere. Another important part 
of the land use policy in the master plan is that the lawn and the pond will act as a Central Park, lined with common-
use facilities. Things such as the Library, the Student Union, the Fine Arts Center, and other facilities for community 
use that we may not even know about today will have a spot on the park. People who come to UMass will be able to 
enjoy a jewel of the University’s open space system. Moreover, it will bring the community together into the heart of 
the campus.  
 
In 2010, when the planning policies started to be reconsidered, the campus measured about 11 million gross square 
feet (10.8 million GSF). The uses were distributed (as illustrated in the pie chart in slide #21) at about 1/3 each 
between academic & research, residential, and everything else (administration, garages, etc.). That space, at that point 
in time, accommodated 24,300 students, about 8,000 faculty and staff, and 12,500 residential beds. The planners took 
the Rising to the Challenge document and asked what programs and space is needed to meet the document’s 
challenge. In line with that document, they have determined that the campus will need to grow to approximately 12.5 
million GSF. At that point in time, there will be 28,000 students, 8,800 faculty and staff, and 14,000 residential beds. 
This is what the planners are working toward.  
 
Some of the projects that the planners are currently working on, unfortunately, are projects they must undertake 
because some facilities are not performing as well as they should be. Bartlett Hall, for example, should have lasted 
much longer than it has, as should have Hills. Both of those buildings are precipitating much investment and time as 
the University finds new places for their inhabitants and plan their demolitions.  
 
Many of Bartlett’s users will be housed in the New Academic Classroom Building. Some of them will be relocated to 
other facilities. Many of them, however, will be housed in a planned addition to the back of South College. It is a great 
spot for all the users and presents the opportunity for what Mr. Swinford calls a “buddy,” where a new building is 
added to—and can improve—an older building. South College will receive the elevator it desperately needs, it will get 
updated utilities, and it will become more usable for modern academics. 
 
Some of Hills’ users will be relocated to Mark’s Meadow as part of its renovation to include the School of Education. 
It is planned that the many users of Hills associated with LARP will be joined with individuals from Art, Art History, 
and Architecture and Building and Construction Technology in one facility. A permanent site for that has not yet 
been found. The Faculty Senate will be involved in site selection. One obvious possibility is a site north of the Studio 
Arts Building that is currently a surface parking lot. Another possibility could be behind French or as an addition to 
the Fine Arts Center or to Clark Hall.  
 
The New Laboratory Science Building is in phase three of its construction. The Physical Science Building is in 
consideration, possibly to be attached to Draper. The Totman Addition has recently been sited as well.  
 
In the area of campus life, a renovation or addition to the Student Union is in planning. A disc golf course is planned 
in the Orchard Hills area. That is something students are quite interested in and that has support. If a new University 
Health Services facility is approved (it is under consideration by a campus committee), the planners are advocating a 
site diagonally across Massachusetts Ave. from Whitmore. That site is great for such a project, as it is near many of 
the University’s students in Southwest and the Commonwealth Honors College Residential Complex. Moreover, it 
offers easy car and bus access to the rest of the campus. A small surface parking lot is also possible at that location.  
 
Support functions projects include the additions to McGuirk Stadium and the press box, the Champions Center next 
to Mullins, an alternative energy site near the Power Plant, and pedestrian way improvements to Hicks Way that look 
to transform the North-South corridor of Hicks Way to make it more sympathetic to pedestrians and less sympathetic 
to cars. A materials handling facility has been relocated to allow a parking deck to be built in the valley that will be 
created when the old Power Plant is demolished. This would be the next addition to structural parking on campus: 
500 cars in the middle of campus with the opportunity to place a building on top of it. An electrical substation is being 
considered at Tilson Farm. The Stockbridge Pedestrian Corridor has been created over a series of projects that will 
hopefully create a mixed-use corridor in a nice open space. 
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The Hadley Farm Solar Ray project is underway as a sustainable energy initiative, and a pilot project is being 
considered behind the Visitors Center that could create enough energy to take the Visitors Center offline. 
Opportunities to use solar energy are very much being considered. The West Lawn may be improved as part of the 
Student Union improvements, and when Hills is down, that area will be suggested as a surface parking lot that would 
be a great location for visitors to the Fine Arts Center. The yellow lines in slide #23 represent the wish to completely 
implement the complete street program and redesign the streets around campus to include bicycle lanes, safer 
conditions for pedestrians, and a sidewalk on the west side of Commonwealth Ave., which would create a safe 
pedestrian environment for users of the Recreation Center and residents of that side of campus that will continue to 
grow.  
 
Mr. Swinford encouraged the Senate to visit the Campus Planning website (umass.edu/cp), where there is an 
interactive survey known as the Master Plan Explorer that allows visitors to see specific projects and comment on 
them. There have been many great comments, and Campus Planning anticipates answering those comments in the 
final Master Plan. The comments will be condensed into common questions, which will be answered in—or may even 
change—the final draft. A document of the draft plan can also be downloaded on the website. If you prefer 
commenting on a hard copy, you can download the plan, mark it up, put it in campus mail, and your comments will 
be incorporated. Finally, of course, you can email or call campus planning directly.   
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34% 
Academic

32% 
Residential

6% 
Recreation

6% Student 
Life

18% Admin
4% Garages

Campus Total GSF  10.8Million
This space can accommodate 
approximately:

• 24,300 Students

• 8,000 Faculty/Staff

• 12,500 Beds
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Campus Total in 12.5M GSF 

37% 
Academic

31% 
Residential

6% 
Recreation

6% Student 
Life

16% Admin

5% Garages

This space can accommodate 
approximately:

• 28,000 Students

• 8,800 Faculty/Staff

• 14,000 Beds
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ACADEMIC 
• Bartlett Replacement Space (61,400 gsf)
• Hills Replacement Space (49,700 gsf)
• New Life Sciences (NLSB Phase 3) (148,000 gsf) 
• New Academic/ Student Life Building (55,000 gsf)
• New Building Bartlett Site ‐ (64,900 gsf) 
• New Physical Sciences (350,000 gsf) 
• Totman Addition (15,500 gsf)

CAMPUS LIFE 
• Student Union Addition/Hampden Renovations
• Disk Golf Course
•University Health Services Facility

SUPPORT
• Football Stadium Addition (38,400 gsf)
• Stadium Press Box (8,700 gsf) 
• Champion Center (49,500 gsf)
• Complete Streets Program Improvement 
• Hicks Pedestrian/Service Way
• Mullins Way Extension
• Electrical Substation
• Material Handling Facility
• Stockbridge Pedestrian Corridor
• Sustainable Energy Sources Solar
• Tilson Farm Structural Testing Facility
• West Lawn Improvement
• Parking Structure (670 Spaces)
• Parking Lot (280 Spaces)

Football Stadium Addition
Stadium Press Box Renovation

Electrical Sub Station

Solar Testing Facility
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