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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate called the 635th regular meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on December 2, 
2004 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A. ADDRESS BY JAMES CAHILL, DIRECTOR OF FACILITIES AND CAMPUS PLANNING 
 (see attached) 

 
QUESTIONS 
 
Senator Arthur Kinney, referring to one of Director Cahill’s slides which listed the Bartlett envelope and Goodell 
envelope as renovation projects, asked what an envelope was. 
 
Director Cahill responded that it is either something you put a letter in or it’s the enclosure around a building.  The 
envelope is what architects call the exterior skin of a building: the roof of a building, the exterior part of a building 
that keeps the weather out. 
 
Senator Juan Zamora  asked if we had enough money to do these projects. 
 
Director Cahill responded yes, we do.  The question is do we have enough money to do them in the way that we want 
to do them.  But yes, these are funded projects. 
 
Senator Zamora  then asked who had funded the projects. 
 
Director Cahill referred to his fourth slide and responded that it is a combination of state appropriations from the 
legislature, money that we borrowed through the Building Authority, and money that is annually allocated from the 
campus operating budget to support capital projects.  The vast majority of it is borrowed money. 
 
Senator Rutherford Platt was curious to know, with all the expertise on this campus regarding green approaches to 
architecture and landscape architecture/design, and the emphasis on green building design on campuses around the 
country, how much of that is being incorporated into the plans for these various improvements? 
 
Director Cahill replied that we are trying to incorporate green building concepts into every project that we are doing, 
particularly the major ones.  It is in our best interest to do so.  We have one LEAD certified architect on our own 
staff, who is involved in every one of these projects, who is forcing everybody to pay attention to these issues and that 
is why we have her associated with the projects.  Every architectural firm that we have hired to do the major 
construction has LEAD certified professionals on their staff and they are participating on the projects.  That was a 
requirement when we went into it. We are trying very hard to incorporate as many green building concepts in these 
projects as we can. 
 
Senator David Ostendorf noted that Eastman is difficult to cross for students coming from Sylvan.  Is there any 
thought and design into getting the new students who will be in the new housing safely across Eastman to the main 
campus: general pedestrian safety, tunnels, etc.? 
 
Director Cahill answered that pedestrian safety is always a top priority in developing any project or even in regards to 
safety on existing roads.  It’s a good question, and we are doing everything that we can.  There is no way to avoid 
developing the campus without crossing a street.  A lot of our developable property is on one side of a road or another 
from where students or faculty have to walk.  We are going to use all the modern technology that there is to provide 
warnings that pedestrians are crossing in a location.  We are not digging under the street with a tunnel and we are not 
putting a bridge over the street.  From our experience and experience of many other people, those types of 
approaches do not work that well, unless they are in the direct line that pedestrians flow in the course of least 
resistance.  We have a tunnel underneath the road on Commonwealth Ave nue and on Massachusetts Avenue and 
there are still people above the ground, walking in the road.  Rather than try to design and build expensive 
approaches that are not utilized, we are going to try and make it safe by other means.  We do have a Pedestrian 
Safety Committee that is meeting on a regular basis and paying attention to these issues. 
 
Senator Marta Calas asked where are we going to park? 
 
Director Cahill responded that that was a good question.  We are building buildings on parking lots because buildings 
and parking lots want to be in the same place.  We are not going to build a new parking garage.  We did consider it.  
We looked at it.  We looked at several options of building parking garages to replace the parking that will be 
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displaced as a result of the development, particularly with the Art Building and the Integrated Science Building, 
which are going on top of existing parking lots.  Instead, we have concluded that the approach that we will take is to 
replace the parking one-for-one on-site.  That is a challenge; it is not an easy thing to do, because, as we gobble up 
more real estate to build the buildings, it leaves less space to build parking.  We believe that we can get all of the 
parking that is displaced replaced on the site within the vicinity of where we take it out.  That is what our goal is.  
That may mean that we need to adjust the “siting” of the building slightly.  All of that is under design right now and 
we are doing everything we can to provide convenient, safe parking for everybody who currently parks on campus. 
 
Secretary May pointed out that a couple of years ago the Faculty Senate set up an Ad Hoc Committee on 
Sustainability.  One of the aspects of sustainability was green architecture and Facilities and Campus Planning was 
very responsive to it.  He then asked if Director Cahill had an estimate of how much of a percentage of additional cost 
is being placed on these buildings by this concern with green building. 
 
Director Cahill replied that you get di fferent answers depending on who you ask.  The advocates of green building will 
tell you that you can do it without any additional cost.  We haven’t been able to get the cost estimators to agree with 
that.  There will be some premium that you pay in initial costs, but it is offset a great deal by the savings in operating 
costs and that is easily established.  One of the things that we are doing with each of the design teams on each of these 
major projects is having some intense sessions—and each one of these have, so far, lasted all day—where we go 
through every single approach that we can take to introduce green concepts to the building that make sense, that we 
believe are cost effective, and that will gain us the greatest long -term savings and operational efficiency that we can.   

 
B. ANNUAL REPORT 
 

2003-2004 Annual Report of the Athletic Council, University of Massachusetts Amherst, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 
05-014. 
 
This report was received. 
 
REMARKS BY JOHN MCCUTCHEON, ATHLETIC DIRECTOR 
 
When Ernie asked me to come and meet you today, he suggested a couple of things that I might speak to, and they 
are: 1) Progress that the Athletic Department has made toward the Chancellor’s challenge from a year or so ago to 
become more self-sufficient as a department and make progress toward fielding more competitive teams, and 2) If I 
have been aware of any constraints that we may have here at UMass that are significantly different than other 
universities that I have been associated with in the country. 
 
Toward our making progress, over the first nine months that I have been here, we have spent a great deal of time 
looking at our infrastructure within the Athletic Department, trying to be as efficient as we possibly can.  We have 
looked at several areas and we have restructured our business operations and our business office has been set up 
differently.  Our accounting practices and budgeting process are being done differently.  We have looked at our 
sports medicine area, our sports information area, our academic support area, and our game conduct areas as well.  
These have resulted in some staffing changes; some staffing reductions and we think, in many cases, a more efficient 
structure within those areas.  We have also instituted some new policies within the departme nt.  We have a new 
student athlete code of conduct in place that was run through the Advisory Council and a new drug and alcohol 
testing policy for student athletes as well.  These are new programs within the department and I think they will be 
very beneficial to the best interests of our student athletes in the future.   
 
We have also spent a great deal of time looking at what our income potential is and where we have growth 
opportunities from the income side.  The good news is that I believe that we do have a great deal of opportunity to 
increase our revenue sources, both in terms of program generated revenue—these are the traditional things like ticket 
sales, corporate sponsorships, and those kind of things—and the way that we go about our advancement work.  
Traditionally, in the Athletic Department, most of the external contributions have come in through directed efforts of 
a coach or some help from administration toward augmenting a special need within a particular sport.  We have 
restructured our staff and our efforts toward raising annual funds to support scholarships, which is a critical piece 
for any athletic program, both in terms of finding the resources, and in terms of being competitive.  Through both 
those efforts, both restructuring and maximizing our use of our resources and identifying new resources that 
eventually will translate into more efficient and more competitive teams on the field by providing additional resources 
for our student athletes and coaches.  Our goal with this whole thing is to be as efficient with the resources we have 
and aggressive at identifying new resources and securing new resources as we can possibly be.   
 
When you look at an athletic department, in any particular sport, there really are certain building blocks that have to 
be in place in order for teams to be successful and for student athletes to get a good experience and for us to represent 
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the University in a positive fashion.  These start, really, with the institution itself.  Without a solid institutional 
infrastructure, regardless of what an athletic department does, it is going to be built on a rather shaky foundation, 
and in those regards, I have found here at UMass, we have a great story to tell.  We have a great institution; we are 
the state flagship institution.  It’s a great message to bring to prospective student athletes.  We have a history here of 
athletic achievement and one that we can now take and build upon. 
 
The other things you have to have are more tangible.  You need scholarship support.  You need positive and qualified 
coaching.  You need operational budgets which are adequate to get the job done.  You need support systems in place 
in terms of sports information, sports medicine, and academic support.  And you need facilities.  If you can fill all of 
those bills, chances are that you are going to be successful on the field and provide positive opportunities for your 
student athletes.  Where are we at the moment with UMass athletics?  Well, quite frankly, in those regards, it varies 
from sport to sport.  With some of our sports, we are in a fairly good position.  They are fairly well funded, their 
facilities are good, and our expectations for them are high and I think we are in position to succeed.  In other of our 
sports, it is not the same situation.  We have some sports whose facilities aren’t quite adequate, aren’t competitive 
with those that we compete against, whose operational budgets aren’t quite where they need to be, but probably the 
most glaring area where we are lacking at the moment is in terms of scholarship support.  We currently have a very 
significant challenge, particularly in terms of our gender-equity balance support, females to males.  This problem was 
a result of budget cuts and program elimination a few years ago which has led to an imbalance.  Our number one 
priority right now is to close the gap in scholarship support between men’s and women’s programs.  From there, if we 
are able to address that—and we will, one way or the other—we would look to provide additional support for some of 
our programs which aren’t quite at a level, again, with those we compete against. 
 
All in all, in terms of the second question, what challenges we may have here that other universities have, I really 
don’t think our challenges are all that different.  Everywhere there are budget constraints and facility needs.  It is not 
particular to athletics.  It is the same situation for every unit on campus, probably, and that has been my experience 
every place that I have been.  We will work as aggressively as we can to address those challenges, to do it in a way that 
minimizes our impact on campus, and hopefully, puts us in position to be a resource for campus, as well.  I’d be 
happy to entertain any questions that anybody may have, and then I’ll turn it over to Nelson Lacey and Carol Barr 
for the rest of the report. 
 
QUESTIONS 
 
Senator Brian O’Connor noted that in the past seven or eight years there seems to be a disconnect between some of the 
coaching staff and the rest of the University.  He didn’t know what the reason for that was or how to correct it, but he 
remembers that, in the past, there seemed to be more of a cooperation between many of the coaches and the rest of 
the University.  In the last few years, that connection has deteriorated to the point where some faculty would not be 
able to identify, let alone name, a coach.  It may be all right, but he suspects that this issue may be why attendance is 
so poor at athletic events. 
 
Director McCutcheon responded that he appreciated Senator O’Connor’s remarks and noted that there needs to be a 
positive relationship between the Athletic Department and the faculty.  In some regards, in certain situations, 
sometimes when coaches reach out to faculty members, certain faculty will view that as an intrusion, specifically “why 
are you messing in the business that is our charge, and are you trying to influence me to do something for you that is 
not appropriate?”  So, there is a delicate balance between being involved and bringing undue influence, but certainly 
it is one that can be handled.  The Athletic Department sends a message to their coaches that they need to be involved 
with their student athletes in areas other than just on the practice court or on the field.  They need to have a priority 
that is conveyed to the student athletes about why they are here, and that is to get their degrees and to get an 
education.  If they are not here for that reason, they have come to the wrong Athletic Department.  They do want to 
have that as a priority.  As such, they need to be  involved in their academic progress, show concern about their 
academic progress, and in some cases, make exceptions for their athletic needs, because of what they need to do 
academically.  He thinks if they bring that message consistently and find ways to involve faculty with their operations, 
and invite faculty down, they will see some of the challenges and things that student athletes have to deal with that the 
normal student does not.  Anything that they can do like that, to build that kind of tie, is invaluable and they would be 
open to any suggestions in that area. 
 
REMARKS BY NELSON LACEY, CO-CHAIR OF THE ATHLETIC COUNCIL 
 
Carol Barr and I are really happy to represent the Council and share the report of our activities over the last year.  
We are blessed with a very active Council.  The full text of the subcommittee reports are in the attachments to the 
final report.  You all have those.  Hopefully, if you are interested, you had taken a look.  I just want to point out that 
all the subcommittee work is in the report.   
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Just to give you a brief snapshot of what we do.  We meet once a month.  We always invite a representative of the 
Athletic Department—it is usually a coach or an administrator —and I had not planned on talking about the coach 
aspect, but since Brian brought it up, I just wanted to say that whenever we have invited a coach to come to our 
Council meetings, they have come.  We have had a chance to meet all of our coaches of the twenty-three, 
intercollegiate varsity sports we have on the campus.  It never ceases to amaze us when the coaches come, because we 
are really impressed with them talking about their philosophy, but we also have to be impressed with their ability to 
produce results on the field.  I don’t want to get too much into what is happening on the field.  Let’s just say that 
when it comes to things like facilities, as an A-10 representative of the Conference, we are just not in competition in a 
lot of areas.   
 
I’ll just give you one example: track and field.   We are an A-10 representative  that not only does not have an indoor 
track—and that is not that uncommon, because not every school has an indoor track—but for many years, we did not 
even have an outdoor track.  So here we are, a school trying to recruit good athletes and we don’t have any facility for 
them in any weather, either good or  bad weather.  And what makes that just a little more complicated is that Amherst 
College, unfortunately, also doesn’t have an indoor track.  We don’t have anything in this valley to have competitive 
meets in the wintertime for our track athletes.  As for scholarships, which John had mentioned, sometimes we are 
below, sometimes significantly below, our competition and what they allow.  Just so you know, the Conference allows 
a number of scholarships.  It is up to the school to fund them and, a lot of time, we don’t fund them to the same extent 
of our competition.  I wanted to put a plug in for the coaches.  In my estimation, I think that they are doing a pretty 
good job.  
 
We also invite to our meetings some representatives from campus.  We have been fortunate to have the Chancellor 
come once a year and we invite many of the Vice Chancellors and we have had almost all Vice Chancellors 
represented at our Council.  I don’t want to get too far into our agenda items, just to mention some of the main 
highlights from last year.  We did have an Athletic Director search.  That was unexpected.  We didn’t think that was 
going to be the case going into last year, but we did.  We are very happy that we were able to convince John 
McCutcheon to come here.  Also last year, we had presented to us a NCAA divisional membership report on football.  
We are very concerned about off-the-field issues related to our student athletes.  We talk a lot on our Council about 
advising of our student athletes.  We made some significant progress there last year by engaging the Academic Deans 
to get their colleges and schools more involved in making sure that everyone of our student athletes gets advising not 
only from the Athletic Department, but also from their academic department.  We talked about registration.  We are 
concerned about our student athletes not being able, sometimes, to work out their schedules given that they have to 
practice usually at the same time in a season and that creates some issues.  Other issues discussed included graduation 
rates, facilities, and the recreation center.   
 
I was excited when Jim put up his first [building] slide because I thought it was a Recreation Center.  It turned out it 
was the Physical Plant Building.  It looked a little bit like a Recreation Center.  We were active in trying to get a 
Recreation Center on this campus.  This isn’t just an Athletic Department issue, this is a student issue.  I don’t know 
how much you travel around to see other colleges, but I think that one thing that you will be struck by if you do 
that—and I am not just talking about Division I schools—is that most of these places have great facilities for students 
to work out and participate in sports and we just don’t have that.  We have been pushing for a Recreation Center and 
we were excited because we were on the front burner on this issue not too long ago, but, unfortunately, the budget 
cuts that hit, I think it was two years ago, took the Recreation Center from the front burner, I thought to the back 
burner, but as I watched Jim present all the things the campus will be doing in the next ten years, I didn’t see 
anything about a Recreation Center up there.  That is unfortunate.  We will continue to push the administration to 
think about that.  We just believe that it is an important issue.  Those are the things we talk about, you have our 
report, and Carol and I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. 
 
QUESTIONS 
 
Senator Richard Bogartz asked if the Council fantasizes about how things might be if we didn’t have the football team. 
 
Professor Lacey responded that they have never fantasized about that.  The Council does not talk about what they 
would do as an Athletic Department, if UMass didn’t have a football team.  He then asked if there was something else 
that Senator Bogartz was asking? 
 
Senator Bogartz replied that he didn’t have anything secret or unobvious about it.  He was just thinking in terms of 
the resources that go into football.  We are losing money in football.  What could you do with that, if you didn’t have 
football as this drain? 
 
Senator David Ostendorf added that football is half the budget and it’s all of the scholarships, and gender equity, all of 
those issues are tied to football.  Are there constraints from alumni or Trustees that drive this issue in this program? 
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Professor Lacey responded if the question to the Council is, is that an agenda item for us to consider, dropping our 
intercollegiate football program, the answer is no, that has not been an agenda item. 
 
Director McCutcheon responded that it is really a long conversation, but the football program does have a large 
budget, to be sure.  It has a large number of participants as well.  If you look at Title IX and gender equity these days, 
it is judged by your balance of males to females, undergraduate population.  In those regards, our participation 
numbers are right where they need to be and that is with having eighty-five male participants on the football team.  
So, if we drop football, unless we drop an equal number of female participants, our gender equity numbers would be 
off.  If we are going to keep all of our women’s sports and have a broad-based program like we would like to do at 
this size of an institution, we’d have to replace the football players with other male participants.  If you take the 
football program and add up the costs, ascribe directly attributable income from ticket sales, donations to that 
particular sport, and divide it by the number of participants, you’ll find that the cost per participant of football at 
this institution isn’t all that dramatically different from what the average cost of a participant is.  None of our 
programs make more money than it costs to run the sport.   
 
You might be surprised to know that where we are right now, probably our most expensive sport to offer, per 
participant, is women’s basketball, because of the high ratio of coaches to players, the high ratio of scholarships to 
players, and the relatively little income that comes in associated with that s port.  If you cost out the cost-per-
participant, football really isn’t the overwhelming challenge that a lot of people think it to be.  Does it have a large 
budget?  Yes, but it would be the same, relatively speaking, if you added hockey plus baseball plus two or three other 
men’s sports to have the same number of participants.  That is one piece of information.  The other thing is that if you 
drop football, there is no guarantee that those resources would be there to transfer over to another sport.  Obviously, 
you would lose the income associated with gifts, you would lose the income associated with ticket sales, and you would 
lose some intangibles that come with football: things like opportunities for the marching band, opportunities for 
homecoming and other events that are associated with that, that just would be lost.  So there are some things 
particular to football that you really can’t put a price on either.  It’s been a traditional sport here.  There was a study 
done two years ago that validated to the University that, for the time being, we should remain at the competitive end 
of 1AA with our football program and that is where we have it positioned and that is what we are trying to do. 
 
Secretary May added that another answer has to do with the way that we are viewed by the Trustees and the state 
government.  This is the flagship campus, but as we know, not every program of high value gets placed on this 
campus: the Medical School is placed in Worcester, and it looks like a law school will be placed someplace else in the 
state.  From the point of the view of the Trustees and probably the state government, this is where they have the 
flagship athletic program, and if we were to give up an important aspect of that, such as the football program, they 
would probably put it somewhere else.  He then pointed out that the campus would probably not enjoy that process. 
 
Senator W. C. Conner noted that when he attends football games, we always have twice as many players as any team 
that we are pl aying.  We have about eighty-five and they have about forty, forty-five.  Maybe it has to do with the 
possibility that the visiting team does not bring all of its players.  It seems like we have a fair number of people that 
we are suiting up and that we are supporting, but who don’t ever go on the field.  He wondered if we could save 
money and be a bit more selective if we had a fewer number of players. 
 
Director McCutcheon responded that it would look different at an away game.  The numbers would be reversed. 
 
Senator O’Connor said that he encouraged the Council not to give up on the Recreation Center.  He remembers, as a 
Senate Delegate to the Board, how excited several Trustees were about two or three years ago and it did seem as 
though this was on a freight train.  They were going to build this come hell or high water, and Professor Lacey is 
right, it died.  The student trustees were in very strong support of this.  A significant number of problems which 
develop during the weekends, especially in the fall and the spring, would certainly be alleviated if the students had 
somewhere else to go to blow off steam.  This is a very important issue. 
 
Professor Lacey responded that they would not give up and noted that Vice Chancellor Gargano might have an 
interest in this as well.  He pointed out that they surveyed students about eight years ago, through the Student Affairs 
Research Office, and there was strong support of our student body to do something in that area.  If you look at our 
competition, we compete for students who look at other state universities in New England or other places, and it is not 
good.  That is an area that we really have to provide some priority to.   
 



6 

C. ANNUAL REPORT 
 

Annual Report of the University Writing Committee 2003-2004, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 05-015. 
 

This report was received. 
 
Secretary May noted that he remembered that the Faculty Senate had recommended a Writing Center last year and 
he understood that it had been implemented to some degree.  He was wondering if the Writing Committee or the 
Deputy Provost wanted to report on that. 
 
Professor Genevieve Chandler, Chair of the University Writing Committee responded that there is a small office that has 
the Writing Center in it.  They had met with the Chancellor about a year ago and he suggested that they come up 
with a proposal that would be attractive to a donor who was interested in writing.  That was what they were thinking 
about.  They were trying to have a larger vision.  They looked at benchmark schools.  They tried to come up with 
what they thought would be the best for their students.  That is how they came up with their proposal.  
 

D. NEW BUSINESS 
  

1. Special Report of the University Advancement Council concerning A Campus-Based Campaign Planning 
Process, as presente d in Sen. Doc. No. 05-016 with Motion No. 12-05. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Campus-Based Campaign Planning Process, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
12-05  No. 05-016. 
 

This motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
DISCUSSION OF MOTION 
 
Professor Joseph Bartolomeo, Chair of the University Advancement Council remarked that the Council had a meeting 
about a month ago with the Chancellor because of some concerns that were raised about how the Capital Campaign 
priorities would be shared and communicated and how feedback would be solicited from the faculty.  It was a very 
productive meeting and this report is a result of that.  The Chancellor and Vice Chancellor put this together as a 
result of their conversation and it seems to the Council to be a very workable method of communicating and soliciting 
response.  It is, in many ways, analogous to what the Chancellor did with the budget cuts when he put everything 
online and invited response.  He promises to respond individually to each email.  In addition, there would be School 
and College meetings for the individual units.  Plans are already underway for those.  In fact this week, he was in 
contact with the Vice Chancellor who is setting aside time on various people’s calendars to be able to make those 
presentati ons in the spring. 

 
2. Special Report of the General Education Council concerning A Recommended General Education 

Designation, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 05-017 with Motion No. 13-05. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the General Education designation “PS” for PHYSICS 190E, as presented 
13-05  in Sen. Doc. No. 05-017. 

 
This motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1. Chief Information Officer 
 
Deputy Provost John Cunningham provided an update on registration on behalf of John Dubach, Chief Information 
Officer.  It is ongoing.  At the moment, the technology is holding up.  Registrations are about the same as this point 
last year for the spring semester.  We have 14,369 undergraduates who have successfully begun their registrations, 
taking up 82,500 seats, which is fourteen credits per undergraduate.  There are almost 1,100 sections completely 
closed.  He predicts that the discussion will move from the technology of SPIRE to the capacity of seats on SPIRE as 
we move forward. 
 
2. Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance 

 
Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance Joyce Hatch commented that she noticed on the front page of The 
Collegian today a motion taken at the Student Government Association to urge that all elevators are inspected in a 
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timely fashion.  She wanted to dispel a rumor and get across to people that, for all elevators that she can verify 
(housing has a separate contract), all certificates of inspection are up to date.  Some certificates in some of the 
elevators may look as if they are expired, but what they do is keep the certificates on file at the Physical Plant 
because, over the years, there has been vandalism where the certificates have been removed.  If you do see any that 
are expired, they do have up-to-date certificates of inspection for all the elevators. 

 
3. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 

 
Secretary May pointed out that the final Faculty Senate meeting of the semester will be on December 16th.  It is quite a 
full agenda.  As usual, Councils and Committees get a lot of business done in the course of the semester and it all 
comes in on the last meeting.  We will also be having a short talk by Sharon Fross, our new Vice Chancellor for 
University Outreach and Director of Continuing Education. 
 

F. QUESTION PERIOD 
 

Senator Bogartz noted that, with respect to the elevator certificates, his guess is that the law requires that they be 
posted in some obvious way.   
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch responded that one thing that is underway is to put a notice in all the elevators that there are 
updated certificates and where they are housed so that the originals do not get torn down. 
  
Senator Platt commented that on his way to the Faculty Senate meeting, he noticed that the ramp to the Fine Arts 
Center on North Pleasant Street looks likes it is practically detached from the building.  He thought that someone 
would probably want to take a look at it. 
 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson responded that he assumed that a member of the administration would take note of 
Senator Platt’s concern. 
 
Senator Calas had a question about the process for cross-listing courses.  She has heard that you need a special 
dispensation for it. 
 
Vice Provost Cunningham responded that it turns out that the process in the Scheduling Office for cross-listing the 
courses is  a cumbersome one and caused that Office to ask what is the basis for needing to cross-list courses.  The 
Provost’s Office then sent out, to all people with cross-listed courses, a question about what is the true basis and need 
to cross-list their course.  They received a lot of responses saying that there is a basis and need, and now is not the 
time to ask, because it was mid-October.  They have tabled the question for now, but at some point, he thinks they’ll 
be asking, “What is it to cross-list a course and what would be the basis for that decision?” 
 
Senator Calas responded that this issue is very important, because cross-listing a course is an academic matter, and it 
should be discussed in the proper academic setting.  The decision about this issue should not be decided due to 
technology issues. 
 
Vice Provost Cunningham responded that technology spurred the question and the policy of cross-listing would be 
nice to review. 
 
Secretary May responded that he agreed with Senator Calas that technology should not drive the curriculum, but 
having had to deal with the issue of cross-listing on a number of occasions, the last Faculty Senate report, from the 
Academic Matters Council, which was adopted, actually discourages cross-listing and provides four or five hoops that 
have to be jumped through in order to get a course cross-listed.  Courses can be cross-listed and have been, but we 
discourage it for a variety of reasons because it is unclear what department is responsible for the course and it makes 
it difficult to allocate the students and the faculty teaching time.  There are a number of things, and he suggested that 
the matter be taken back to the Academic Matters Council because the Registrar’s restrictive attitude toward cross-
listing derives from a Faculty Senate’s approved report by the Academic Matters Council.  Maybe that needs to be 
revised, but it does have a basis in Faculty Senate legislation. 
 
Senator Calas noted that it is important that we realize that some of these issues were perhaps considered unnecessary 
when we were strictly dividing the world according to discipline, but the way it has evolved is that more and more 
interdisciplinary work is happening.  Additionally, it is important not to be academically restricted by bureaucracy 
and the role of technology in bureaucracy here at the University. 
 
Secretary May asked if he could take her comment as a request that the Academic Matters Council review the current 
policy. 
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Senator Calas said yes, absolutely. 
 
Vice Provost Cunningham commented that he agreed that, as we get more and more interdisciplinary, that is a good 
thing and in the future, perhaps , we would not need to cross-list because there would not be any stigma for an 
education person to take a psychology course, and we would not have to cross-list it with education and psychology, 
but just have it listed under psychology. 
 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson remarked that sometimes that is a matter of an upper division elective.  It might be 
required in one department as opposed to another department. 
 
Vice Provost Cunningham responded that they meet in the same room, at the same time, with the same professor, and 
have the same number; but it could be either Education 581 or Psychology 580.  If there is a legitimate reason, we 
should do it.  If there isn’t, maybe we shouldn’t. 

 
 
 
The 635th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 4:54 p.m. on December 2, 2004. 
The proceedings of this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
From the 635th meeting of the Faculty Senate held on December 2, 2004. 

 
ADDRESS BY JAMES CAHILL, DIRECTOR OF FACILITIES AND CAMPUS PLANNING 

(please see attached Power Point presentation) 
 

Each year I bring an update of the Capital Plan to your group as well as to other groups.  I will hit the highlights of the 
Capital Plan.  We have progressed since the last presentation. 
 
It has been in the papers that we have a five -year Capital Plan: about $547 million that we plan on spending on new 
construction as well as repairs and renovations to existing buildings on the campus.  It will go to support the academic mission, 
student life, and deferred maintenance infrastructure projects.  The third slide shows the project types.  We try to balance the 
plan.  We always need to build new buildings, to support new initiatives, new technology, and the academic mission.  We 
always have to spend money to repair buildings, because they depreciate and they wear out.  Information technologies are a 
major expense in any capital plan as well as renovations, which includes compliance.  As time goes by, we are required to keep 
buildings up to code.  We try to balance the Plan to cover all of those expenditures.   
 
With respect to new funding sources, it is the same pie chart that you have seen before.  We use some of our own money that 
we carve out of the operating budget to do capital work.  We borrow money through the Building Authority.  We hope to get 
money consistently from the legislature, through state appropriations, and we typically do.  We try to raise outside money.  
One new thing that is going on now is ESCO.  That is the energy service contract that we have that is aimed at doing repairs 
primarily to campus infrastructure, as well as some building systems , to achieve energy savings in the future.   
 
As far as new construction, this is the same as last year although we have made  progress on some of these projects.  This slide 
shows you the campus map and each of the projects.  Central Heating Plant: we are in design development and that phase is 
almost complete .  In fact, we have already selected some of the major equipment: the boilers and the gas turbine that will 
produce electricity are already pre-bid.  This spring, we hope to get bids on the infrastructure part of it.  That part will involve 
digging up a portion of the campus by the existing steam plant where the steam distribution system is.  We need to do a lot of 
work there with valves and piping in anticipation of the new trunk line coming from the plant.  We are on schedule right now 
to complete this heating plant in 2007 before the heating season of 2007-2008.  You can see what it will potentially look like.  
We are still working on the design.  This is a schematic level.  We have a lot of discussions left about the details of the building.  
We are trying very hard to make it look different from a field house, not that a field house looks bad, but we would like it to 
look like a central heating plant.  There is no real typical building type, other than that they tend to look industrial and we are 
trying to avoid that.  What you see here is a lot of glass that faces the south, where you will be able to see the building from the 
long view.  The architects who are designing the building—and we agree with them—believe that, rather than try to hide all of 
this equipment, it is a good idea to open it up.  Certainly glass lets light into the building, which is a good thing.  In addition, 
you will be able to see some of the equipment as you approach the building.   
 
One of our most exciting projects, at least from my perspective, is the student housing project that we are moving forward 
with.  We are planning 1,500 beds.  The area you are looking at is Sylvan, Eastman Lane, and Totman.  The proposal on the 
table, for which we  have approval, is to locate 860 beds  in the first phase of the project to the west of Sylvan.  There are several 
strong reasons for this particular site.  We have looked at several different sites.  For example, we looked at the Orchard Hill 
ridge.  We felt that, after laying the structures out on the site, it was a bit remote from the campus.  We were trying to find a 
clever way to make it feel closer to the campus through pathways to the center of campus, but it wasn’t working very well, so 
we looked at some alternative sites.  We arrived at the conclusion that this is one of the best locations for phase one of the 
project, to locate it near Sylvan and create a large community of housing and reinforce the pathways where people currently 
travel to the center of campus from Sylvan.  We are hoping to build some sort of community building that is independent from 
the new housing, so that it will be used by people both in Sylvan and in the new housing.  We felt strongly that this is the 
proper site.  It also happens to be a site where we feel confident that we can complete the first phase on schedule, which is to 
have it open and ready for residency in the fall of 2006.  This is the most aggressive schedule of any project that we are 
working on currently.  We are on schedule to meet that deadline. 
 
We are planning to build on the ridge in Phase two, so that there is some relationship between the first phase and the second 
phase and Sylvan.  Then this all becomes one large community of students.   These are envisioned to be four-story buildings, 
apartment-style housing, with four beds per unit and single rooms.  We are in schematic design and moving very quickly.   
 
One of the things that we have done in the last year is to have group meetings with the designers, because of the amount of 
development that we are doing along North Pleasant Street.  We have an Integrated Science Building, renovations to Skinner 
Hall for nursing, an Art Building, and we are proposing a new auditorium.  We brought all of the designers together in two 
charettes where we have had some very intense cooperative sessions with the designers, in looking at this as a region we are 
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developing, not just looking at building sites inde pendently, because we are going to affect the east side of campus to a greater 
extent than the campus has experienced since the late 60s.  We felt it was important to look at this entire region.  The result of 
that right now is that we believe that the proper response to this development is to close Stockbridge Road.  This is not 
necessarily a new idea.  We have been talking about it for at least ten years, specifically that it would be both desirable and 
possible to do this.  In order to do it, we feel strongly that we are going to have to connect Thatcher Way and Infirmary Way 
as a through street once we close Stockbridge Road to through traffic and convert it to a pedestrian way.  There is enough 
going on in this region to warrant a through street to connect this part of campus to the north and south parts of campus.  We 
are having a lot of conversations about whether it should be two-way traffic or one-way traffic also, and what is the impact of 
the traffic, particularly at the connection to North Pleasant Street and eventually down to its connection with Eastman Lane. 
We have oodles of consultants working on this, traffic engineers and others, so that we can insure that we are doing the right 
thing for the campus.   
 
This is a lot of work and one the things that the campus needs to prepare for is the disruption.  All of these projects are going 
to overlap; all of these projects are going to go into construction simultaneously.  It is going to be exciting for those of us who 
are building, but it is going to be a problem for those of us who travel, particularly east-west, because this entire area will be 
encumbered.  We would very much like to let the road project out earlier, so that we are not totally shutting down the east end 
of campus, but we are not in total control of all of those things either.  We have to coordinate all of these things and there is a 
lot of utility infrastructure associated with this as well, so parts of the in-between space will be dug up as well.  And I’m 
changing my phone number! 
 
The Integrated Science Building is in schematic design.  This is a major project that most of you have heard of before.  We are 
going to, hopefully, be able to build 140,000 square feet, primarily chemistry and life science teaching laboratories, along with 
support space, as well as a 250- or 300-seat auditorium.  We are not sure if we can afford the 300 seats or whether it will be 
250 seats.  Those are the things that we are working out through the design phase.  What you are seeing here is the building as 
it would be laid out.  We are still working out the schematic design.  It is not settled yet, but this is the configuration that we 
are working on now.  It is laid out in this way because we are interested in sharing a service drive with the Dining Commons 
for the sake of efficiency, and so that we are not putting service roads all over the place; we already have one there.  It makes 
sense to utilize it for the new building.  It also allows us to emphasize and reinforce the Stockbridge Road pedestrian way and 
create a plaza at the entry way to relate back to the campus.  These are all architectural responses to what exists in the current 
pedestrian flow on the campus.  While we are not sure that this is going to be the end result, this is where we are right now and 
it certainly makes sense to configure the building in this way.  It is envisioned to be four stories and located close to North 
Pleasant Street.  The target completion date is 2008; we are on schedule currently to meet that date. 
 
The Art Building will be located across from the existing Fine Arts Center.  We are currently looking at a 55,000 square foot 
facility for the studio arts.  We are in the programming phase right now, sorting out the program for the building and the cost.  
Hopefully we will complete this project by 2007.  We are on schedule to do that. 
 
One of the things that we are faced with in developing these projects, however, is a very hot construction market.  We are 
seeing projects come in very high now.  The cost of steel has gone up forty percent in the last year.  As a matter of fact, the 
price of steel has gone up in the past year to a greater extent than it has in the previous thirty years.  The escalation is intense.  
That means simply that anything to which a magnet sticks is going to be more expensive  and there is a lot of that material in 
buildings.  We are seeing an escalation running at about eleven percent a year in the construction market right now.  Two 
years ago, it was three percent a year.  We are going to be dealing with that as we have fixed budgets on these projects. 
 
Nursing Renovations:  This is a renovation of Skinner Hall which is located on North Pleasant Street adjacent to Morrill to the 
north.  This is about 57,000 square feet of space.  It will be a complete renovation of the existing building and an addition on 
the east side of the building.  The completion date for this project is 2007.  We are on schedule to complete it by that date. 
 
Berkshire Dining Commons:  The plan here is to renovate and modernize Berkshire Dining Commons and provide the 
students with modern food service choices, as well as make the servery and the kitchen more efficient and reduce costs for the 
delivery of those services.  We are hoping to achieve that.  The current estimate for this project is around $10 million.  We had 
hoped to do it for $5 million, but we are not going to be able to do that.  The target completion date is 2006.  This is a 
particularly challenging project, because we have to renovate it at the same time that we have to feed all of the students.  We 
are not going to be able to feed them in this building while it is under renovations, so we are hoping to be able to do it by 
closing it only for one semester.  That is going to be a challenge. 
 
New Auditorium:  If you have read the same newspapers in which the Capital Plan has been published, you have also heard 
about the goal of increasing enrollment on campus by about 1,500 students over the next several years.  We know that we need 
additional teaching space (as well as housing).  We have the approval to develop a new state-of-the-art lecture hall that seats 
500.  We have looked at two sites.  One is to the south of the Knowles building and west of Goessmann and the other is to the 
south of Hasbrouk across from Skinner.  We are recommending that we build it on the second location.  It is a slope site.  It 
accommodates the auditorium nicely.  It is in a good location: it is on a major pedestrian flow and close to student services.  It 
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provides a 500-seat auditorium in the North end of campus.  We have one on the South end of campus with Mahar.  The intent 
was to provide a large teaching venue in the North.  We believe that this is a very cost-effective site.  The completion date is 
targeted for late 2006.  We are struggling to maintain that schedule for this project. 
 
Track and Field:  Because we are building a new central heating plant on top of the old track, we are going to need to build a 
new one.  Where the softball field is currently, next to the soccer field, is where we are going to develop the new track venue.  
We did a master plan several years ago that included all of these projects and this completes that particular sector of the plan.  
We will have a new venue for NCAA track.  We hope to complete that by fall 2005.  We are on track to do that, no pun 
intended. 
 
We have a multitude of other renovation projects.  I am not going to read them all off, but I will give a few highlights.  We 
have a grant request in to the National Institutes of Health to renovate several laboratory floors of the Graduate Research 
Center.  This is our third attempt.  Hopefully, the third time is the charm and we will get the grant.  We believe that we will. 
We are pretty optimistic that we will finally get the grant.  That is about an $8 million renovation project to provide modern 
laboratory facilities for biochemistry.  We have some ADA projects including a new elevator in the Student Union.  We have 
repair projects to Goodell and the Bartlett façade.  The façade on Bartlett is crumbling, and we need to repair it; we need to 
replace it.  We hope to replace the concourse down at Southwest.  That is also crumbling and deteriorating and has been for 
several years.   
 
The Library Deck replacement is currently underway.  Anyone who walks through the center of campus has been 
inconvenienced by that project.  When it is done—we are replacing the entire deck around the Library—we are going to plant 
some trees to provide some shade, along with some seating for pedestrians.  We are going to develop the north end, which is a 
bit of a mess.  We are going to try to provide a nice transition between the Library, a major pedestrian path, and the area in 
front of the Student Union.  This project, unfortunately, has been delayed.  It was targeted to be compl eted by now, but we ran 
into a lot of weather problems this summer.  We had a lot of rain.  While I think that we are putting a good system in place, 
the system that we are putting down has to be rolled on—it is a liquid that you roll on—it is very tough, it is durable, it is 
flexible so it moves with the concrete when it moves, and that is all great stuff, but it can’t be done when the concrete is wet.  In 
fact, it can’t be done for several days after we have had rain.  This summer, we had plenty of rain while the project was 
underway, and the contractor spent much of his time patching up the current work so that it wouldn’t leak into the Library, 
and we fell behind schedule, unfortunately.  The current target completion date is spring of next year.   
 
I mentioned the Southwest concourse.  Anyone who has been around Southwest knows how deteriorated the plaza areas are 
there.  They have been patched, the patches have been patched, and the patches on the patches have been patched.  Now, it is 
time to replace it.  We are in the planning phase now; I am not committing to a schedule at this point.   
 
Many of these projects are academic.  A large focus in this Capital Plan is directly connected to the academic mission.  Just to 
show that we are actually completing some things: in 2004, we completed the Engineering Lab, and the Morrill Science Center 
fourth floor renovation for Derek Lovely and his research project is almost complete.  Morrill biology labs and Mullins’ locker 
room are completed.  The Fine Arts Center plaza is finally done.  We relocated Sports Management from Skinner to the 
Isenberg School of Management.   
 
Those are the highlights of the Capital Plan.  I went through it very quickly, I realize, but I know you are all busy people and 
you have heard much of this before.  I wanted to bring you up to date on where we were.  I would be happy to answer any and 
all questions that you may have about the projects. 
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Information Information 
TechnologyTechnology
$5 million, $5 million, 

1%1%

Capital Plan FY 2005 - 2009 
by Project Type

New ConstructionNew Construction
$193 million,$193 million,

35%35%

Deferred MaintenanceDeferred Maintenance
$173 million,$173 million,

32%32%

RenovationRenovation
$163 million, $163 million, 

30%30%

Capital Plan
FY05-09

$547 million

Code ComplianceCode Compliance
$13 million,$13 million,

2%2%

Central
Heating Plant 

$98 M

ESCO
$43 M
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ESCOESCO
$43 million, $43 million, 

8%8%

Capital Plan FY 2005 - 2009
by Funding Source

UMAUMA
$107 million, $107 million, 

19%19%

State GOState GO
$38 million, 7%$38 million, 7%

UMBAUMBA
$349 million,$349 million,

64%64%

Central
Heating Plant

$98 M

ExternalExternal
$10 million, 2%$10 million, 2%

Capital Plan
FY05-09

$547 million
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New Major Construction

Integrated Science 
Building – Phase 1

District Chiller 
Plant

Art Building

Central Heating 
Plant

New Track & 
Field Facility

New Student 
Apartments

New 500-seat 
Auditorium

Berkshire Dining 
Common Nursing – Skinner 

Renovations
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Central Heating Plant

10 mega-watt plant to produce 
electricity and steam for entire 
campus

Will produce five times more 
electricity than current output

Natural gas & oil

Status: Design Development

Target Completion: 2007
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Undergraduate Housing

1,500 beds for 
undergraduate 
students
Four story buildings, 
apartment suite 
arrangement
Status: Schematic 
Design
Target Completion: 
2006 (Phase 1)
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N. Pleasant St. Developments

Integrated Science 
Building

Skinner Hall Renov. 
School of Nursing Art BuildingNew 

Auditorium

Thatcher & Infirmary Way Connection 
with replacement parking

North Pleasant St

Infirmary Way

Thatcher W
ay
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Integrated Science Building

140,000 SF for Chemistry & Biological 
Science, including 250-seat lecture 
hall, labs for teaching & research

Status: Schematic Design

Target Completion: 2008
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Art Building

55,000 SF instructional, individual 
& group studios for two- and 
three-dimensional design

Status: Programming

Target Completion: 2007
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Nursing Renovations

Renovation of Skinner Hall for 
Nursing program
Includes small addition on east 
side of building
Status: Design Development 
Targeted Completion: 2007
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Berkshire Dining Common Renovations

Renovation of dining common 
in Southwest Residential Area

Status: Schematic Design

Target Completion: 2006
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New Auditorium

State-of-the-art general 
purpose 500-seat lecture hall

Status: Planning –
investigating potential sites

Target Completion: 2006
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New Track and Field

New track site adjacent to 
existing soccer and softball 
fields 

Status: Construction 
Documents

Target Completion: 2005
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Other Renovation Projects

SW Concourse 
Replacement

DuBois Library 
Interior Repairs

Campus Center 
Repairs

Hotel & Tourism 
Management  
Renovations

Lederle NIH Lab 
Renovations

Orchard Hill FP/ 
Emer. Lighting

Library Deck  
Replacement

Student Union 
Elevator

Energy Services Contract

Goessmann Fire 
Alarm

Morrill Science Ctr:
Fire Alarm
Elec. Service – Ph. 2
Lab Safety Renov.

Goodell Envelope

Bartlett Envelope

Campus Fire Alarm Loop

Totman Elevator
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Library Deck Replacement

Replacement of concrete plaza 
surface
New tree planters, seating, 
pedestrian access 
Status: Construction
Target Completion: 2004
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Southwest Concourse

Replacement of deteriorating 
concrete in existing concourse 

Status: Planning
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Academic Projects

Nursing – Skinner Renovation

Turf Research Facility 
(South Deerfield)

Art Building

Integrated Science Building

LGRC NIH Lab Renovation

Engineering Antennae Center

Hasbrouck 3 Lab Renovation

Engineering Research Center

Auditorium Building
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Projects Completed in 2004

ISOM Sports Mgmt
$1.5 million

Engineering Lab 2
$25 million

Morrill Science Center
4th Floor – Lovley Lab
$5 million

Mullins Locker Rooms
$1.8 million

Morrill 327 Biology Lab
$500,000

Fine Arts Center Plaza
$2.3 million
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Questions & Comments ...
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