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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson called the 640th regular meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on April 7, 2005 at 3:30 p.m. in 
Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A. ADDRESS BY JOYCE HATCH, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR ADMINISTRATION  
 AND  FINANCE 

(see attached) 
 

QUESTIONS 
 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson asked if the decrease in faculty size reflected in the general decreases in the general fund uses 
base? 
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch responded right, of the $20 million of actual budget cuts to the campus, a big piece of the faculty loss 
came through the early retirements and that is reflected there, even though the Provost received, she thinks, 65% of the costs 
back. The difference is reflected there. 
 
Senator Brian O’Connor asked a question regarding slide 6, in the first box, the fourth line, “CE” he assumes that stands for 
Continuing Education.  Does Continuing Education give a lot of money to the General Fund?  
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch responded, no, that fiscal year 2006 will be the first year there will be a contribution.  The Continuing 
Education operation is about $15 million and growing.  It’s great, distance learning is growing.  This is the first time that there 
is an actual formulaic projection for a contribution to the general fund, starting in fiscal year 2006—hopefully around a 
million dollars. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson had a question regarding the Old Chapel.  He thought that we had spent millions of dollars 
renovating it. 
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch explai ned that this happened before she was involved. She believes that essentially we put our finger in 
the dike.  They were concerned about the integrity of the envelope—as there were things falling from the building—and just 
protecting that.  There are a lot of other building code violations that need be addressed before someone can go in.  They still 
are concerned about protecting the envelope of the building. 
 
Senator W.C. Conner had a question about the new heating plant.  She said that we are going to put $42 million into the 
heating plant that uses $2 million a year of energy.  That does not sound like a very good investment. 
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch explained that the $42 million was the energy conservation contract.  We have a contract with Johnson 
Control to do all the energy conservation measures on campus, so all the lights on campus will be changed, all the toilets, the 
steam line repair. 
 
Senator Conner asked about the utility costs per year of $2.5 million. 
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch explained that that was the increase.  Our utility costs are actually over $20 million.  The increases per 
year are $2.5 million.  That is on top of the $20 million in utility costs annually.  These are the increases each year to show you 
where the new money is going.  Actually, the $42 million energy contract will pay for itself in two years.  In two years, we will 
be able to pay the debt and the debt is over ten years.  At that time, it will actually free up $5 million for the campus. 
 
Senator Conner asked what the cost difference would be between using gas and coal. 
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch answered that it would be about a $3 million increase, if we were not doing other things to bring that 
down.   
 
Senator Conner noted that we are actually increasing our utility cost by $3 million a year with the conversion to gas. 
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch confirmed that this was the case; however, we have no choice because you cannot build a new coal 
plant. 
 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate Ernest May noted that every year we have items which seem to be  under the category of one-
time uses or unexpected things, such as this year, we have the Diversity Commission; we are hiring several deans which is 
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going to be expensive; there are opportunities in terms of research.  Basically, the kind of things for which we expect the 
Chancellor to have a drawer full of money to be able to support centrally.  Where is the line for that?  
 
Vice Chancellor Hatch replied that actually the one-time uses next year are pretty much accounted for.  We are still paying all 
the early retirement payments over three years and the last one is over four years.  There is a small amount there still.  The 
Campus runs with a million dollar contingency, which is nothing, actually.  The answer is there is not much. 
 
B. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 1. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 

Secretary Ernest May was happy to report that our fingerprints are not on the defeat of the law school proposal.  
Secondly, some of our councils are working on responses to the Diversity Commission report, the Chancellor’s 
response to that, and the Chancellor’s Q & A.  He understands that there will be a revised Chancellor’s response put 
up on the web early next week.  Some of our councils are bringing their expertise to bear on this situation.  The 
Chancellor’s Q & A is on the web; it is very interesting and he hopes that people will look at it.  Finally, the way for 
the Faculty Senate to deliberate this any further would be via a report from one of the councils or committees and he 
knows that several are working on suggestions for this.  We look forward to their input. 
 

 2. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
 

Massachusetts Society of Professors Executive Board Member Naka Ishii had four things to share with the Senate.  
First, about diversity, the MSP is considering various proposals and will be sending comments in response to the 
Chancellor’s Draft Action Plan.  They are generally supportive of the Community Action Plan and the work done by 
other committees.  Their recommendations will focus primarily on the academic side—how best to structure and fund 
the best effort to recruit and retain faculty and librarians of color.  Second, regarding tenure-track faculty decline, 
MSP is continuing its campaign for a dramatic increase in hiring of faculty over the next few years.  With the help of 
the Media Education Foundation, they are today filming about thirty students and faculty telling their stories about 
the impact of the faculty shortage.  They are making a DVD that will be shared with legislators and others.  They are 
making it clear that they think that the University is a great place, but we need to fix the shortage of faculty to make it 
live up to its full potential.  Third, there is a MSP general assembly meeting April 27th at noon.  They would 
appreciate RSVPs.  At the meeting, they will set their budget for next year, elect officers and board members, and 
review the MSP’s work this year.  Fourth, there is a program on women in science, engineering, and other 
underrepresented disciplines.  MSP has organized and is co-sponsoring a forum featuring Lotte Bailyn, a key figure 
in the gender equity study done at MIT a few years ago.  It will be on April 14th at noon in the Computer Science 
Building room 151.  There are flyers around campus.  She urges people to attend.  RSVP by April 11th to reserve 
lunch. 
 

C. QUESTION PERIOD  
 
There were no questions. 
 

D. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Special Report of the University Computer and Electr onic Communications Committee concerning 
Improving the Student Information System (SIS), as described in Sen. Doc. No. 05-031 with Motion No. 33-
05. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate recommend that faculty and other authorized users be empowered to conduct 
33-05  queries against the Student In formation Systems database, as described in Sen. Doc. No. 05-031. 
 

This motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

DISCUSSION OF THE MOTION 
 
Chair of the University Computer and Electronic Communications Committee Steven Brewer explained that he is also 
chairing the Ad Hoc Committee on the Student Information System and has been meeting with various people and 
talking about problems using the Student Information System. Through those conversations, it was recommended 
that the Faculty Senate University Computer and Electronic Communications Committee should take up the issue 
and look at whether or not there were some simple recommendations that could be put forward that could improve 
the student information experience for everyone.  In talking to people, the number one concern that came up was the 
inabi lity to make a set of queries in a batch and receive back arbitrary pieces of information about that query in a 
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form that could be either printed or imported into a spreadsheet.  Especially for people who are in advising, where to 
find out six discreet pieces of information about a list of twenty students, this would require visiting six different 
screens in the student information system for each one of those students and i t could take sometimes half an hour or 
an hour per student, if the student informati on system were particularly slow.  Therefore, they drafted what they 
thought were the needs for people to be able to have a query that they could save and share with other people, that 
departments could have a list of queries that they use regularly where they could get a report back easily that would 
allow them to make decisions about groups of students for whether or not they have met requirements to move 
forward in a program or graduating. 
 
Senator Marta Calas said that she thought that the recommendations were reasonable and absolutely necessary, but 
she is concerned that it would require us to basically patch up something that should have been thought of when the 
system was implemented.  It seems like the system itself is faulty.  As expensive as PeopleSoft is, we need to have a 
system that works as intended for the user. 
 
Chief Information Officer John Dubach had a series of observations and a couple of comments.  To respond to one of 
Senator Calas’ concerns, the Student Information System is not in the PeopleSoft stuff that Vice Chancellor Hatch 
was referring to in the central assessment and it is still run on campus and not through the President’s Office. He had 
three observations.  First, the document did not talk about the security issues  and he assumes in this it is implied that 
people should only have access to what they currently have access to now.  If they do not have query access, they 
should not have query access to information beyond their current security walls.  He is assuming that was intended.   
 
Second, as written, this brings with it a fair training burden, in the sense that use of the query tool and a particular 
knowledge of the data structures in the system is non-trivial.  He is not sure how many people really want to 
understand the system in order to write these kinds of queries.  If the number is a lot, then they have a serious 
training expense.  If the number is a small number, maybe something can be handled, but that does not necessarily, 
therefore, distribute the solutions around.  There are two reasons for that:  1) If you write a query and are not 
particularly knowledgeable of the system, you can write a query that takes a long time before it produces an answer.  
We currently have a timeout of two minutes on queries on the system and you could easily never get an answer out if 
you used a query not constructed with some knowledge of the data structures.  The data structures do change, and 
that is particularly likely with every upgrade of the system on a two- to three-year cycle.  So it is not something that 
could be written once and never gone back to.  2) Without significant knowledge of the data structures, one could fool 
oneself into thinking that you have an answer that is actually not the right answer, not all the information you are 
looking for, etc.  So, there is a training burden to this that needs to be recognized. 
 
Third, this is directed to OIT and this is a system that involves OIT and number of functional offices.  OIT does not 
own this da ta.  The functional offices own this data, so it has to involve a discussion—for most of the data that we are 
talking about here—with the Registrar’s Office or the Graduate School.  As it says in here, asking OIT to implement 
this requires a broader look at this question. 
 
He also had two comments.  He does agree with the observation that access to the data is one of the important goals of 
the system.  That was one of the things that we said from the beginning straight out and he thinks that we all 
recognize that it is not where it needs to be.  There are two things going on of relevance: First, OIT and the 
Undergraduate Registrar’s Office is putting together a canned query which individuals could run which will then 
produce in spreadsheet form or presumably other formats, a set of standard fields which could then be downloaded 
into a spreadsheet.  This would probably be most useful in departments.  It could be a list of your majors, a list of 
your students, with a number of data fields from the system, which you would now have in a local copy in your Excel 
spreadsheet which you could then sort and look for other information as you please, rather than having to write a 
particular query if you wanted to know all the juniors who had GPAs above 3.0, for example.  They think that is 
going to be out for prototyping probably at the end of May for a few departments to take a look at.   
 
Secondly, as he said, the whole data access has been one of the goals of this all along.  Now that we are past the 
implementation and the upgrade, the whole data reporting strategy really is their number one next development.  A 
few weeks ago, they sent out an email to the academic deans/directors/department heads  list asking for nominations, 
assignments, etc. to a group to really define what we wanted to accomplish wi th the reporting strategy.  The reporting 
strategy is broader than what he thinks this motion is getting after—getting information into the department—but it 
would include that out there.  There are two steps going forward: 1) this prototype of a canned query, which he thinks 
contains a lot of the information which he thinks the academic departments would want, and 2) this broader 
reporting strategy.  While he does not object to the concept of this recommendation as written, he thinks that there 
are some things in progress that might make sense to see how those go before we totally open the field up to this. 
 
Professor Brewer replied that the only extension that he would make is that in looking at the problems that people 
were having, being able to get access to something that would allow them to get reports, is a capability that simply is 
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unavailable at the moment.  They recognize that support would be required, but if the capability were there, 
departments could choose themselves to find support in order to get queries written that would solve the problem 
which is a capability which, simply, to the best of his knowledge, does not exist at the moment at all. 

 
2. Special Report of the University Computer and Electronic Communications Committee concerning Avoiding 

Dangerous Software, as described in Sen. Doc. No. 05-032 with Motion No. 34-05. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate recommend that the campus administration avoid the use of dangerous software and 
34-05  substitute safer alternatives whenever possible, as described in Sen. Doc. No. 05-032. 
 

This motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

DISCUSSION OF THE MOTION 
 
Professor Brewer explained that the origin of this motion stemmed from the fall, when documentation was provided to 
incoming freshman that directed that they were required to use Internet Explorer in order to interact with the 
student information system.  In discussion in the Committee, the observation was made that many networking 
groups, including CERT, the Computer Emergency Response Team at Carnegie Mellon, and SANS, which is another 
one of the big computer security groups, had recommended that organizations move away from using Internet 
Explorer.  Also, there was the observation that Outlook Express had been recommended by the University for a long 
time after a number of security problems had been identified with it.  They tried to draft what they thought were 
reasonable guidelines for minimizing recommending that students are required to use dangerous software when it is 
known to be problematic, using every opportunity to educate people about the risks entailed in using such software, 
and to provide alternatives wherever possible. 
 
CIO John Dubach responded that he had a number of comments on this motion.  It is hard to oppose this when it is 
somewhat like mom, apple pie, and the American flag; after all, who would want to actually use dangerous software?  
On the other hand, it is hard to know exactly what this means in an operational sense.  What is dangerous software?  
He went to the OIT web site when he received the motion and he cruised around to see what is in the security sites 
and virus sites and he discovered that the most recent major security release has to do with Firefox, which is one of 
the things listed in here as the safer software.  One of his staff did some research and the vulnerabilities and 
exposures dictionary shows that there are twenty-one entries for Internet Explorer, fifty-four for Outlook Express, 
and twenty-one, twenty-five, and fifty-four for Thunderbird, Opera, and Firefox, some of these so-called safer ones.  
This is a moving target.  He agrees that we should try to deal with the safer opportunities when we can, but this is 
definitely a moving target and it is not clear what, at any given moment, is the safest situation.  Take this logic further 
and one would conclude that they should be recommending that nobody come with a PC because that operating 
system has been known to be vulnerable all along and that one should actually be moving to Macintoshes.  He actually 
has some staff people in OIT who use Macintoshes, because they do not have the vulnerabilities.  On the other hand, 
in the last month, two organizations, Gartner and Symantec, have both come out identifying Mac OS X as the new 
emerging targets of joy for hackers and virus authors.  His point is, this is a moving target and it is hard to say on any 
given day what might be considered the dangerous software and what might not.   
 
He did have a slight objection to the wording of the motion, in that it says “That the Faculty Senate recommend that 
the campus administration avoid the use…”  It is not his place to make a friendly amendment here, but he would like 
to have it understood that we are really talking about all Campus computer users, that there are approximately 
20,000 computers on the Campus net at the moment.  Only a few hundred of those are owned and operated by OIT 
and only a few thousand of those are owned and operated by the administration.  Most are in the hands of students 
and a significant number are in the hands  of faculty and staff.  The motion is really talking about all the computers on 
campus. 
 
In thinking about and reviewing all of the OIT information that is out there, he is taking the suggestion of including 
in the documentation some of the pros and cons or identifying the vulnerabilities of the various software.  For 
instance, for browsers, they give a user the opportunity of downloading three different browsers from our site with no 
pros and cons on the assumption that you already got there, you already knew which one you wanted, so you are just 
there to get it.  There is some education opportunity in all of that.   
 
He does think that there are a number of people on this campus who are perhaps, over the years, have become 
educated in the needs for computer security.  The OIT web site pages on security, virus protection, etc. are now 
getting an excess of a million hits a year.  There are people looking for the updates, there are people looking for the 
upgrades, etc. This is a much broader issue than dangerous software.  There are many issues associated with 
computer security.   
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Just two or three weeks ago, Joyce Hatch and he put an end to the sale of disk drives from the recycling facility.  A lot 
of computers on the campus end up in the recycling facility and once, every week or two weeks, they have an open 
sale where anyone in the community can walk through and buy used computers for a few dollars.  Despite all of the 
recommendations for how to clean these drives, disk drives still have accessible, in principle, confidential information 
of the University.  He used that as an example of one other area where computer security is important.  Having had 
the idea while walking over to the meeting and not having vetted it with anybody, he suggested that maybe the 
Faculty Senate should be putting together one of its ad hoc committees on the whole issue of computer security.  
Maybe that should be something that the University Computer and Electronic Communications Committee could 
take on, but do it as a special topi c approach because there are a vast array of things that we need to be aware of on 
the Campus.  He thinks that we have made some progress.  He thinks that there is some education that needs to be 
done.  He cannot oppose this on the grounds of who could be opposed to avoiding dangerous software, but he does not 
think that it really addresses all issues we need to address. 
 
3. Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 05-033 with 

Motion No. 35-05. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 05-033. 
35-05 
 
(Inasmuch as this is a change to the Senate Bylaws, this is the first of three readings of this motion.  It will be read again at the 
641st Senate meeting and voted on at the 642nd meeting.  The motion may be debated and amended at all three meetings.) 
 

DISCUSSION OF THE MOTION 
 
Senator Richard Bogartz, Chair of the Rules Committee, explained that the Rules Committee is charged with updating 
the Bylaws every year and this motion is from that review.  To clarify what the changes are in the document, the 
additions are shaded and the deletions are crossed out.  Basically, the changes let the Dean of the Commonwealth 
College send a designee to the Academic Matters Council.  It names the Commonwealth College Curriculum 
Committee.  It recognizes that the Undergraduate Registrar goes to all the meetings of the General Education 
Council, so she/he may as well be a member.  It names the Vice Provost for Outreach.  And it increases membership 
of the International Studies Council from eight to thirteen. 
 
Secretary May pointed out that, at the moment, these are all technical changes, but he encourages chairs of councils 
and committees particularly, and perhaps administrators, to think about the charges to councils and committees, 
which can be broadened.  As John Dubach said, we could create an ad hoc committee on computer security.  On the 
other hand, we could charge the University Computer and Electronic Communication Committee to take that up.  
The Student Affairs and University Life Council has recently been meeting and that charge could be reviewed if there 
are areas that are not being particularly covered or emphasized in it right now.   
 
Senator Robert Sinclair suggested a change for the Bylaws.  He recommended that the Rules Committee consider the 
possibility of expanding the responsibilities of the Secretary to include:  “Coordinate a periodic evaluation of the 
Faculty Senate to determine if the Bylaws are being implemented and if the Faculty Senate is effective in providing 
leadership that ensures faculty decision making in academic matters, in schools and colleges, departments, and the 
University.” 
 
Senator Roland Chilton had a simpler goal for the Rules Committee and recognized that they may be working on it.  
He is somewhat worried about the size of the Senate , the diminishing size of the Senate , and the diminishing 
participation.  He wondered if this is something that they could take up and see if there is something that they can do 
about that. 

 
E. OLD BUSINESS 
 
 NEW COURSE 
 
 There is no report associated with the following motion: 
 
 COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
 
 ANTHRO 304  “Andean-Amazonian Spirituality and Biodiversity”        4 
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MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the course ANTHRO 304, as recommended by the Academic Matters 
36-05  Council. 
 

This motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

 
 
The 640th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 4:34 p.m. on April 7, 2005. 
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 640th meeting of the Faculty Senate held on April 7, 2005. 

 
ADDRESS BY JOYCE HATCH, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE  

(please see attached Power Point presentation) 
 

Thank you, I am glad to be here.  Ernie May suggested quite awhile ago that I attend a Faculty Senate meeting to help further 
explain the budget web site and the information on that site.  Also, over the last few months, as we talked more and more 
about the Capital Plan and all the facility work going on, I get many questions that relate to:  how are we paying for this?  Jim 
Cahill addressed this group earlier and talked a lot about the Capital Plan from the Facilities point of view, so I will get to the 
funding side of it. 
 
First, trends  in the Campus General Fund.  Some of the questions that I do not hear as frequently now, but I used to hear, “If 
we are raising student fees so much, where is all that money going?  Isn’t that enough to cover the budget cuts of the last two 
years?”  That is one piece.  Some other questions have to do with where are we going, where are we putting our money, what 
are our strategic goals and how does the budget reflect that?  There are also questions around the funding of the Capital Plan.  
Hopefully I will be able to answer those, and, at each point in the presentation, I will ask for questions. 
 
The good news is that right now, this year, the dust has settled.  We are very stable, actually.  That may still not make a lot of 
people happy.  We still have many needs; a lot of things are unfunded, but the free fall of budget cuts for three years has 
stopped.  We had a budget cut in 2002, 2003, and 2004.  The most infamous one was in 2004 and I will talk a little bit about 
what we did then. 
 
First of all, I thought that I would give a little background, because the Campus Budget is broader than the state 
appropriation and it is broader than something we call the General Fund.  The General Fund is a group of funds, including 
the biggest one, which used to be the state appropriation, but now it consists of the curriculum fee, infrastructure fee, the RTF, 
and the indirect cost recovery.  This is the group of funds that is used to fund the main mission of the campus:  all the 
instruction, academic departments, the administrative support.  When we talk about budget cuts, it is to this group of funds.  
There are other funds on campus however, some of which can be used to fund the main mission.  We have other unrestricted 
funds: Continuing Education, some sales and services, other student fees—the biggest being auxiliary operations.  We run, 
particularly the auxiliary operations, as stand-alone financial entities.  We fully cost them.  We charge them for their utilities, 
for a lot of overhead—they are charged an overhead rate in addition to utility costs.  Examples would be housing, dining 
services, and the Campus Center runs fully costed, almost entirely.   
 
The other group of funds that you are more familiar with would be Grants and Contrac ts Restricted, and, even though we talk 
often about how grants and contracts do not help the General Fund, do not help support the rest of the campus, indirectly we 
know they do.  We know that researchers are able to hire graduate students and do a lot of work and accomplish many 
research objectives through these funds.  As those funds grow, in fact, the academic departments are helped.   
 
The other ones with which department heads and deans probably are more familiar would be gifts.  If there is anything on this 
Campus that is an anomaly when I look at other financial statements for other universities, the one thing that would stand out 
to us would be the level of endowment earnings.  That is no surprise.  It is a function of the fact that our endowment is so far 
behind every other major state flagship in the country; and that is one of the initiatives underway—to try to address that.  We 
will be talking about the General Fund for the rest of this presentation, but I wanted you to realize that, in fact, there are other 
funds, some of which academic departments have access to. 
 
So, what has happened in the last two years?  I usually group the two years together for a lot of reasons.  It is comparing 2003 
to 2005.  We received the huge budget cut in 2004.  It was over $36 million, even though it looks like $35 million here, and I 
will tell you why.  We had a strategy over two years to address that.  We implemented a student fee that annualized over two 
years, 2004 and 2005.  We collected bargaining increases that kicked in over two years, 2004 and 2005 (halfway through).  The 
best way to look at how we solved the problem is to look at the two years together.  I have outlined the pinkish color as 
defining it as a problem.  We took a cut of over $36 million.  It looks like $35 million here because now we have tuition 
retention and the change between 2004 and 2005 in tuition retention for out-of-state students went up slightly.  We are on the 
right curve with tuition retention.  That did not exist in fiscal year 2003.  We received bargaining increases and the other 
increases that are part of the solution are the fees.  Students definitely helped to offset the budget cut.  We have been saying 
that over and over and this shows that.  We have slight increases in other overhead, on grants in particular.   
 
What was the rest of our problem?  Why was $51 million not enough to solve the problem?  If you look down under uses—I 
have categorized them and added them over two years—the collective bargaining salary at $21.8 million, that is over a two 
year period, that is annualized.  That was actually covered by the state, so that did not add to our problem.  But the other cost 
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increases actually did.  Other salaries, non-unit—anyone who is a department head, any non-unit member, including some of 
our classified staff—we covered those costs.  The utility budget, no surprise, went up.  This is a two-year amount, $3.4 million 
over two years, both 2004 and 2005.  Financial Aid and the Curriculum Fee, we look at those as inflationary, because if the fee 
is going up—and it went up 40%—the cost of financial aid goes up to cover the difference at the same rate and the curriculum 
fee waivers for all the graduate students go up also.  Then some central costs in this year, fiscal year 2005, experienced 
increases.  We had a huge assessment from the President’s Office of a $3.6 million increase.  Last year , it went down a little 
and this year it went up, so that was part of our inflationary cost increases.  It was a surprise that it was to that degree.  We 
did ask a lot of questions.  Some of it is related to the PeopleSoft infrastructure and that operation that is run centrally now.  
Those costs we used to pay one-time money for and now they are more institutionalized and permanent.  Most of those—the 
unfunded, inflationary, mandatory—are not a discretionary item at all.   
 
Then we get to the decision points, some of which actually the infrastructure started a few years ago.  The infrastructure is in 
reaction to some of the debt that we borrowed a few years ago and now the debt payments are kicking in.  One of the decision 
points was faculty hires.  For two years, even in fiscal year 2004, when we were going through $40 million of actual loss of state 
revenue, $20 million dollars of budget cuts, the Campus still put in $1.5 million each year in 2004 and 2005 for new faculty 
hires.  Some of the others are just smaller amounts, but to summarize:  We were faced with a loss of state funds and cost 
increases of almost $38 million and we balanced the budg et with student fees and the Campus budget cuts.  That really sums 
up two years’ worth. 
 
[At this point Vice Chancellor Hatch asked if there were questions on this section of her presentation.  Please see the minutes for 
those questions and answers.] 
 
Ok, looking ahead.  What I am going to show you is one of the scenarios that we are using to look ahead to see how much we 
can do new.  One of the scenarios includes looking at level enrollments.  This is important; this is the one that I am going to 
show you today.  We are also making the assumption, because it is the conservative option, to look at the state appropriation 
increasing only to the extent that we receive collective bargaining money.  The collective bargaining increase that we are using, 
right now, is the latest information that the Governor’s Office is putting on the table of 2% a year.  Should it be better than 
that, of course it will be reflected here, but at the moment that is the best information that we do have.  We have committed to 
mandator y student fees not going up more than inflationary costs for the next few years.  After a 40% increase for two years, 
we have to keep our commitment to keeping that down to 3%. 
 
Again, this is starting at fiscal year 2005.  We have small increases each year on the order of $7 million to $8 million a year.  
Two new things have happened.  One is  that the indirect cost rate was just renegotiated, so we have an indirect cost rate on 
grants and contracts.  It was 50%.  Starting next year it will be 56.5%, and then 57% for two years.  That is good news.  Our 
best projections are reflected here, as well as, for the first time beginning next year, the Campus will be receiving an overhead 
from Continuing Education operations.  We have an agreement with them and they will be aiming to return some funds to 
benefit the whole campus.  Under the Uses side—I will just go through fiscal year 2006, just to show some of the increases—
again mandatory salary increases.  Nothing too much unusual is happening, except under utilities.  I just want to talk a little 
bit about utilities.   
 
I have been here before talking about our energy conservation program.  We are investing $42 million.  If we had not been 
investing $42 million, to bring down our energy usage 20% and 25%—in two years we will be at that point—these costs would 
be much, much higher.  The $2.2 million in utility cost increases this year will rise about $700,000 next year to $2.9 million and 
so on.  These are cumulative totals.  In fiscal year 2008, the new heating plant goes online and we convert from coal to oil and 
gas, primarily gas, but oil as a back up.  The good news is that we will be more efficient; we will be cleaner.  The bad news is 
that we will be dropping coal, which is the cheapest form of energy anywhere and particularly in the Northeast.  The cost 
increase would normally be about $3 million, just when we turn on the new heating plant, but we are able to offset that with 
some of the energy savings and a few other things that we are doing. 
 
Most of the other things here are just inflationary increases.  The big item is, of course, infrastructure.  The Capital Plan and 
again next year another $1.5 million for faculty hires.  I am sure that there is interest here, but if we have level enrollment, if 
we do not get anything beyond salary increases from the state, we will be able to add another $1.5 million for faculty hires next 
year and then it stays level.  This is contingent upon the assumptions we just went through.  The academic initiatives include 
things that are already pretty much committed:  something for the library and we have to do something with instructional 
technology.  There really is not much leeway here for new programmatic things, even though that is how we are describing 
them. 
 
[Vice Chancellor Hatch asked if there were questions on this section of her presentation.  Please see the minutes for those 
questions and answers.] 
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I thought that I would go into the Capital Plan funding.  If you notice here, this is under the infrastructure line, it shows the 
increases each year.  This year we put in an additional $5.1 million in our Capital Plan out of our Operating Budget.  Next 
year it will go up about $3 million to $8.4 million and so on.  In fiscal year 2005, the $5 million is in addition to $30 million that 
is already in our Operating Budget.  It goes for debt and, actually, we call it a revolving repair and replacement pool for 
major, major projects.  The interesting thing is that not only is the Campus General Fund picking up the new debt, but in 
addition, as we put on new housing, which is under Auxiliary Operations, we have a renovation of one of the dining commons, 
also a renovation of the Campus Center.  Those operations are all under Auxiliary Operations.  They will be picking up their 
own debt.  The goal is to have all of those operations fully costed and as we borrow money—the most recent borrow included 
something for the new student housing—the payment does not really start to hit until 2007 (we were able to fund it that way) 
and then into 2008.  These operations will be picking up their own debt. 
 
One of the financial indicators that our Trustees look at, and actually I just had a discussion with Vice President Lenhar dt 
yesterday, is we just had a new rating from Standard and Poors for our borrowing.  We are rated as “A.”  There are two main 
pieces of information they look at when they rate for borrowing purposes.  One is your fund balance or your financial cushion 
and ours is not terrific compared to other institutions our size.  The other thing they look at is the amount of debt that you 
currently have.  We are under the amount that triggers any red flags as far as they are concerned.  We still do have the 
capacity from an external view to borrow more money, but, of course, the constraint is the impact on the Operating Budget.   
 
I’ll just go through a few things that we have gone over before and what we are doing.  The total Capital Plan of $544 million, 
as you can see, is over five  years.  What we are projecting is a state contribution of only 11%.  Right now, unless the 
Legislature authorizes another capital bond authorization, we run out in two and a half years with the current authorization.  
The Governor has to approve it.  We will not be able to spend beyond $59 million.  This is all that is authorized at the moment.  
To get anything beyond that there has to be an authorization bill and then the Governor has to give us a spending cap each 
year.  We are pretty confident that we will get $59 million, but you can see it is 11% of the plan.  We have plans to raise 
money.  We have some in hand from private funds. We have plans to continue doing that.  Right now 87% of the plan is 
funded by this campus, either through borrowing—the energy project is a borrow—or the Campus revolving pool over five 
years.   
 
If we were to look at other institutions, and we have not done a peer study—I know Ernie is going to ask me about that—we 
have not done one in quite a few years, but the President’s Office actually did one last year.  Just to look at state contributions 
for capital.  They found that for research institutions or systems, we were way behind what states are contributing to the 
capital plans of each of the other institutions.  What are we doing?  This is just to sum up.  We have almost $200 million 
dollars of new buildings, renovations, deferred maintenance (and I think Jim Cahill showed you all the individual projects); 
we have a whole map of the campus and every building has a condition color.  Bright red is a red flag that means it should be 
demolished.  We have a number of those (they are not red on the slide).  We have a few buildings that are abandoned and they 
should be demolished.  The Chapel, it’s abandoned, but it needs a lot of work before we can open that.  You can see we have 
“In Use, Should Be Demolished”  3% of our space.  Right now, before we invest in the Capital Plan, or before it is spent—we 
have a lot of the funds in hand—only 34% of our buildings are categorized in “Good Condition.”  After we spend half a billion 
dollars, that goes up to 40% good or new.  Some of our buildings that should be demolished will be demolished but, depending 
on what department you are in, I am sure you know, much of this space—including this building—needs systems upgrades, 
other deferred maintenance.  It is actually to show that we need to be doing this, but we still have a long  way to go before we 
really fix the campus. 
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FY05 Budget
General Funds: Unrestricted

State approps./Tuition Retention 179,506       
State Collective Bargaining Increases 21,840         
Student Fees 126,150       
Indirect Cost Recovery 21,876         
Interest earnings and other 16,870         

subtotal 366,242       
Other unrestricted funds

Continuing Education 13,627         
Sales and Services 11,762         
Other Student fees 18,057         
CVIP, Other 607              
Auxiliary Operations 96,719         

subtotal 140,772       
Restricted funds

Grants and Contracts: Direct 81,301         
Federal appropriations 6,027           
Federal Financial Aid 15,046         
State Financial aid 3,923           
Other State Appropriations 1,812           
Gifts 7,446           
Endowments earnings 1,200           

subtotal 116,754       
Grand Total 623,768       

Revenue by Funding Source (in$000’s)



FY03 FY05 Change
General Funds: Sources 03 to '05

State approps./tuition retention 214,633     179,506     (35,127)     
Collective Bargaining Increases 21,840      21,840      
Student Fees 75,022      126,150     51,128      
Interest, Overhead Recovery, Other 36,978      38,746      1,768        

Total Sources 326,633     366,242     39,609      
General Funds: Uses

Base 311,736     291,270     (20,466)     
Funded FY04 & FY05 Collective Bargaining inc. 21,840      21,840      
Unfunded FY04 & FY05 Inflation/Mandatory inc.

   Other Salary Related Increases 3,189        3,189        
   Utilities 3,437        3,437        
   Financial Aid 7,707        7,707        
   Curriculum Fee Waiver Costs 6,265        6,265        
   Central Assessment, Other 4,460        4,460        

Unfunded FY04 & FY05 Programmatic inc.
   Infrastructure 9,965        9,965        
   Faculty Hires 3,000        3,000        
   Academic Initiatives 1,400        1,400        
   RTF % Allocation 931           931           
   Athletic scholarships - Title IX 402           402           
One-time Uses 14,897      12,075      (2,822)       

Total of unfunded increases 37,934      
Total Uses 326,633     365,941     39,308      

Net -            301           

General Fund: Changes in Sources and Uses FY03 To FY05



FY03 TO FY05 Summary of Problem and Solution

FY03 to FY05 Problem

(37.9)Unfunded Cost Increases

(73.0)

(35.1)Loss of State Funds

In $M

20.5Campus Budget Cuts

73.4

52.9Student Fee & Other Revenue

In $M
FY03 to FY05 Solution



Assumptions Used in FY06 to FY08 Budget Projections

•State appropriation will increase only by the amount needed 
to fund collective bargaining increases.

•Salaries will increase 2.0% annually per Governor’s Office.
(FY05 to FY07)

•Mandatory student fees will increase 3.0% annually.

•Level Enrollment



FY05 $ % $ % $ % 
General Funds: Sources Incr. Incr. Incr. Incr. Incr. Incr.

State approps./tuition retention 190,426   190,426    -        190,426      -           190,426         -            
Collective Bargaining Increases 10,920     14,006      3,086    17,153        3,147        20,363           3,210        
Student Fees 126,150   129,950    3,800    133,750      3,800        137,650         3,900        
Interest,Ind.Cost Recovery, CE, Other 38,746     40,976      2,230    41,474        498          42,283           809           

Total Sources 366,242   375,358    9,116    2.5% 382,803      7,445        2.0% 390,722         7,919        2.1%
General Funds: Uses

Base 322,008   322,008    -        322,008      -           322,008         -            
Funded Collective Bargaining  Increases 10,920     14,006      3,086    17,153        3,147        20,363           3,210        
Unfunded Inflation/Mandatory Increases

   Other Salary Related Increases 2,354       3,504        1,150    4,667         1,163        5,844            1,177        
   Utilities 2,225       2,989        764       3,164         175          4,752            1,588        
   Financial Aid 2,358       3,466        1,108    4,594         1,128        5,722            1,128        
   Curriculum Fee Waiver Costs 2,329       2,887        558       3,258         371          3,640            382           
   Central Assessment, Other 3,622       4,372        750       4,922         550          5,469            547           

Unfunded Programmatic Increases -           -            
   Infrastructure 5,106       8,430        3,324    9,822         1,392        10,263           441           
   Faculty Hires 1,500       3,000        1,500    3,000         -           3,000            -            
   Academic Initiatives 500         1,590        1,090    2,147         557          2,455            308           
   RTF % Allocation 542         932           390       1,366         434          1,829            463           
   Athletic scholarships - Title IX 402         402           -        402            -           402               -            
One-time Uses 12,075     7,772        (4,303)   6,300         (1,472)       4,975            (1,325)       

subtotal inflation and programmatic 33,013     39,344      6,331    43,642        4,298        48,351           4,709        
Total Uses 365,941   375,358    9,417    2.6% 382,803      7,445        2.0% 390,722         7,919        2.1%

Net 301         -           -             -                

FY06 FY07 FY08
Projection

Sources and Uses of the General Fund (in$000’s)
Level Enrollment



FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08

General Fund FY03 Base 30,036   30,036   30,036   30,036   
Additional Cost to General Fund 5,106     8,430     9,822     10,263   
Debt for Energy Savings Contract 2,560     5,120     5,120     5,120     

Subtotal General Fund 37,702   43,586   44,978   45,419   

Cost to Auxiliary Operations 11,458   12,597   18,468   21,264   

Total Infrastructure Costs 49,160   56,183   63,446   66,683   

Campus Infrastructure Costs (in $000’s)



$544 M  Capital Plan FY05 to FY09
By Source of Funds

(in $M)

State 59 11%
Private funds 10 2%
Campus borrow through UMBA 365 67%
Campus borrow for Energy Project 42 8%
Campus revolving pool 68 12%

$ 544

University of Massachusetts Amherst



$544 M  Capital Plan FY05 to FY09
By Source of Funds

(in $M)

State 59 11%
Private funds 10 2%
Campus borrow through UMBA 365 67%
Campus borrow for Energy Project 42 8%
Campus revolving pool 68 12%

$ 544

$544 M  Capital Plan FY05 to FY09
By Project Type

(in $M)

New 191 35%
Major Science Renovation 64
Major Renovation 55
Deferred Maintenance 218
Infrastructure 16

$ 544

University of Massachusetts Amherst



sq. ft. sq. ft.

Abandoned, Should Be Demolished 46,516        0% 46,516        0%

In Use, Should Be Demolished 303,902      3% 242,650      2%

Abandoned, Should Be Renovated 69,665        1% 69,665        1%

Requires Major Renovation 2,056,048   21% 1,961,539   18%

Significant Systems, Code or DM issues 3,978,527   41% 3,975,730   37%

Good Condition 3,337,497   34% 3,432,006   32%

New after FY04 -               0% 882,700      8%
9,792,155   10,610,806 

Good or New Condition 34% 40%

 Current Campus Post FY05-FY09 
Capital Plan Buildings  

Facility Condition
A Comparison of the Status Before the $544M Capital Plan and After
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