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Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz brought the 759th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on May 5, 
2016 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227, and began by reading “Web of Life” by Chief Seattle: 
 
Teach your children what we have taught our children—that the Earth is our Mother. Whatever befalls the Earth 
befalls the sons and daughters of the Earth. If men spit upon the ground, they spit upon themselves. This we know. 
The Earth does not belong to us, we belong to the Earth. This we know.  All things are connected like the blood 
that unites one family. All things are connected. Whatever befalls the Earth befalls the sons and daughters of the 
Earth. We did not weave the web of life; we are merely a strand in it. Whatever we do to the web, we do to 
ourselves. 
 
A. FINAL REPORT FROM THE JOINT TASK FORCE ON STRATEGIC OVERSIGHT (JTFSO)   

NANCY COHEN, BRYAN HARVEY AND AMILCAR SHABAZZ, CO-CHAIRS  
(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)  
 
Bryan Harvey, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight: Thanks very much for letting us 
give the final report for the Task Force, which has been going on for three years now. We just want to 
recognize, as we near the end, the membership of JTFSO. You can see that we’ve had folks from all over 
campus, many of them have been there for all three years, and, in fact, looking out today, we see many 
current and former members of JTFSO. Please rise if you are a current or former member of this august 
crowd. 
 
We have our report out there, and we’re not going to repeat much of what’s in there. But we wanted to 
touch on a lot of what happened this year in the first-ever effort to bring together the planning process and 
the resource allocation ideas. This was the plan, or the idea, of how this was all going to play itself out back 
in the fall. There was going to be the college plans, and then the individual units would do their priorities, 
and then there would be some discussion about that. Then there would be attaching the priorities to some 
resource questions with some discussion of that. And then they would all be rolled up at the college level 
with the executive area level with even more discussion. Most of this stuff happened in one form or other, 
but it’s also true that we had quite a year: lots of new moving parts to work with, a budget cut that came 
halfway through. This kind of idealized view didn’t exactly work out, but the basics of it did.  
 
In our report, you’ll see that what we’re recommending for next year is bringing it all together finally on a 
common basis. We will start with the strategic plans, performance data, and so forth, and the different 
ways of looking at the budgets, what we had last year, and also the perspective that comes out of the budget 
model that JTFRA will report on later. We did not have the budget model at the beginning of the year, but 
work has progressed to the point where we are recommending that it be included in the process for next 
year. Then comes various aspects of putting together the budget plans. We’re not done yet; we’re right 
here in the circle of budget discussions that are going on, because the budget-year is not over yet. We’ll 
finally find out what the state gives us, tuition and fees, etc. Then there will be the outputs, which we’ll be 
getting and distributing around campus, and having a discussion about how that all worked. So that’s a 
schematic of how the thing settles down and how we hope it can provide structure for a more informed 
discussion of how our resources work and how our priorities work. That’s what we’re recommending to 
you; you can see details in our model. It’s actually exactly the same thing that JTFRA is recommending, so 
they’ll talk to you about this a bit more, too. 
 
While we were doing this, we learned a lot. As Chancellor Subbaswamy likes to say, we will all learn from 
each other. I’m not sure how much more education we could have taken this year, but the fact is a lot came 
out of it. Co-Chair Nancy Cohen is going to walk you through a few of the lessons we learned and the 
recommendations we’re making. Before that, I’d also like to point out Bryan Beck, who has been such a 
tremendous help to all the planning committees and who has been a huge influence in our ability to keep 
moving forward. We would like to thank him as well.  
 



Nancy Cohen, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight: What JTFSO members did this year 
was evaluate. There were two submissions from individual units: one with the initial plans and the second 
one with fiscal year resource action plans. The JTFSO members evaluated and reviewed those plans and 
submissions, took feedback from their units, and met with JTFRA and PBC, so what we are providing now 
are our observations based on those discussions. You’ll see that we have clustered them along the lines of 
the model that Co-Chair Harvey just showed you. 
 
In terms of the starting point with the strategic plans, performance data, and the overall campus revenue 
estimate, which, unfortunately, was a budget cut this year, we observed that there was a great deal of 
variability in units’ submissions. We purposely built variability in for this pilot year to allow the schools 
and colleges to tailor to their specific needs, but it was also difficult to interpret at the campus level. We are 
recommending that we more clearly define how the college and executive area priorities fit into the process. 
There was also a lot of variability in the use of the performance data. Part of the system was providing data 
on undergraduate education, graduate education, and research, and they were used to varying degrees by 
the units. Future plans and processes should clarify these expectations and provide guidance on that, as 
well as reviewing the types of data that we do need to support this kind of process. Standardized measures 
do not really exist for Administrative & Support units, so the JSACS committee, which we are 
recommending to be continued, will be looking into those performance metrics. When their report is 
available, we would recommend that it be used.  
 
In looking at the planning priorities, there was also quite a bit of variability in the length, the content, and 
the depth or extent of the different priorities that were expressed. We feel it would be useful to have 
additional guidance regarding the length, format, and critical level of priority to be included in an exercise 
like this one. Some plans included more priorities and action steps than one might be able to accomplish 
within the time frame, so additional guidance in that regard would be useful as well. Finally, some 
departments had few or no actions for FY17, and that might have been reflected in the processes used 
within their unit, so, again, those processes should be clarified for next time. 
 
In terms of the fiscal year action plan, we do recognize that there was limited time for discussion and that it 
was a new process and a short timeline for everybody at the same time that folks were dealing with a 
budget reduction. We do recommend that timelines that are adopted for future processes allow for 
adequate time for planning and discussion at all the levels. Again, built into this process was wide latitude 
for schools and colleges to tailor their budget plans, but we feel that a more consistent approach would be 
useful at the campus level. Finally, few of the plans submitted had any indicators of how they would assess 
the progress in those plans, so we’re recommending that assessment be included in future efforts as well.  
 
In looking at the budget discussion, there were iterations that we tried to build into the process, but there 
really wasn’t enough time. This was started a little late in the year and we didn’t really have time for the 
interdisciplinary discussions or those collaborations across units or a really thorough discussion. So we’re 
recommending that that be included, as well as faculty being fully involved in the process and sufficient 
opportunities for college- and campus-level feedback.  
 
In thinking about the overall process: As Co-Chair Harvey said, we’re not completely done with the 
process, so more recommendations would have to be made once the entire process has been reflected upon. 
It was an unfamiliar process for everybody, so JTFSO has considered areas where the process could be 
refined, be easier to use, and clearer. This includes using a single submission—there were those two points 
where units had to submit plans and that is, perhaps, unnecessarily cumbersome, so we’re recommending a 
singular submission time.  We’re also recommending that a common framework be used to promote 
consistency in some way across units. Those are the specific observations; Co-Chair Shabazz will present 
the broader recommendations.  

 
Amilcar Shabazz, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight: As you can see here, we’ve 
pondered within JTFSO “what’s next?” We first and foremost recommend that the Rules Committee and 
the Chancellor develop a standing committee to provide leadership and oversight for the campus strategic 
planning process going forward as well as with the associated resource allocation processes. With this 
successor committee that we are recommending, we hope that it be organized along the joint principle of 



faculty and student and administrator collaboration that guided the creation of JTFSO and JTFRA. We 
also looked at the overall task as aligning resources with priorities and the effort to create effective 
integration of planning and budgeting. If you recall, in the very first iteration of JTFSO’s work, the notion 
was innovation and impact; integration was the third ‘I’ that didn’t make it into the title, but integration 
was present throughout that document, so we ask that it be part of the work of that new committee. We 
also advise that it be charged with recommending appropriate budget review mechanisms and/or 
committees following evaluation of the FY17 budget development process.  
 
Going further into the future, though still with some immediacy, we suggest that a working group be 
created that prepares the initial budget model recommended by JTFRA for use in FY18 budget 
development work, and that the results be fully evaluated by the successor committee and shared with the 
campus community. Then, as you see here, we suggest that the work of JSACS be incorporated into the 
successor process, and that JSACS continue temporarily as a special committee until whatever the 
successor group deems should happen beyond that.  
 
In our other three large areas of planning work, continued this year, our recommendations are that the 
diversity planning work be fully incorporated into the works of this recommended successor committee. 
We have some big things that are coming out, particularly a campus-wide climate survey that will 
encompass all facets of the campus, and there’s other related work around diversity. It would be good for 
the successor group to continue to have some oversight and evaluation of that work. We also suggest that 
the successor committee organize campus consideration of some of the specific recommendations for the 
internationalization of our campus and where international work fits in in our priorities. As far as research 
and engagement, that the Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement, the follow-up body on diversity 
work, and the Faculty Senate Council on Public Engagement and Outreach be involved in reviewing and 
articulating next steps and strategy in the area of outreach and engagement.  
 
To sum up, we begin with a quote from our JTFSO document. In 2012, at the outset of this work, “the 
campus had no collective, actionable sense of priorities, nor any systematic method for matching its 
resources and capacities with those priorities.” I think you can all recall wrangling in this room over the 
question of whether we should join the AAU as the basic plan that was put forward at that time. That 
wasn’t anything near what we needed and isn’t anywhere near where I think we are now. Hundreds of 
members of the campus community worked together to change our circumstances since 2012. I think that is 
a remarkable achievement in its own right, what this work has produced, and leaves us with a firm 
foundation for whatever the future holds. Of course, there is much work that is left to be done, but being a 
community and continuing to demonstrate the value of this community to each of us will move this process 
forward.  
 
Senator Tom Lindeman: I don’t know who answers this question, since you are going out of business. I 
notice the suggestion that the Council on Engagement and Outreach, of which I am a member, and several 
other bodies collaborate, apparently, on producing some action steps. Do you envision joint meetings? How 
do you envision that?  
 
Co-Chair Cohen: Good question. As a committee, we didn’t get into the very specific details of what kinds 
of meetings and how often. I think, as a first step, those are three key bodies that have specific engagement 
interests, but I would suggest that they, and members of the successor committee, get together and figure 
out how they want to orient for the year. I think that, by having this charge and having folks in the same 
room and putting their heads together, that’s already a step towards strategy.  
 
Co-Chair Shabazz: Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement Malone is here and can correct me if I’m 
wrong, but he has expressed an accord with helping to bring parties together. You will be able to hammer 
those things out and hold him accountable.  
 
Senator Farshid Hajir: First of all, I think we’re in a better place now than we were four or five years ago. I 
would like to thank you for your work. This is the right direction for the University. A lot of times, we’re in 
fiscal year X and we’re thinking about fiscal year X+1 and what’s going to happen. In fact, that myopic 
vision sometimes blocks the work of the committee, which is strategic planning. So can you talk about the 



dichotomy of thinking one year ahead versus five or ten years ahead, specifically when it comes to space 
issues? The most important resources are faculty and space, and they go hand in hand. We don’t yet have 
the right processes, in my view, or the right marriage between those two. When we talked to the people in 
Space & Planning, and we said, “These are things that we want” and they said, “Give us your five- and ten-
year projections.” If we don’t have a method, as a University, to be deciding and allocating resources five 
years and ten years down the line, then we don’t make good space decisions. I hope that is something that 
the process will take into account.  
 
Co-Chair Harvey: I have a couple of quick points. This business of the long-range context and how you 
express it in the one year is really important and it came up all the time in the context of our discussions. In 
fact, it was part of the design of this process: you do the one-year budgeting, not from scratch, but in the 
context of what your longer-term goals are. That’s part of what this is trying to do. We went through a 
period of planning first, which creates that context. Sometimes things stretch over multiple years, because 
we don’t accomplish everything in one year. But it should show up in a consistent way as you’re moving 
forward. So that’s part of the idea. 
 
Let me say a quick word about space and facilities. You’re absolutely right. One thing we don’t call out in 
our report is the tremendous effort coming out of the Provost’s Office in the past year. Senior Vice Provost 
Betsy Dumont has been helping to lead this. They’ve been trying to understand the needs, not in a reactive 
way, but by going out and seeing what the spaces are and how they are going to mesh with the hiring plans. 
It’s a big problem, but they’ve made tremendous progress this year, and I think that’s serving as the 
foundation for an even bigger view of that as we go forward.  
 
Co-Chair Cohen: I just put up this graphic. We have definitely discussed your concern in the committees. 
Even though it says, “proposed fiscal year action plan,” we do acknowledge that multi-year planning is also 
important.  
 
Senator Steven D. Brewer: I realized that this is my 20th year; I was interviewing at the University twenty 
years ago at this time. I started in August of 1996. I’ve seen a number of chancellors and I’ve seen a 
number of approaches to the campus. I don’t know if you remember, but five or so years ago, we were 
talking about a “framework for excellence.” That was the previous strategic plan that the University had. 
A group of people had gone together into some back room and had calculated that, if we spent money for a 
certain characteristic, how much could we expect to jump in terms of rankings. That was presented as what 
the strategic plan would be for the University. I simply want to point out that this is fundamentally 
different. This is grounded in the experience of the people who are actually here, the people who are 
actually doing the work. We look at where we are right now, and it’s not yet fully realized. We’ve had a lot 
of conversations and we have a lot of pieces here, but it’s now that we can actually roll up our sleeves and 
do this work going forward. I know that this is a particularly difficult time because we are looking at 
budget shortfalls. I know that one of the goals of the strategic planning was to give the Chancellor a 
steering wheel that he could use to direct the campus toward opportunities and priorities, but instead he’s 
gotten this tiny steering wheel that is kind of hard to turn. I’m really enthusiastic and I hope you’ll join me 
in thanking the Chancellor for putting this together; I think this is fantastic.  
 
Kumble R. Subbaswamy, Chancellor: I think that the question of stability and the ability to plan on five- and 
ten-year horizons is an important one. Unfortunately, this is where we’re still dependent on state 
legislature. Even the tuition and fees increases depend on the Board of Trustees, who depend on the 
legislative decision-making, and so forth. Even in the short time that I’ve been here, there’s been no 
predictability. If we can’t even depend on mandated increases that the state imposes on us being 
appropriated in a reliable fashion, it makes it extremely complicated. The second part of it is in terms of 
capital planning, which takes even longer horizons: the change in administration in the state house mean 
that even things that we were counting on in terms of deferred maintenance, such as the Morrill renovation 
project and so forth, are either on hold or taken off the table. This is incredibly backward-looking and 
incredibly short-sighted in terms of how you take institutions that are supposed to last centuries and serve 
the Commonwealth, but you can’t even count on getting resources that the state itself mandates from year 
to year. I think that borrowing has been the one source of stable planning for the horizon. The last ten 
years, you’ve seen the result of the Trustees’ wise decision to long, ten-year plan with borrowing as the 



primary source. I think we’re running out of that, we’re running out of the debt capacity. I’m worried, 
frankly, about how well we can continue five- and ten-year planning, both in terms of operating and in 
terms of capital planning. Thank you.  
 
Senator Marinos Vouvakis: It is my understanding that the majority of the work of this Joint Task Force 
was to look internally within what we’re doing, how we can do it better, and so forth. Have you looked at 
directions that our peer institutions are taking, their strategic planning and goals, and how the plans of our 
peers and competitors align with ours?  
 
Co-Chair Harvey: The answer is yes, and in a couple of different ways. If you think back to the “Phase 1” 
document, which is what started this all off, it was all about how to frame ourselves in the context of public 
higher education, in particular, on this campus. I would have to say that many of the recommendations, 
many of which have been implemented already, were specifically trying to look against that backdrop of 
what’s going on in the world. Being a “destination of choice” is not an accidental phrase. What’s going on 
with our students? What would cause them to choose a UMass education? Being the investment of choice is 
a really interesting and rich conception of what our potential in funding agencies and economic 
development are trying to do. So we had a very external view in the beginning. Then, moving forward, 
there’s been a huge amount of planning at the unit level: benchmarking against what’s going on, either in 
the academic units looking at research activities through the academic analytics information or looking at 
the nature of the student experience in other places. I think in many of the plans being put forward—if you 
read them, they are so interesting—some of them are rooted in opportunities, exactly as you have 
described, in areas that are being opened up or places where we have affinities with other institutions. I 
think there is a tremendous amount of that in the plans. 
 
Co-Chair Cohen: We have had different focuses each year, and this year was more process-oriented than 
some of the other years, particularly when we were implementing the plan to begin with. What we didn’t 
do was evaluate the content of each unit’s plan. If that’s something that the campus sees as part of the 
charge for the successor committee, that’s fine, but we didn’t really do that. Again, we’re still in the middle 
of the process, because it is still such a new process and there was so much to capture—that was where our 
emphasis was this year. 
 
Co-Chair Shabazz: Adding on to that, as our Provost put it, we took a good look in the mirror. Now it is to 
do exactly what you’ve suggested to do: with that image fresh in our minds from the mirror, do another 
environmental scan and again ask, “Are these the right priorities that we’re putting forward?” It does 
become a kind of loop back, refining what we’ve done.  
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: I just want to amplify on what Senator Brewer had to say. This would 
not have happened were it not for this Chancellor: for his leadership, for his vision, for his inspiration, and 
for the trust that he had for the faculty. We’ve seen alternative examples. I’ve been a part of this since the 
Joint Task Force was a committee on strategic oversight and, in that process, he has been something 
special. I would like to give him another round of applause. 

 
MOTION:   That the Faculty Senate receive the final report of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight,  
29-16  express its appreciation for the outstanding contributions of its Co-Chairs and other members, and  
  thank them and the many participants in its meetings with constituencies around campus for their  
  thoughtful contributions to campus deliberations.  It has fulfilled its charge to make    
  recommendations regarding a high-level Strategic Plan for the Campus, to encourage and guide the 
  development of administrative and academic unit plans, and to promote the parallel efforts to  
  develop a campus Diversity Plan, a campus Internationalization Plan, and an Outreach and   
  Engagement Strategy to include improvements in evaluating and communicating impact.  
 
The motion was adopted. 
 
B. FINAL REPORT FROM THE JOINT TASK FORCE ON RESOURCE ALLOCATION (JTFRA)  

ELIZABETH CHILTON AND JENNIFER NORMANLY, CO-CHAIRS  
(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)  

  



Elizabeth Chilton, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation: Co-Chair Normanly and I 
wanted to have a few of the other members of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation for the ten 
minutes of Q&A, just in case you wanted to hear from someone else for a change. I would also like to point 
out, as JTFSO did before us, how many people have worked with this Joint Task Force for three years 
since the fall of 2014. In fact, only two members have changed in the past three years. I would like to ask 
those who have been part of this to please stand up and be recognized. Co-Chair Normanly and I would 
like to thank you for your work on this.  
 
To remind you, the first phase of the strategic plan called for “developing the analytical tools and adopting 
practices that reinforce the link between evidence and decisions,” as we’ve been talking about already with 
strategic planning. Out of that recommendation came the charge for JTFRA, which was to educate the 
campus community about the options for improving our approach to resource allocation and to propose 
specific changes.  
 
When we came before you in the first two years, we talked a lot about our work and about alternative 
budget models that might better inform decision-making about resource allocation. We took a look at 
ourselves in that first year and at our current incremental budget model. We went out to the campus 
community and asked what you liked and did not like about the way we do budgeting on our campus. Some 
of the things that we heard included that the allocation of the budgets is predictable but without direct 
correlation to changes in activities. Whether it was changes in the major or student credit hours or the 
numbers of faculty shrank or grew, there was little to no change to the incremental budgets. Investment 
was perceived as sporadic and, most importantly, very opaque in terms of how decisions were made and 
how they may or may not be tied to resources. We looked at a variety of other models used nationally; we 
spent a lot of time doing that. We recognized that the things that were being called for by the campus and 
by our own assessment were transparency in budgeting and an increase in decentralization, allowing 
decisions to be made closer to where the impact would be felt, but also maintaining a campus-level 
commitment to quality and shared values and goals. We were talking about this as the big steering wheel—
how do we make sure that we’re maintaining things like diversity, quality of programs, inclusion, and 
many things that are not easily quantified. We do not want to just allocate out, such as “every tub on its 
own bottom” as its been called, or in the traditional responsibility-centered management mode.  
 
We started to focus in on what we were calling a hybrid or customized model that we were exploring that 
would fit our campus culture and values but would also improve on our current incremental system. The 
first two years we came before you and talked about our progress in looking at that budget model that 
might inform a larger process. JTFSO just finished going over in detail their analysis of the budget 
development process, launched this year through the Chancellor’s Office. I won’t say too much about that; 
there’s a more detailed analysis in the report. This year, we were observing the process for creating 
iterative discussions for the intentional shaping of spending plans. We were looking at things like increased 
transparency, college consultation, the meshing of academic and Administrative & Support unit planning, 
and a reflection of quality by all units. That’s what JTFSO has just described to you.  
 
Having looked at our first pass at having a more transparent budgeting process and having looked at a 
mathematical model that might provide some data to serve as a starting point for discussion for the past 
three years, a lot of what JTFRA focused on in this last spring semester as we were coming to our final 
report was this model or set of data, which is really what this model is. In fact, we argued about whether to 
call it a model or a widget or a tool or a thingamajig—but it is a way of looking in the mirror, a way of 
looking at changes in activity over time, and allocation of both revenues and expenses. As Tim Anderson 
said, “It’s a linear relationship.” It’s quite simple when you get down to it. But how would this set of data 
be used to inform a more transparent budget process?  
 
We start with a budget model that includes a presentation of revenue and expenses, both for the 
Administrative & Support units and the academic units. Then we looked at a way to represent the costs for 
the Administrative & Support units as a separate category—JSACS has a preliminary report in our report, 
but they’re work will continue, as the JTFSO co-chairs mentioned. It also includes a way to allocate both 
revenues and costs to the academic units, which results in an initial unit margin. That initial unit margin is 
the starting point for discussion, because then you begin the process. This year, departments received quite 



a bit of data—we were calling it the ‘spider webs.’ It was looking at things like student credit hours, faculty 
distribution, and quality assessments, and lots of other forms of data. The model would serve as one 
common set of data that you could use as a starting point. It also required departments to look at other 
kinds of qualitative data sets and quantitative data sets and to look at our campus principles to inform 
iterative discussions that would lead to final budget allocations for all of the schools and colleges, the point 
being that then that serves as the basis for the discussions for the next fiscal year, so this would be iterative. 
In terms of the question of longer-term planning, I think that units will express what their strategic plans 
are for the coming years—I know that we did this in Research & Engagement. We said what our three- 
and five-year goals are, but then expressed what our goals for FY17, our immediate goals, would be. So I 
think that there is a way to incorporate this longer term view, but then say what you think is reasonable to 
accomplish in one year as you’re moving towards this larger goal.  
 
I will add something that our Chancellor has said many times, that the process can, and in fact did this 
year, proceed without a new budget model. We think that a common model, one that is used consistently 
across campus as a starting point for our discussion, is a better way to maintain this transparency and ease 
of use in discussion.  

 
Jennifer Normanly, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation: We and the members of 
JTFRA drafted our final report based on our observations and we asked for input. We met with the 
Student Government Association, the Graduate Student Senate, the Program and Budget Council, the 
Academic Priorities Council, the Massachusetts Society of Professors, the Rules Committee, and we held an 
all-campus form and we also had an email that people could send comments to. We did modify the draft 
based on the input that we got. The things that stuck out the most to us and that caused us to change the 
draft the most was to basically emphasize the need for transparency in the data inputs and outputs used in 
the planning. We tried to make the draft very clear in the expectation that there would be transparency 
across the campus in the process. Also, we heard that the college consultative processes were works in 
progress and needed to be continually refined by a successor committee. We also had one that didn’t make 
it onto the slide. We also received some appreciation for the opportunity to participate, so that was 
gratifying that people had read the many pages and were happy to comment. 
 
Our final recommendations are to move forward with the budget development process that has been 
detailed by JTFSO and that we would use the model to inform the budget development process for FY18. 
Like JTFSO, we are recommending that the Rules Committee and the Chancellor develop a successor 
committee. We’ve made a stab at naming it, but that’s not necessarily the final name: the Strategic 
Planning and Budget Advisory Committee, so it would incorporate all those elements. As a standing 
committee, again, we are recommending that it be a joint committee of faculty, students, and 
administration. We would also like to thank all the members of JTFRA and JSACS who were part of this 
process, as well as the different groups that we met with and who came to the forums and provided 
feedback. This was a really important process, this is a big change that the campus is thinking about, and it 
was very deliberative and inclusive. We would also like to commend Chancellor Subbaswamy for setting up 
a process for such deep campus engagement. We really appreciate that.  

 
Max Page, Professor of Architecture: I just wanted to share a thought, and then ask a question. When I look 
at the budget issues facing the University, I see the decline in state funding as the biggest issue, the 
consequent rise in tuition and fees is another issue, and the huge increase in adjunct labor—these are some 
of the key issues shaping finance in universities. At the same time, we’ve also seen a massive increase on the 
administration side—not just at this one, but overall at universities around the country. This is not to say 
that there’s not a legitimate reason for that growth or great value for the support services we provide. But I 
guess that, after all of this—and there’s obviously been lots of work and lots of involvement from many 
people and I commend all the hard work—I’m still concerned that, after three years of this, we are still just 
two inches past the starting point in actually looking at the question of why the administration side is the 
biggest part this budget. If you look on page 21 in your spreadsheets, the size of Administrative & Support 
is more than $50 million more than the entire cost of running the colleges, at least as I read those things. 
That’s not special to UMass, that’s a trend overall. But I’m wondering why it is that it has taken us this 
long—and it’s great that we have JSACS—but my question is why has it taken us this long and how can we 
feel confident implementing this model if we haven’t addressed the biggest elephant in the room, which is 



the biggest thing in that budget? That’s what I would like to know, as well as how we’re actually going to 
address that.  

 
Co-Chair Chilton: I will also leave it to some of the other members to respond if they wish to. I would start 
off by saying that we’ve been given access to any amount of data, and I really want to thank Lynn 
McKenna in the Budget Office, because they’ve given us many sets of iterative data to look at in many 
different ways. I would say that the data that we have and the trend analysis that the Chancellor presented 
at the Faculty Senate meeting in February, which is up on the website for everyone to see, which matches 
the data that we have, shows that we are not out of line with our peers. In fact, our so-called “tremendous 
growth in Administrative & Support Services” is actually quite minimal. The growth areas are in some 
other areas; I’ll let the Chancellor say more because he was the one who presented that data. We have not 
had tremendous growth in Administrative & Support on this campus; we’ve had a large growth in our debt 
service, financial aid to our students, and in salary increases that were not covered by the state. Those are 
our three largest increases on our campus and are of most concern to everyone on campus. In the three 
years that we’ve been presenting the data, this is the first time that Administrative & Support costs are on 
the paper, in black and white, for everyone to see. So you can see the total costs for Research & 
Engagement, the total cost for Administration & Finance, and the total cost for all the auxiliaries. I think 
it’s really important for the data to first be put out there. Second of all, what JSACS has done is try to 
develop a process where the campus can have input into the planning that Administrative & Support units 
have started to undertake. I’ve only been in my position for about a year and a half, but, last summer, the 
Chancellor had all of the Administrative & Support units do a strategic planning exercise, report on all of 
our expenses, compare ourselves to peers, come up with metrics—it was a lot of work. We realized that we 
were all looking at different kinds of metrics and there wasn’t a common way of looking at this. We were 
trying to get it ready to share with the campus. So JSACS is going to take that further; Interim Vice 
Chancellor Mangels and Dr. Brigham-Grette are leading that up. They will make a report on how to refine 
that process so that there is more campus engagement. What you’re really referring to is that it’s great to 
be able to put the information out there, but then you want to have conversations about if it is appropriate, 
if it is a campus priority to increase in IT or decrease in another area, and be able to have these discussions 
campus-wide. That’s what we’re recommending to happen.  

 
Michael Malone, Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement: To the point being discussed, I’m not sure 
that everybody knows this or remembers this on the faculty. Last year, we were short $4.5 million campus-
wide, or something like that. That reduction came out of Administration & Support groups entirely. So, 
budget model or no budget model, I think the philosophy is there to pay attention to things like this.  

 
Katherine S. Newman, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: I’d like to add to that for 
this year, since I don’t know the history as well. This year, when we took a 3% cut across all of the 
Academic Affairs units, the entire cut coming from the Administrative & Support units within Academic 
Affairs has been completely sent to the academic side, to the schools and colleges. That’s nearly $1 million 
and a lot of positions that are just being retired. All of that has gone back to the schools and colleges 
because, fundamentally, we agree that we should be as efficient as possible on the administrative side so we 
can support, as robustly as possible, the academic mission. That slimming on the Administrative & Support 
side has been possible because of the extraordinary work that our staff has done in becoming more 
efficient. Processes that required carrying documents are now electronic, and my colleagues have worked 
incredibly hard to be as streamlined as possible. In the midst of a pretty savage budget cut that we’re all 
pretty worried about, the Administrative & Support units within Academic Affairs have taken a huge hit, 
and that has all gone to the academic side. One of the things I want to say is that what this planning 
process, new budget model or not, has done is make it easier for us to see where those costs are. It has 
created greater pressures for efficiency, which we have actually embraced. I take no credit for this because 
it was all ongoing before I came here, but the principles and values that this model helps us to enact are 
going to be to the great benefit of exactly where it should be: in the schools and colleges.  

 
Senator Richard Bogartz: As I understand the question that has been raised, it goes something like, “How 
can it be that JTFRA has been doing what it’s been doing for three years, and yet it hasn’t addressed the 
question of priorities so far as administrative expenditures versus academic expenditures?” The answer to 
that is simple: it wasn’t something that we addressed. We weren’t interested in that because we were 



interested in arriving at a system that was transparent, that articulated what was going on, and that 
provided the opportunity for discussion and prioritization in light of the values of the campus to be 
integrated with the assignment, or allocation, of funds. That is what is arrived at, sort of, almost, in the 
model, but we weren’t involved in prioritization; that wasn’t our task.  

 
Kumble R. Subbaswamy, Chancellor: I’ve tried to explain this many times, but I’ll try one more time. It’s all 
a question of accounting. If you simply look at salaries of faculty and departmental staff, and decide that 
this is academic and everything else is non-academic, you can come to the conclusion that Professor Page 
came to. So you have to ask: the cost of electricity, the cost of buildings, the cost of the maintenance staff, 
the cost of maintaining the dorms, the police, etc.—where do you want to count it? We can always divide 
that up and say that this much of it is for the Art History department and this much of it is for the English 
department if you want to. It isn’t as if everything is for administration and we spent so little for 
academics. All of those are part and parcel of a residential campus. So it’s a question of how you divide 
that up. Likewise, whether you like what I get paid or not, you can ask if I am adding any value to the 
campus, and, if so, how much of that is to be attributed to the Art History department and how much the 
Physics department or what have you. It’s in the accounting. I assure you that the way we compare, by 
comparing to peers and doing some ab initio analysis of what costs make sense, is there. Please take the 
time before you simply draw conclusions and make statements that unnecessarily create tension between 
the faculty and the administration. I urge you to take the time. Take my time, if you wish, and say, “Look, I 
don’t understand this. Will you take the time to explain?” There was a time when Presiding Officer 
Bogartz really wanted to get hand’s-on experience with the model and we made it available to him. I think 
that just creating undue tension by drawing conclusions that are unwarranted is not helpful. Like I said, 
it’s a question of accounting and a question of where you count the different overhead costs in this 
equation.  

 
Senator Marta Calas: I have a question, but I’d like to precede it with a comment, because I appreciate 
tremendously all the work that has been done and I think it has been fantastic. But I read it with the eyes of 
someone who is a management professor and, therefore, I read it as a managerial task. One of the things 
that I hear when I read the report is that you discovered the difficulties of managing a complex system. 
This report reads fantastically from the perspective of trying to open a box to see what’s inside, and seeing 
the complexities and contradictions that is the everyday life of big organizations, this being a complex 
system as any other organization is. In a way, what I hear is a lot of surprise for the things you have 
encountered because it is impossible not to encounter these kinds of issues when you look as directly and 
immediately as you did. So, I cannot say anything other than that you did a great job trying to see it that 
way. 
 
On the other side, as a complex system, there are managers, there are workers, and there are all kinds of 
staff-people who are supporting the system to make it work. In many ways, I guess that I am on the side of 
the worker. I am looking at it from the bottom-up. What caught my attention the most in the report was 
that, on the one side, there was transparency, because who wouldn’t want that for real? On the other side, 
something that became very clear to me was the question of the faculty not having enough participation—
the question of the unevenness in different departments about how things were being done, to what level 
the information was really reaching, and it what way as the information was supposed to be managed, and 
how uneven it seemed from department to department and college to college. The way I translate that is 
“How does it feel for a faculty member who is in the classroom, who is working with undergraduate and 
graduate students? How did it feel through the process in which you were engaged?” Unfortunately, the 
only thing I can say is it made me feel much more isolated than I’ve ever been. Basically, I didn’t know 
what was going on. I had less and less of an idea of what was going on in my own college. So, with 
everything you say about transparency—where is that? I don’t think that I’m alone as a faculty member in 
thinking about that. My questions are basically: What is the next step when a campus culture of 
transparency is what we are all wishing? How does it get from top to bottom? How do we feel more 
engaged, more a part of our everyday life on campus? 

 
Co-Chair Chilton: What I will say is to echo what Presiding Officer Bogartz said, which is that the charge 
to the Joint Task Force was to make a recommendation about what should change. We were not charged 
with implementing a new budget system or budget model, just with educating ourselves and educating the 



campus as much as we possibly could. I think between Co-Chair Normanly and Tim Anderson, we must 
have made 50-60 presentations and answered numerous emails and went out to various groups, including 
the SGA, upwards of half a dozen times. We asked people if they knew how we do budgeting on this 
campus now and what their experiences were. We had a department chairs’ forum last year where we 
asked people for their experiences and their feedback on what we were thinking of proposing. Now we’re at 
the last report, and we didn’t share all the details in it, but we’re proposing what we think should happen 
going forward.  
 
The budget process that we observed this year was launched by the Chancellor’s Office as a way to start to 
try out some of the principles that were recommended by JTFSO and JTFRA, to see if we could start to get 
feedback on it. I think that many people felt that we had to learn by trying it out for the first time, and that 
was very helpful because it identified some of the issues that you’ve just mentioned. In our 
recommendation, we’re saying that this successor committee should pay very close attention and should 
develop ways to make sure that, as we’re going forward with this new system, we can address some of the 
things that came out of that, which was that we don’t think we had enough transparency in certain ways 
and there should be more college consultations. We talked about specific ways you could do that using IT 
methods, like using one submission system, as JTFSO recommended, and making sure that the right people 
have access to the data that they need. Really what we’re recommending is what should go forward. The 
past three years have been us ripping our hair out, learning more, and trying to figure out what we think 
would match our campus culture and serve the campus priorities.  

 
Senator Steven D. Brewer: So this is hard, this stuff is really hard. It becomes clearer every time we do this. 
I’m going to try to not go on very long, but I just have three points. One point is that the Chancellor could 
just make these decisions unilaterally; he could just go and decide where the money is going to go and make 
changes. The process that we have currently is simply kind of by default, but I think really he has a lot 
more authority that he could do that. But, instead, he wants people to get engaged, he wants people to see 
what the numbers are, because, if all of us are thinking about the decisions that we make and how they 
impact the funding at the University, we can make better decisions, we can make more thoughtful 
decisions, and we can do things in a more transparent way. I really believe that and I applaud him again 
for this effort.  
 
One of the things that I also pointed out is that most of you haven’t seen what Presiding Officer Bogartz 
did with the model when it was provided to him. People have heard about “the model.” It’s actually an 
Excel spreadsheet with a bunch of tabs and things tied together. In many ways, you could represent the 
model with a simple set of mathematical relationships. You can use an equation that shows all the 
weighting are for the different factors and how they tie together. In many ways, that would demystify that 
for people; I think that all of us have taken a math course and we could understand the math without 
looking at the spreadsheet and all the numbers in it. In point of fact, it would be much better to see what 
Presiding Officer Bogartz did when he re-implemented it in R. It’s very easy and you can see the 
relationships graphically and drag things around. I think that would be very helpful. At one time, I 
recommended that we have a system where departments could get san analytical tool where they could see 
the impact of these things on their departments in ways that would make sense. But really, it’s much better 
if you see something like that. Most people haven’t seen it. My main caution to you is that most people on 
this campus have no idea what this model is and there’s a lot of suspicion about it. Finding ways that help 
people understand what this thing is and see that it is not a scary, demonic force is something that we ought 
to do.  

 
Senator Marinos Vouvakis: One of the big recommendations is the one that you have up there, 
recommending an advisory board to the Chancellor about the budget. Do I understand this correctly? 
Going back to the discussion when we started, there is a dichotomy of how we think about those common 
services that departments and colleges get. There are some people who think we should have the least 
possible and some others say to look at the common good. I would highly, highly recommend for this 
proposed committee to be absolutely balanced. In my experience, the best ideas come when you have two 
opposing, balancing opinions that work at each other. I’m positive that both sides in this University go at 
the same problem with good intentions. Therefore, if we can talk to each other and communicate, we will 
get those good intentions. I would like to ask the Rules Committee, the Chancellor, or whoever puts 



together this committee to think carefully about having people with opposing views on that very 
fundamental issue. 

 
Co-Chair Chilton: I think it’s an excellent idea. I also think that the JTFRA members would agree with me 
that we didn’t have two competing views on this task force. You know, we had people from nine different 
schools and colleges, undergraduate students, graduate students, staff, who are not in academic 
departments, administrators, and department heads. I think that we will all agree that we had many, 
sometimes heated, debates that really taught us all about different parts of campus that we hadn’t thought 
about and how these things might affect different parts of campus. I absolutely applaud what you’re 
saying. I think this is the kind of model we’re looking for—a balance between faculty, staff, administration, 
and students. I believe that the Faculty Senate nominated half of the people listed here and the 
administration then provided nominations for the other half. That’s the model that we’re recommending. 

 
Senator Vouvakis: I think that this is an excellent model. I think that what I suggested goes a little bit 
farther than this. Somehow it goes to the heart of the actual issue we have in front of us.  

 
Professor Page: I just wanted to clarify my comments. I recognize the strategy of impugning motives and 
lack of knowledge, but I think that is particularly misplaced and unhelpful at this moment. What I would 
like to clarify is that this is not a critique of administration at all. Rather, if we are putting forward and 
about to vote on a model that includes a lot of careful thought about how you look at revenues, like what 
percentage comes from majors and how much comes from the number of student bodies, I’m saying that to 
have a model that we can actually start to budget on and to start that process should involve really looking 
at how hew measure the effectiveness of Administration & Support. It’s clearly a large portion of the 
budget. I actually had a very good conversation a while ago with Co-Chair Chilton and Tim Anderson, we 
talked things over, and, though I don’t think this was the cause of it, then the JSACS committee was 
formed. I think it is a very good start. My point is simply that before we adopt a model that is actually 
going to shape the FY18 budget model, it would seem that there should be a deeper look and understanding 
of how we’re going to measure what we need or don’t need in Administration & Support. It’s obviously 
begun, and that’s great, but it seems to me that this should go much, much further before a budget model is 
adopted.  

 
Senator Farshid Hajir: I just want to give a little bit of feedback from the position of a department head. I 
had to file a lot of these reports and interpret data. I don’t think a lot of it was perfect. But in trying to 
summarize, I got a lot of platitudes in my head, like “Don’t let perfect be the enemy of good,” and “Rome 
wasn’t built in a day.” At the end of the day, the main thing is that I have a lot more understanding and 
appreciation for the budget for Mathematics & Statistics as a result of the process I had to go through. And 
at the end of the day, even for next year, I’m very hopeful that it will result in resources going to where the 
students are, which is what I think this process is primarily about. I think, in terms of people feeling like 
they don’t have enough information, if, in the past, we never talked about these kind of decisions, so we 
haven’t been asked to participate, that might be the reason we are now feeling slightly like we don’t know 
everything about it. It’s because we are being asked to participate in something that we were not privy to 
before. I prefer a greater reliance on the mathematical model eventually, but I understand that that might 
be a process that we need to move forward, modulate, and maybe phase it in. But there is one area in which 
the University has very quickly moved to decentralizing and that’s at the graduate level. I especially want 
to thank Dean McCarthy for taking that avenue. I think that is a way for department heads to use that 
model to plan and to deliver programs that eventually give us programs that benefit students.  
 
Senator Susan K. Whitbourne: I wanted to return very briefly to the point about the notion that colleges 
have gotten bloated by administrative budgets that was put forth earlier. It’s a perception that’s out there. 
I think that, by developing this model, we’re actually doing the best that we can to challenge that 
assumption. I perceive the steps that we’re taking as really cutting edge. This whole process, as Presiding 
Officer Bogartz said, has just been amazing to be part of and to watch. I think that the more publicity that 
we get on this, the better because it shows that we are open to having these numbers looked at and mulled 
over by people who ought to know their stuff and can be leaders in an area where there can be so much 
fogging and blurring of lines. We have three really important audiences: students, the Trustees, and the 
legislature. The Trustees are looking, obviously, for efficiency and effectiveness. We heard a long 



presentation about deferred maintenance costs, and UMass Amherst is the model for how to deal with this. 
The other campuses are looking to us. Similarly, I think the Trustees ought to be really impressed with this 
work, with the campus coming together. We have debates but we resolve them in a way that is very 
productive. Ultimately, this is what gets into the news and gets back to the legislature. People know that 
we’re not just running around screaming about budget cuts, we’re actually doing a lot to tackle it in a way 
that is reasoned and collaborative. I really feel that we can get that point out there—that it looks really 
bloated and faculty look like they’re being overpaid—but the way to deal with that perception is to come 
back at it with models like this. The more we can get this out there, the better it will be for our success and 
the areas we need to be successful in, i.e., getting funding from the legislature as well as preserving our 
image as a campus.  

 
Senator Anthony Paik: Thank you for your work on this committee. I just wanted to say that I’m new to 
this University. Before leaving my old university, I served on a joint committee of faculty and staff about 
the budget at my old institution. I served on it for a year and I basically saw zero numbers the entire time 
that I was on the committee. So I wanted to thank this committee and the work that’s being done here for 
the greater level of transparency—I think the process is really transparent. I had one quick comment, 
maybe for the work going forward. Any budget reflects allocation decisions as well as political decisions. I 
hope that whoever takes up this work gives some thought to the inequalities that have been built into the 
base budgets. I think there’s a lot of variation across colleges in terms of how much they get in base budget, 
and any model that builds off those inequalities may, in fact, continue those things going forward.  

 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: The presentation that I prepared that Senator Brewer was referring to 
was something that I showed the Rules Committee. It was kind of like a mini-tutorial on how the model 
really works. It was well received there. Then I showed it to JTFRA, and while they never took a vote, I 
think it was well received there. It is my intention to ask the Rules Committee that I be permitted to show it 
here to the Faculty Senate in the fall.  

 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate receive the final report of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation,  
30-16  express its appreciation for the outstanding contributions of the Task Force Co-Chairs and other  
  members, and thank them and the many participants in its meetings with constituencies around  
  campus for their thoughtful contributions to campus deliberations.  It has fulfilled its charge to  
  guide the campus towards a more intentional, transparent, and data-informed budgeting process. 
 
The motion was adopted. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate endorse the recommendations by JTFSO and JTFRA: 
31-16    
  1.  To create a campus-level standing committee that will provide ongoing leadership and  
   oversight for the campus strategic planning process and the associated resource allocation  
   system, which will have as its primary orientation the alignment of resources with priorities  
   so as to ensure the effective integration of planning and budgeting; 
   
  2.   To assign the task of specifying the membership and organization of this new campus-level  
   committee jointly to the Chancellor and the Faculty Senate Rules Committee, with the  
   understanding that, as recommended by JTFSO and JTFRA it will be organized according  
   to the principles of collaboration among faculty, staff, students, and administrators, and in  
   particular that the committee includes members with appropriate levels of expertise in and  
   responsibility for planning and budgeting; 
 
  3.   To charge the new campus level committee with undertaking ongoing review of the   
   planning and budgeting processes, including preparation of the FY18 budget, with a view  
   to ensuring that they serve the purposes of aligning resources with values and goals,   
   transparency, and consultation, and with recommending adjustments to planning and  
   budgeting processes as needed;  
 
  4.  To use the resource allocation system – both the decision-making process tested during  
   formulation of the FY17 budget and the model constructed and reviewed by JTFRA – to  
   develop the FY18 budget; 



 
  5.  To continue the Joint Subcommittee on Administrative Costs and Services (JSACS)   
   temporarily as a special committee until its work can be brought within the ambit of the  
   new campus-level committee; 
 
  6.  To endorse the JTFRA recommendation that the Chancellor appoint a small working group 
   to complete detailing of the model so that it can be used in development of the FY18 budget; 
  
  7.   To encourage the colleges to continue refining the new planning and budgeting processes  
   featuring greater transparency and faculty participation that they began testing during  
   formulation of the FY17 budget; and  
 
  8.   To charge the new campus-level committee with a) keeping the campus community   
   informed of its work and recommendations regarding organization of planning and   
   budgeting and b) encouraging community discussion and feedback. 
   

9. To charge the new campus-level committee with promoting parallel efforts to pursue 
campus-wide priorities, including, but not limited to, developing a campus Diversity Plan, a 
campus Internationalization Plan, and an Outreach and Engagement Strategy to include 
improvements in evaluating and communicating impact. 

 
Senator John Reiff: I note that this motion contains recommendations from the JTFRA report and the JTFSO 
report. Specifically, motion 29-16, which we adopted about an hour ago, commended JTFSO for recommendations 
regarding high-level campus planning, administrative and academic unit planning, and three kinds of more 
specific planning that crossed the institution: planning for diversity, planning for internationalization, and 
planning for outreach and engagement. These three cross-cutting kinds of planning are not named in this motion; 
at least, I don’t see them. So I move an amendment. 
 
Here’s the amendment. It starts with the language in #8, and it will be #9, and it picks up the language from the 
end of motion 29-16. “To charge the new campus-level committee with promoting parallel efforts to develop a 
campus Diversity Plan, a campus Internationalization Plan, and an Outreach and Engagement Strategy to include 
improvements in evaluating and communicating impact.” 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: I can understand why the distinction between calling out certain 
efforts in parallel planning in one motion and not calling them out in another would inspire this amendment. But I 
think this point is really covered in #1: “To create a campus-level standing committee that will provide ongoing 
leadership and oversight for the campus strategic planning process” and the associated budget. So I think this 
really is implied in there, but I understand why some people might want to call it out. But then people might want 
to call out other things. I would like to leave the mandate more general because we know where some of those 
efforts are going, we don’t know where others are, and we don’t know exactly how they are going to be 
institutionalized. Therefore, I think what we have in the motion will, in the long run, serve the purposes equally 
well, with all respect.  
 
Presiding Officer Bogartz: I would just like to comment that including the specific items seems to broaden the scope 
of the motion, but, in fact, probably limits the scope. Someone can come along and say, “Yes, you didn’t include 
this item in there, but you did include these, so that’s what this is all about.”  
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: With complete respect for the spirit in which the amendment was offered and completely 
agreeing with the spirit in which it was offered, I agree with Secretary Peterson and with the Presiding Officer. 
That amendment may have the effect of limiting, rather than expanding, the scope. Secondly, if you look at the 
history of how this happened, at least as I see it, those were happenstance and not deliberate. In other words, a 
comprehensive strategic plan would have subsumed those within a singular process. We would be perpetuating the 
notion that, somehow, strategic planning doesn’t include these three cross-cutting themes if we called them out 
separately. I respectfully suggest that we keep the recommendations as made by the Rules Committee.  
 
Co-Chair Chilton: I just had a question about the very top line. It reads, “That the Faculty Senate endorse the 
recommendations by JTFSO and JTFRA,” and then there is a colon. Are you saying that you’re endorsing only 
these specific recommendations or all of them? These are basically all of the JTFRA and JTFSO recommendations, 
except for what Senator Reiff mentioned, right? If the top line is that you’re endorsing all of the recommendations 
of JTFSO and JTFRA, then it’s assumed to include what Senator Reiff mentioned. Right? That’s my question.   
 



Secretary Peterson: There are quite a few things in the report that we don’t call out in the motion. In highlighting 
the main recommendations, we wanted to make sure that the planning process could remain integrated, that all of 
the pieces be looked at, and we were nervous about calling out any particular theme within the planning process. 
We’ve heard about some very important ones, including one that really is going to need to be taken up more 
effectively, and that is what JSACS is about. It has only been able to begin what is going to be a massive cultural 
change on campus as to how we think about operating activities and support activities, which have not had a 
culture of intentional budgeting. We felt that we did not want to get so far into things that people would start 
taking the motion apart and saying, “Well, you included this detail, but not that detail.” That was really our 
intention. There’s a wealth of knowledge and recommendations in here. This does not mean that we want to ignore 
diversity; we certainly do not. This does not mean that we want to ignore internationalization; we certainly do not. 
And this does not mean that we want to ignore outreach and engagement; we certainly do not. It’s just that we’re 
worried that, if we start mentioning specific things, there might be that legalistic tendency toward thinking that 
mention of one thing excludes others. 
 
Senator Marta Calas: I think that part of the problem here is that we are trying to disassociate the process, which 
seems to be what is in the motion right now, from the content of what was intended inside the reports, given the 
fact that it seems that the question of diversity, internationalization, and outreach and engagement is an ongoing 
situation. The rest of the report is basically addressing what was already there. But this, in some ways, is a future 
course that has an incredible level of importance for the culture of the University as a whole. It seems to me that 
this particular motion that is in front of us at this point is really looking towards the future. Therefore, these three 
issues are sort of the most important issues of what is not yet and the process itself should be directed precisely to 
accomplish what is not there. Therefore, I think that there is, in fact, the question of content in this case should be 
part of what is being addressed primarily in the process that is laid out there. That is how I read it at this point. 
It’s kind of like making a comparison between what can be in and out basically in terms of the general idea of 
whatever topics somebody can come up with out of the reports themselves. These three particular items are really 
important to “encourage and guide the development” and “promote the parallel process”—this is how the prior 
motion read. I think, in so many ways, that there is a priority because it is a pretty high-level change in the culture 
of the University in what the priorities are altogether, no matter what unit we are in or what issues we are involved 
with. It may be the case that the whole language of this motion may need to be revised, but I think the question of 
why this one should be privileged is very clear.  
 
Presiding Officer Bogartz: It strikes me that, if Senator Reiff could include in his motion some indication that these 
three topics are to be considered but the consideration shall not be limited to those, then we might be able to get 
around this matter.  
 
Senator Reiff: I would be happy to do that.  
 
Co-Chair Shabazz: I don’t have a vote on this, but I have a voice. I speak not as a co-chair of JTFSO, because I 
haven’t conferred with my colleagues, but as an individual. I see it as a friendly amendment. I don’t have a 
problem with it, especially if you can put in the language about it not limiting consideration of the 
recommendations in the various reports. When this was flying back and forth—and, I have to say, it was a very 
transparent process: it was brought out, there were drafts going back and forth, and Secretary Peterson took the 
lead on writing this and was very open to feedback. The need for this iteration did not occur to me. I can see, in 
light of the budget recommendations and other cross-cutting recommendations that have been made and are not 
seen as limiting anything else from being in there, that, likewise, these, that we did state in our report that we 
hoped to see as part of the continuing planning activity of the successor group, can be seen as a friendly 
amendment. I have no problems with it, especially with the proviso.   
 
Senator Ernest May: I would just like to comment on Associate Vice Chancellor Chilton’s point here. I think that 
what we’re doing is receiving the reports of JTFSO and JTFRA, but we’re not endorsing every clause and sentence 
in them as Faculty Senate legislation. That would be quite a different thing. There are a lot of moving parts in 
there that I don’t think anyone would want to see set in stone as legislation for the University. My interpretation is 
that these points are being set in stone by the endorsement of the Faculty Senate, and that the JTFSO and JTFRA 
reports are being received, like we receive reports from councils and committees, without their becoming 
guidelines for action in the future. They are recommendations for action, but they are not mandates. I would say 
that the new committee will be moving on in some areas, but I just put that out there as an interpretation. Other 
people might disagree. 
 
Senator Reiff: How about this? The amendment would read: “To charge the new campus-level committee with 
promoting parallel efforts to pursue campus-wide priorities, including developing a campus Diversity Plan, a 
campus Internationalization Plan, and an Outreach and Engagement Strategy to include improvements in 
evaluating and communicating impact.” 



 
Senator Curt Conner: I’m a little concerned with the amount of duplication that we have. That is, the word 
diversity is covered by about five or six different groups that are concerned with diversity, the same with 
internationalization, and the same with outreach. Does this mean that when you want to hire somebody, you have 
to clear it with this committee also, just like we have to clear all the hires we make through all the committees? If 
you look at what we have to put now for every ad that leaves campus—it’s at least a paragraph of diversity. I think 
we have too much overlap and too many people worried about too many things, such that if you want to do 
something international, it must go through this committee, too. I just want to be careful that we do not create so 
much overlap that we can’t function anymore. 
 
Senator Rieff: Here is the latest version: “To charge the new campus-level committee with promoting parallel 
efforts to pursue campus-wide priorities, including, but not limited to, developing a campus Diversity Plan, a 
campus Internationalization Plan, and an Outreach and Engagement Strategy to include improvements in 
evaluating and communicating impact.” 
 
The amendment was adopted on a standing vote of 12 in favor and 9 opposed. 
 
The motion was adopted as amended. 
 
 
C. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1. Principal Administrative Officers 
 

Andrew Mangels, Interim Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance: I just wanted to respond to a 
couple of questions that were asked last week about the Amazon surveys. I wanted to let everyone know 
that we sent out separate surveys, one to faculty and one to students around the spring break time frame. 
We’ve gotten the results back and we’re working to compile all the information. We’re going to be working 
with the Rules Committee to review the response and we’ll provide a report to the Faculty Senate in the fall 
to present the information gathered in that survey. 
 
2. Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: I am thankful to Senator Jimoh for reminding me of my duty, 
which I managed to miss last week. Section 3-5-1 of the Bylaws specifies that anticipated vacancies in at-
large seats on the Rules Committee be announced by the Secretary at the final regularly scheduled Faculty 
Senate meeting, which was last week. This is not a regularly scheduled meeting; I slipped and thought it 
was the last meeting. Following this announcement, nominations for vacant at-large seats shall be received 
in the Faculty Senate Office until the first Faculty Senate meeting of the new academic year. To be eligible 
to be an at-large member of the Rules Committee, you must be serving as an elected senator. There are two 
senators who will not be eligible to offer themselves as nominees, specifically Senator Steven D. Brewer and 
Senator Nancy Cohen, because they are completing three-year terms on the Rules Committee and the 
Bylaws specify that no person can serve more than three consecutive years. We will miss them on the Rules 
Committee; each has contributed in distinctive but very helpful ways. We are grateful that we will still 
have them over the summer, but we do have to contemplate these departures. This is simply notice that 
there will be an election in September for two at-large members of the Rules Committee.  
 
Randy Phillis, who is not here today although he often is, is completing eight years of service as President of 
the Massachusetts Society of Professors. In those eight years, he has been a tireless advocate for faculty, he 
has been a tireless negotiator and maintainer of contracts, and a tireless maintainer of good relations 
between the Faculty Senate and the Massachusetts Society of Professors, without which we would not be 
able to run what is actually a very complicated model of shared governance, in a traditional sense, on 
substantive issues plus a union management model on things relating to working conditions, pay, etc. Most 
universities don’t try to do this; we do. We are able to do this successfully and I just want to put on the 
record that I and others in Faculty Senate appreciate all of the things President Phillis has done in the last 
eight years, and to wish him good fortune in the next phase of his career.  
 



I also want to thank the councils and committees of the Faculty Senate for their hard work. This has been a 
high proposal year; we’ve had some major things go through. Senators will recall the Shorelight Proposal, 
the Emeritus Academy, the Department of Biomedical Engineering, and all kinds of initiatives, showing the 
imagination of the faculty. Councils have had to work hard to make sure that that imagination is going in a 
good direction. Many of these proposals were improved through deliberations with the councils. The 
Faculty Senate would not be able to do its work as holding primary responsibility for academic programs 
without the work of the councils and committees, most of whose members are not elected senators. If we 
had to rely on elected senators, we would all be dead of exhaustion. Luckily, the Bylaws allow us to draw in 
a wider set of people, opening up more possibilities for more minds. This is simply a shout-out to the 
councils and committees at the end of a very busy academic year. I wish everyone a happy and productive 
summer.  
          

D. QUESTION PERIOD  
 

Senator Tom Lindeman: I first came to Amherst in the late summer of 1966. Thus it is that, as this semester 
comes to a close this week, I am completing 50 years—a full half-century—of association with UMass 
Amherst. One of my many activities over these years has been to be an organization development 
consultant in non-profit systems, including UMass, noticing how systems make decisions, for good or for ill. 
Therefore, I was paying close attention last week as we entered into debate about the future of football at 
UMass. There were a number of good points made on both sides. There were a few perhaps unfortunate 
comments made, though that is in the nature of debates. When the vote came on a resolution submitted by 
a number of faculty, it was decided in support of Chancellor Subbaswamy’s opposition to the resolution. 
Though if the many administrators in the room who had faculty voting status had abstained, as one faculty 
member had suggested they should, I believe the vote would have narrowly gone the other way.  
 
I left last week’s meeting feeling uneasy. I think we may have been here before. I can recall in my years 
with the University when something like this scenario unfolded. What began as a disagreement on a major 
topic became hardened into mutual hostility, which led to a lack of trust by the faculty of the then-
chancellor, which led to the convening of a general faculty meeting, which led to a vote of no-confidence in 
the chancellor, which led to the chancellor’s early departure. What resulted was a loss of leadership, a loss 
of focus, a loss of momentum, and a loss of morale. There was recovery, but there were costs. I hope that 
we are not beginning a new trajectory of tragedy.  
 
What can move us forward together? As it has happened so often in his tenure with us, Chancellor 
Subbaswamy has suggested a way forward. In his comments during the debate last week, his opening point 
was that the motion before us was not an adequate process for such an important decision. It is a point well 
taken. So my question for the Chancellor is this: What steps have been taken, are being taken, or are being 
contemplated to provide a more adequate process for us to make a decision together on the future of 
football at UMass Amherst?  

 
Senator Marinos Vouvakis: I have a question for an administrator, but I’m not sure which one. It is my 
understanding that the UMass Bookstore is closing. What happens after that?  

 
Andrew Mangels, Interim Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance: The UStore is not actually 
closing. The contract with Follett is not being renewed. The University, through an affiliated organization, 
is going to run it, primarily through the auspices of our Auxiliary Enterprises area. Everything will 
continue to be carried, and we expect to have even better supplies and merchandise for the students 
without having a middleman in between. We’re very excited about that.  

 
E. ANNUAL REPORT  
 
 2014-2015 Annual Report of the Athletic Council, University of Massachusetts Amherst, as presented in 
 Sen. Doc. No. 16-064. 
 

Max Page, Professor of Architecture: This may simply be a question for the record. I don’t have any 
knowledge particularly about the specifics of the report. One of the things that, when we ended the Ad Hoc 



Committee on FBS Football, which had a three-year run and we didn’t decide to move it forward again, 
Nelson Lacey, as co-chair, said that what he wanted to do was continue reporting the costs of the sports 
teams including football, following the categories we had created. That’s not done; maybe the report 
reflects how that is officially done by the NCAA, but I would just direct the senators who are interested to 
the reports of the Ad Hoc Committee on FBS Football. Obviously, the numbers are out of date, but the 
categories include costs not found in the athletic budget, including things like marketing and so on which 
should be considered as part of the full financial costs.  

 
Senator Susan K. Whitbourne: I’ve been looking over both the pdf budget and the Excel file, which I 
appreciate having had the chance to play with. I know it’s late in the day and we don’t want to get into a lot 
of details about the numbers on the negative and positive side, although the negatives outweigh the 
positives in certain areas. But I don’t understand why, in the case of Category 4: Direct Institutional 
Support, the number is zero and guarantees are $1.5 million. That’s a lot of dollars for guarantees, and I 
don’t quite know what that means. I think, from what Professor Page was saying, that some of the 
categories change. I went back as far as 2011-2012 and it seems like the numbers are never directly 
comparable and you can’t really plot the trajectory. But the specific number seemed like quite an anomaly 
and I was wondering if it was a mistake. 

 
Patricia Vittum, Co-Chair of the Athletic Council: I am going to defer this question to Rob Peterson, who is 
the Associate Director of Athletics for Finance and Administration.  

 
Rob Peterson, Associate Director of Athletics for Finance and Administration: Earlier today, Associate Vice 
Chancellor Chilton made a reference to common or standardized metrics. When I got here in July of last 
year, the Athletic Department had been without a budget manager for the last eighteen months. They had 
been operating on what I was told was called the “colorful spreadsheet” and these other forms that had 
been developed. These forms had been developed under the former administration; it was a model that 
they used. Athletic Director Bamford and I studied those reports, trying to decipher how all of those 
numbers were put together. We couldn’t. I have a background in financial planning for athletic 
departments and I couldn’t make heads nor tails of it. This is to respond to Professor Page’s question. 
What we’ve done is used the NCAA’s Revenues and Expense Report as well as the financial audit that, as a 
Division 1 institution, we are required to have produced. That’s where this information comes from.  
 
You have a question about the $1.5 million in guarantees. Those were generated through football contracts, 
contracted games that we played against one of the big schools where we received approximately $1 million 
to compete and a couple of other games for which we received guarantees. That’s what that guarantee line 
item is. That is money that is directly attributable to football and the games that they played. Then, under 
No. 4: Direct Institutional Support, we don’t, and the NCAA doesn’t require us to, break that out per se on 
what is directly attributable to each area. They allow us to drop that into an audit, which is run through 
the Comptroller’s Office. It is completely separate from the Athletic Department; we help them compile the 
data, as does the Comptroller and Administrative & Finance. So that’s what that is; it isn’t broken out into 
an individual, per-sport budget. 

 
Senator Whitbourne: So the almost $16.8 million in non-program specific is direct institutional support that 
includes football? And its impossible to compare with previous years? 

 
Associate Director Peterson: Exactly. It covers our salaries, some operational expenses, and those types of 
things. And I tried to compare it. As Director Bamford and I told Professor Lacey and Professor Warnick, 
it is better to use a standardized form that has comparable metrics for other institutions.  

 
Senator Ernest May: However, what you refer to as the “colorful spreadsheet” does conform to the 
requirement in the Faculty Senate Bylaws in the charge of the Athletic Council that it must produce a 
program budget. I understand what you and the Athletic Director are doing, but you need to report in two 
ways. So you need to consult the charge of the Athletic Council when you produce this report, which asks 
for a program budget.  

 
 Associate Director Peterson: We can work on that.  



 
Senator James Rinderle: I wanted to first mention my vigorous support for athletics at universities and, 
even more so, for faculty involvement in it. So I wanted to thank the co-chairs and the other members of 
the Athletic Council. I found that it was hard to make much of the report by itself, without looking at other 
reports and referring to other universities’ results. When I did that, I found a couple of interesting things 
that I wanted to mention to you. One is that expenses grew, as they always do. They increased by about 
6.7%, but the rate at which Athletic Department funds increased was much less. This means that the 
increase in funds coming from general operating funds and student fees had to increase even more; it 
ended up increasing 7.2%. That may not be an alarming number, but given that it is 2016, that’s a big 
number. I decided then to look at the base budgets for the University, particularly how the general 
operating funds were being allocated. I noted that athletics increased 7.9% over the previous year, while 
the increase in academic affairs was 4.0%. I thought that was something that we could reflect on. I also 
noted that the subsidies, which are essentially the combination of student fees and direct institutional 
support, are large, about $24.9 million. This amounts to about $36,000 per student-athlete. I don’t really 
know if that’s big or small, but it seemed like a big number to me. I decided to look at some other things. 
For instance, the Commonwealth Honors College budget is $1100 per student. Again, I don’t believe that 
we shouldn’t have athletics, just like I don’t believe that we shouldn’t have Commonwealth Honors 
College. I just think that it is worthwhile to think about both of these at the same time. One of the last 
things I’d like to mention is that the number we have for direct institutional support, $24.9 million, is a 
little different from what USA Today thinks it is. USA Today thinks that it is $28.6 million. But either way, 
that is a large number of institutional support for athletics. It actually places us third in the country, 
behind only James Madison University and the Air Force Academy. This is dollar amount of subsidy to 
athletics at UMass. Again, these are just things to think about as we go forward.  

 
F. NEW COURSES 
 
 COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
 
 CE-ENGIN 244  “Programming for Civil Engineers”           3 
 CE-ENGIN 488  “Professional Practice Seminar”          1 
 ENGLISH 388   “Rhetoric, Writing and Society”          3 
 ITALIAN 333   “Women’s Bodies:  Poetry, Politics and Power”        4 
 KIN 170   “Introduction to Anatomy and Physiology”         3 
 KIN 236   “Neuromechanics of Human Motion”          3 
 KIN 297M   “Introduction to Exercise Psychology”         3 
 LABOR 331   “Labor & Food”            4 
 PHYSICS 121   “Einstein’s Dice”              4 
 SCH-MGMT 434  “Real Estate Practicum”           3 
 SOCIOL 331   “Food & Labor”            4 
 SOCIOL 350   “Policing and Surveillance”           4 
 SOCIOL 357   “The Wire & Urban Inequality”          4 
 SOCIOL 389   “Sexuality by the Numbers”           4 
 SOCIOL 461   “Seminar on Race and Racism”          4 
 SPORTMGT 395  “Sports Leadership”            3 
 STOCKSCH 119  “Designing a Backyard Homestead”          3 
 STOCKSCH 172  “Plants in our World”            4 
 STOCKSCH 266  “Managing the Small Farm Enterprise”         3 
 WOMENSST 220  “Gender, the Global Environment and Sustainability”      4 
  
 EHS 588   “Developmental Origins of Disease”          3 
 NRC 547   “Global Change Ecology”           3    
 THEATER 563  “Sound Design Studio”           3 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses CE-ENGIN 244 and 488, ENGLISH 388, ITALIAN 
32-16  333, KIN 170, 236 and 297M, LABOR 331, PHYSICS 121, SCH-MGMT 434, SOCIOL 331, 350, 



357, 389 and 461, SPORTMGT 395, STOCKSCH 119, 172, and 266, WOMENSST 220, EHS 588, 
NRC 547 and THEATER 563, as recommended by the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils. 

 
Senator Lisa Saunders raised a concern that the course listed as WOMENSST 220 should have been listed 
as WGSS (Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality Studies) 220. The name of the department had changed some 
years ago but the course designation does not seem to have changed.  

 
Bryan Harvey, Associate Chancellor and Chief Planning Officer: I’m certainly not the Registrar, but after 
years of dealing with this, I know that they will go back and make sure that all the rubrics are corrected 
and so forth. Sometimes they come to the committees with different designations. But whatever the correct 
rubric is at any given moment will be attached to the courses.  

 
Senator Marta Calas: This is in reference to WGSS. In fact, it seems to me that something is missing. Even 
the emails in WGSS maintain the WOST from when it was Women’s Studies before it became a 
department. I think that, somehow, somebody didn’t make the change, because it has been going on for 
years. I think it should be addressed.  

 
The motion was adopted. 
 
G. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 CONSENT AGENDA  (ITEMS 1-12) 

[A consent agenda may be presented by the Presiding Officer at the beginning of a meeting.  Items may be 
removed from the consent agenda on the request of any one member.  Items not removed may be adopted 
by general consent without debate. Removed items may be taken up either immediately after the consent 
agenda or placed later on the  agenda]. 

 
 1. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Academic Priorities Councils concerning a Revision of 
  the Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Degree in Computer Science, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-065  
  with Motion No. 33-16. 
 2. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Academic Priorities Councils concerning a Certificate  
  in Trust Assurance and Cybersecurity in the College of Information and Computer Sciences, as  
  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-066 with Motion No. 33-16. 
 3. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Academic Priorities Councils concerning Revisions to  
  the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Program in the Department of English, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
  No. 16-067 with Motion No. 33-16. 
 4. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Academic Priorities Councils concerning a Revision of 
  the Second Bachelor Program in Nursing, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-068 with Motion  
  No. 33-16. 
 5. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Academic Priorities Councils concerning Revisions to  
  the Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Program in Sport Management, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-069  
  with Motion No. 33-16. 
 6. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils  
  concerning a Revision of the Requirements for the Majors in Electrical Engineering and Computer  
  Systems Engineering in the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, as presented in  
  Sen. Doc. No. 16-070 with Motion No. 33-16. 
 7. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils  
  concerning a Social Research Analysis Certificate, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-071 with  
  Motion No. 33-16. 
 8. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils  
  concerning a Certificate in Social Welfare and Social Work, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-072  
  with Motion No. 33-16. 
 9. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils concerning 
  a Computer Science Master’s Concentration in Data Science in the College of Information and  
  Computer Sciences, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-073 with Motion No. 33-16. 



 10. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils concerning 
  a Dual Master’s Program:  Master of Architecture/Master of Design, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
  No. 16-074 with Motion No. 33-16. 
 11. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Program and Budget and Research Councils concerning  
  the Establishment of a Center for Data Science (CDS) in the College of Information and Computer  
  Sciences, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-075 with Motion No. 33-16. 
 12. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Program and Budget and Research Councils concerning  
  a Computational Social Science Institute (CSSI), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-076 with Motion  
  No. 33-16. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve 1) the Revision of the Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Degree in   
33-16  Computer Science, 2) the Certificate in Trust Assurance and Cybersecurity in the College of  
  Information and Computer Sciences, 3) the Revisions to the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Program in the  
  Department of English, 4) the Revision of the Second Bachelor Program in Nursing, 5) the   
  Revisions to the Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Program in Sport Management, 6) the Revision of the  
  Requirements for the Majors in Electrical Engineering and Computer Systems Engineering in the  
  Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, 7) the Certificate in Social Research Analysis, 
  8) the Certificate in Social Welfare and Social Work, 9) the Computer Science Master’s   
  Concentration in Data Science in the College of Information and Computer Sciences, 10) the Dual  
  Master’s Program:  Master of Architecture/Master of Design, 11) the Establishment of a Center for 
  Data Science (CDS) in the College of Information and Computer Sciences and 12) the  
  Computational Social Science Institute (CSSI), as presented in Sen. Doc. Nos. 16-065, 16-066,  
  16-067, 16-068, 16-069, 16-070, 16-071, 16-072, 16-073, 16-074, 16-075 and 16-076. 
 
The motion was adopted. 
  
H. OLD BUSINESS 
 
 Amendment to the Special Report of the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils concerning the Policy 
 and Procedures concerning Academic Honesty, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-038A with Motion  
 No. 15-16. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Amendment to the Special Report of the Academic Matters 
15-16  and Graduate Councils concerning the Policy and Procedures concerning Academic Honesty, as  
  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 16-038A. 
 
The motion was adopted. 
 
The 759th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate was adjourned at 5:40 pm.  


