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Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz called the 766th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on March 9, 
2017 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227, and began the meeting with a reading of the poem “The Unwritten” 
by W.S. Merwin. 
 
Inside this pencil 
crouch words that have never been written 
never been spoken 
never been taught 
 
they’re hiding 
 
they’re awake in there 
dark in the dark 
hearing us 
but they won’t come out 
not for love not for time not for fire 
 
even when the dark has worn away 
they’ll still be there 
hiding in the air 
multitudes in days to come may walk through them 
breathe them 
be none the wiser 
 
what script can it be 
that they won’t unroll 
in what language 
would I recognize it 
would I be able to follow it 
to make out the real names 
of everything 
 
maybe there aren’t 
many 
it could be that there’s only one word 
and it’s all we need 
it’s here in this pencil 
 
every pencil in the world 
is like this 

 
A. PRESENTATION BY BRYAN HARVEY, ASSOCIATE CHANCELLOR AND CHIEF 

PLANNING OFFICER 
 “DEMOGRAPHICS OF COLLEGE-AGE POPULATION” (10 Minutes) 

(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 

 Bryan Harvey, Associate Chancellor and Chief Planning Officer: I’m joined by Associate 
Provost James Roche. We’ve been having several conversations over time with the Rules Committee 
looking at various planning issues and one of the things we looked at was demographic issues, so, the 
Rules Committee suggested that we might come and share some of that at the Senate meeting. By 
demographics, we are talking about the predictable changes in the number of high school graduates 



and the college-age population. You’ll see this data in the newspaper from time to time because there 
is a group called the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) that puts things 
out and then everybody starts talking about them. We thought that we’d give you a bit of an 
overview. First, this chart shows the number of Massachusetts public high school graduates going all 
the way back to 1970. One of the reasons to show this is to point out how demographics really are 
like a roller coaster. You can see the middle and end of the baby boom, way over on the left. Then 
we had a huge decline. Then the “Echo Boom” came along and it rose again. At the moment, up until 
the present, it’s been pretty flat for a few years. Underneath here is the line showing UMass Amherst 
in-state applications; so of those possible high school seniors, how many of them put in applications 
to UMass? You can see that it varies quite a bit, but there is something interesting about it; prior to 
about 1988, there’s not much of a pattern at all – they go up, we go down – but from 1988 on, we 
actually follow the curve pretty well. We seem to be lagging a little bit behind it but this data causes 
you to think that, when there are changes in the underlying demographics, it is likely to have some 
impact on us and we want to pay attention to that. Now, these are the projections from WICHE, 
based on live births, so, they take you out to 2032. You see, we’re about halfway through a period of 
pretty good stability but, about ten years from now, there’s a pretty sharp downturn. It trickles off 
after that and we won’t know exactly how far it trickles until we count more live births over the next 
few years. This is certainly nothing like the downturn we saw after the Baby Boomers, but it is 
appreciable as it is about a 10% decline in the number of potential students and, of course, we do get 
students from other places but most of our applicants come from Massachusetts.  
 
So, we wanted to think about what that means for where we are today and how we might prepare 
ourselves for planning going forward. If you look at where we’re likely to wind up in 2030 or so, 
when was the last time we were there with that number of applications? It was in about 2005. So, one 
thing that we wanted to do was look to see what happens – what are the changes or differences – 
between then and now, because our situation is much different today than it was when we have 
approached these situations in the past. This chart includes both in-state and out-of-state applications 
and the scale is different so the up’s and down’s look bigger, but this tells you something very 
important about our situation. You can see relative stability for many, many years: the size of our 
freshman class didn’t change much, the number of applicants didn’t change much except for a spike 
in the late 1980’s, and the number of students we had to accept in order to get that class didn’t 
change really all that much. But, beginning in about 2004 or 2005, two things happened. One was the 
upswing of that demographic curve we saw: there were more eighteen-year-olds. This was also 
around the time that the Common Application came about, and, if you have college-age kids, you 
know all about that because it’s what you do now; it’s a single application on which you check off 
which institutions you would like to have it sent to. Applications have gone through the roof for 
everybody as a result of the ability to so easily send them out, so, it’s now not unusual to have ten or 
twelve applications per applicant whereas, I think that in many of our cases, there weren’t that many. 
So, you can see that this enormous increase in applications allowed us to offer admission to a much 
larger group and that allowed us to raise our standards, become more selective, and raise the profile 
of the students who came because there were more applicants to work with. Now, here’s a little bit of 
the then-and-now’s. In 2005, our average SAT scores were 1143 and, last year, they were 1225; that 
is a huge change and very few institutions changed that much over that period of time. The increase 
in applications made that possible in part. Along with that, our U.S. News and World Report ranking 
has improved; we were ranked 46th among public colleges and universities in 2005 and, last year, we 
were ranked 27th; that makes us the most improved public university in America. That’s how big 
these changes are. Of course, the percentage of our budget from the state has been going through a 
change; it was 58% in 2005 and is 41% now. Just two years before that, it was 70% which shows you 
how quickly that has changed; that’s enormously important because we cannot be quite as casual 
about our ability to get students in as we used to because students bring so much revenue in. Now, 
this is, of course, part of what goes into that story: a 70% increase in in-state student costs, a 77% 
increase in out-of-state student costs – this is the sticker cost, not what the student actually pays – 



and, of course, to make that work with all our other goals, the amount of money we’ve had to take 
out of our institutional budget to devote to need-based and merit-based financial aid has gone up 
from $32 million to $71 million; these are big changes. And, the percentage of out-of-state students – 
this is for the entering class and it changes a bit over time – went from 21% then to 28% now, so one 
of the ways that we were able to take advantage of that increase in applications was to raise our out-
of-state enrollment, but we also have to think about limits to this. How high would we go before we 
either have goals of our own that we run into or resistance at the state level? And, our yield rate, 
which is the percentage of students who accept our offer of admission – if we make 100 offers of 
admission and 20 of them take it, we have a 20% yield rate – has been dropping for many years for a 
lot reasons but, over this period of time, has fallen from 27% to 19%, which means that to get one of 
those enrolled students today, we have to have five of those accepted students instead of the four that 
we had not that long ago.  
 
All of this goes into the equation of how we think about positioning ourselves so that it may not be a 
catastrophic decline in demographics but a situation in which growth and at least the leveling we’re 
seeing now may be reversed at least for a while. So, Associate Provost Roche will talk a little bit now 
about some of the mechanics and micro-views of how that out-of-state recruiting might work because 
it really sheds light on the situation and then we’ll take a little step back before we’re done. 
 
James Roche, Associate Provost for Enrollment Management: Thanks. I’m going to walk you 
through a couple of slides here to show you the areas that we generally pull from and how they’re 
looking with respect to the availability of potential students, and then some of the areas that we’re 
looking at that we need to go into to offset. What you’re looking at here is a slide that goes back to 
2008 and into 2024; this is based on births in these states. We use that because, way back sixteen or 
seventeen years ago, I was the Director of Institutional Research at Washington State University and 
we were well aware at the time that we only had about eight years left of the move up 
demographically until things started to drop, so, we started to look at these things and discovered that 
one of the best predictors for what would happen down the road was to look at what is happening 
today with live births and play that out eighteen years and there you go. For a large state flagship 
university like UMass, the lion’s share of the entering freshman class is either seventeen or eighteen 
so that works well. If you look at the states listed here, Massachusetts is where we draw from the 
most, but we do pretty well in New York, New Jersey, the surrounding areas, and then you’ll see a 
couple of outliers on here, Florida and Maryland. We’ve actually had a presence in those areas, and 
what I mean by that is, over the years, we’ve had a few of our recruitment folks go down there, to 
Florida for example, for college fairs and high school visits; they’ll visit with alumni, and, of course, 
there’s a fairly large population of grandmas and grandpas down there who used to be up here, so it 
makes sense that we do fairly well in the state of Florida. But, what you’re going to see here on the 
graph, as we look at the states that we’ve traditionally drawn from, is that from 2008 on – and these 
are the states that play a large part in the chart that Associate Chancellor Harvey showed – there is 
dramatic fall-off. Rhode Island shows a little bit of a surge there before it drops again – and you also 
have to look at scale and I realize that you can’t see these quite as clearly as we’d like – but, for 
example, on the Rhode Island chart, the lowest point goes from about 12,500 up to just about 13,500, 
so we’re really talking about an increase of 1000 students over that time and there are about 150 
schools within about a 100-mile radius of the state so there is competition. If we extend that a little 
bit to six of the top ten states that I showed you, you can see again, pretty dramatically, that with the 
exception of some instability in New Jersey, the same pattern of a drop-off and live births then stays 
low. I put California in here: California, of course, provides every state with a certain number of 
students because of its large population, but we also have recruitment teams who go out there, as 
well, so we don’t do too poorly and get 60 to 70 kids enrolled from California just about every year. 
So, we certainly keep an eye on California and so does everybody else. 
 
  



So, one of the things we had to do was go and find some areas that would have potential students that 
we could pull in and the good news is that we do have some that are more in our neighborhood than 
not. You see here Maryland and Virginia; over the years we have done fairly well in that Northern 
Virginia, Maryland, Washington, D.C. area. We do well in the areas that have fairly high population 
densities, well-educated populations; another thing we look at is the cities that have direct flights 
from those cities to Bradley International Airport; we’ve tapped into those cities because students 
and moms and dads like to be able to get to some place and back pretty quickly without too many 
layovers. So, this is all part of our strategy. We’ve spent more time in last four or five years buying 
names and trying to cultivate more contacts in these cities. We’ve got some ideas that we think 
would give us a few more resources to put on the ground in those areas that we think would help us 
bring in even more students. The application numbers have gone up; these are further away but we 
still have done fairly well over the last five to six years with these states, most of them out west, as 
well.  
 
The application numbers have gone up, and that’s great, but what we need to do is turn those 
numbers into yields, to get those students to enroll here. I want to show you, and I’ll break it down 
by a couple of different groupings, what’s happened with our applicant pool more specifically. So, 
this is Massachusetts; it continues to go up, for the most part, and I don’t want to ignore some of the 
great work that’s been done by a lot of people at this University to improve our standing, but the 
other important thing, which Bryan mentioned, was the Common Application. About 600 schools are 
members of the Common App, which allows applicants fill out the basic information for any one of 
those schools and pretty quickly have the application done for any of the others. We are among a 
handful of public institutions that are part of the Common App; the other UMass campuses are all 
members. It has really helped us. We have been a member institution since 2007 and it makes it easy 
for students to apply and that’s great. We’ve attracted a more highly-qualified group of students. 
What that’s done is it’s pushed the bar up so that now we’re competing for more highly-qualified 
students and there are fewer of them, so, we’re competing for fewer of those students with more 
schools who are looking for them, so, that’s another challenge. This next set shows the Northeastern 
and Mid-Atlantic areas that I showed you some things on earlier, and what we’re seeing here is a 
saturation from the applicant standpoint. These are states that have seen the heavy decline; there’s 
not a lot of students or a boost coming up for these states, so, we will continue to cultivate touch-
points with students at schools in these states, but, we can’t rely as heavily on these as we used to.  
 
One area that we went into that we weren’t into much at all years ago is of international students. I 
got here in 2011, and, at that time, we typically would enroll about fifty or sixty international 
students and many of those were actually based in the United States, most of them here in 
Massachusetts. They were international because of their visa status but many of them were going to 
school in the U.S. and living in Massachusetts. For the flagship campuses in other states, 8% to 9% 
of the entering students are international, so, we set that as a goal. We achieved that goal last year 
and we will continue to cultivate the connections in the various countries. Many of our students come 
from China which is pretty standard for international students in colleges and universities, and India, 
South Korea, Vietnam, and many other Asian countries.  
 
Then we have this collection of other areas and I won’t go into all of these but, if you look from the 
top down, California is in that grouping and that’s really what has pushed that up as much as 
anything else. In that second grouping are states where we are doing well and continuing to push 
into: Florida, Georgia, North Carolina and Virginia. The thing I like about North Carolina is an area 
called the Research Triangle; we find there not only towns close to airports that fly into Bradley but 
also college towns. A lot of you have probably sent your kids off some place other than UMass 
Amherst. We lose a lot of students from here but that is pretty standard; when I was in Pullman, 
Washington, there were kids there who couldn’t wait to get out even if it meant going to Seattle. 
They were pretty excited about that, so, we like to tap into that from the other direction and reach out 



into those colleges towns. The gray area there, the middle one with Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, 
and Wisconsin, represents the Rust Belt region which is frankly not producing a lot of students who 
are going out of state; our strongest area there is Wisconsin, predominantly the Madison area. Texas, 
like California, has a lot of students so we can usually do fairly well there. For Oregon and 
Washington, actually, the application pool has grown quite a bit; having made that trip back and forth 
several times, I don’t understand this entirely, but I don’t question it, and, if they want to come here, 
we’re happy to have them. The Seattle area, Portland, Corvallis, and Eugene are predominantly the 
areas we pull from there. Then, the last group doesn’t have a lot going on except for Minneapolis, 
Minnesota which is the really fertile ground for us there, and the airport connection works there, too. 
 
Associate Chancellor Harvey: As I’m looking at that, one thing that really strikes me is how 
targeted you have to be to find those little pockets where there are people who might be a good fit. 
Also, realizing that Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, and so forth are going down in their own 
populations, I assume that means that Northeastern, BU and UConn will be out there fishing in the 
same waters, and I hope they don’t discover the airport thing. Here we are about halfway though a 
really unusual historical period of relative stability in the demographics and ten years seems like a 
long time, but it’s not so long when you can look at it and see things coming. What are we going to 
do? How are we thinking about it? How will the institution prepare itself to compete and to maintain 
these high standards that it set, all the achievements we made during a period of growth, and not have 
them put at risk at the time when the demographics start to decline a little. So, I have three 
meteorological metaphors to guide thinking here. First, the sky is not falling: this is not an 
emergency. Second, there are storm clouds on the horizon, so, it is serious enough to pay attention to. 
And, finally, we need to make hay while the sun shines because this period of relative stability that 
we still have left is when we really need to make our move, when we need to consolidate the gains 
that we’ve achieved, when we need to be positioned to be more competitive with the Massachusetts 
high school graduates once the numbers start coming down and so forth. That’s our story. Thank you. 
 
Katherine Newman, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: Could you say 
something about the rate of college-going during this period? 
 
Associate Chancellor Harvey: Yes, in fact, back in the baby boom years, the college-going rate was 
much lower than it is now. One of the reasons that all the colleges and universities didn’t collapse 
during that huge demographic downturn was because, somewhat unexpectedly, the rate of college-
going, not only among underrepresented groups but including already well-represented groups, really 
went up a lot and, of course, is now historically as high as it’s ever been, so, we’re probably 
saturating that somewhat, too. 
 
Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen: Thank you for this extremely interesting presentation. I have a 
couple of questions. One is about the Massachusetts plan that anyone who gets an associate degree 
from a Massachusetts community college can come to us; how does that affect the enrollment that we 
have and the applications we receive? From the numbers that I saw, the number of international 
applications was about two times that of the domestic out-of-state applications? My question is about 
resource allocation for these students, as well. Thank you. 
 
Associate Chancellor Harvey: I’ll talk about the community colleges a little. Our presentation only 
covers the freshmen. We usually take about 4,600 or 4,700 freshmen and 1,100 or 1,150 transfer 
students per year. Of those, fewer than half are from the community colleges; that’s gone up a little 
bit. We have all these compacts and transfer agreements and so forth. So, that’s anticipated in the 
total enrollment. That could change, I suppose, but the same demographics will apply to the 
eighteen-year-olds going to the community colleges. 

 
 



Associate Provost Roche: We take in between 1,150 and 1,200 transfer students in the fall, but we 
actually take in about 400 in the spring; that’s our largest spring entry group. As Bryan said, about 
40% of them come from the community colleges. The others come from four-year schools; one of the 
things that we find pretty interesting is, out of that other 60%, almost half of them come from the 
smaller mid-level private schools around here, and, I suspect, that’s because they have great desires 
to go until it hits the pocketbook and then they come here where they can get a great education at a 
much more affordable rate. On international students, this year we surpassed 5,000 international 
students. In our application pool, we get 42,000 applications, about half in-state and half out-of-state, 
so, we still have about 15,000 U.S. domestic students. I don’t know if the slide was clear. In the time 
that I talked about, we’ve gone from about just under 1,000 true international applicants to 5,200 this 
year. 
 
Provost Newman: Just as a tail-end of this discussion, you’re going to hear a lot more about our 
interest in expanding Continuing and Professional Education (CPE) and the University Without 
Walls (UWW) because, as these numbers go down, we’re going to need to look at alternative sources 
of enrollment. We will continue to be as competitive as possible and we have ambitious plans to push 
into some of those new areas which have not been tapped enough. Come and see the leaves here in 
Massachusetts; if you’re in Arizona, that should be very appealing. But, you’re going to hear a lot 
more from Vice Provost de Berly and others about expanding some of the programs that reach into 
the demographics that are not reflected in any of those charts: people who are coming back to 
complete degrees because that is a still growing market, and CPE which is masters-level-or-above 
people coming back for retraining and additional education. If we just rely on the traditional college-
age market, we’re going to see a lot of challenges that will be hard for us to surmount. 

 
B. COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE  

 
SENATE DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED LEARNING OUTCOMES FOR THE DIVERSITY 
REQUIREMENT 
 
Professor Claire Hamilton, Chair of the General Education Council: I will do my best to be brief but 
also to give a background on the process that the General Education Council (GEC) has adopted as we’ve 
revised these learning outcomes and to give some sense of what the specifics are on the current 
recommendations that we’re making. As most of you know, in September, the GEC released 
recommendations for changes in the Diversity requirement and then began to get feedback from various 
Faculty Senate Councils, the Faculty Senate Committee of the Whole discussion, meetings with various 
campus groups including SGA, and written feedback from individual faculty members and departments. 
Thinking about the concerns that were raised from the various feedback mechanisms, I’m going to put them 
into three general areas. One concern was with the content of the Diversity Learning Outcomes themselves: 
what we were saying in those outcomes. Another concern was on the course structure that we proposed in 
terms of supporting the learning outcomes, particularly the inclusion of a stand-alone diversity course and 
the impact that that course would have on the inclusion of Interdisciplinary courses in the General 
Education curriculum. And, third, there was a perceived need to provide more intensive support for our 
faculty in terms of teaching and developing new Diversity courses. So, we attempted to address these 
concerns in the revisions that were distributed to you earlier this week. The GEC has been working really 
hard on this. Over the winter break, we held what we called a diversity “think tank” and we invited and met 
with faculty whose scholarly interests really focus on diversity and who were also instructors of the current 
U.S. Diversity (U) and Global Diversity (G) courses. The members of the GEC and those faculty met 
together to talk about what would make sense in terms of learning outcomes, and I think about that, and as 
you can probably imagine, with any meeting of faculty, we didn’t come up with one single way or one 
single perspective about what the best content would be or what the best pedagogical processes would be 
for dealing with diversity, but we really were able, as a group, to generate some shared approaches to what 
we would do in terms of what the requirements would be for our students in Diversity courses and thinking 
about what pedagogical practices would be appropriate. We really tried to bridge various disciplinary  
 



perspectives; that was why we brought together this group of faculty, and these learning outcomes that 
we’re presenting right now, I think, reflect those commonalities and shared perspectives.  

 
As the GEC was reviewing the learning outcomes, we were also considering the course structure that would 
support those learning outcomes. We had a couple of goals in terms of looking at that. We wanted a course 
structure that would not place a burden on our undergraduate students in terms of imposing additional credit 
requirements. We wanted to retain the role of the Interdisciplinary courses within the Gen. Ed. curriculum. 
We wanted to build on the expertise of faculty who were currently teaching the U and G courses. We 
generated and entertained a number of possible options and we then looked at those options in terms of 
feasibility. We asked for some information from the Provost’s Office, particularly from Vice Provost Carol 
Barr, about enrollment capacities and the course offerings in our U and G courses being offered now so that 
we could see what would make sense in terms of feasibility. The proposed structure for the new Diversity 
requirement would be a joint-designation structure, similar to what we have now. Courses would now have 
the designations SBDU or HSDG, and some people have said, “What the heck is that D about and why are 
you throwing it in there?” I think that it is important to make a tangible distinction that we would be 
operating under new learning outcomes and that we would also be asking that all of our students take one of 
these diversity courses in the first year. So, that D is really indicating that this is a change. The change is 
also that we really want to emphasize that this is a joint-designation system, not dual with the other 
designation holding a primary role. One course would be taken in the first year upon entering campus and 
the second course could be taken at any time during the student’s academic career. We’re proposing an 
implementation date of Fall 2018. We are proposing that our current U and G courses be converted into 
these DU and DG designations for the Fall 2018 implementation date, but we’re also proposing that these 
courses go through an expedited process similar to our quinquennial reviews (QQ’s). All Gen. Ed. courses 
are reviewed every five years, so, we’re going to convert these U’s and G’s into DU’s and DG’s, but we 
would like them to go on an expedited review cycle so that faculty have a chance to prepare for what those 
courses might include and then we can take a look and help faculty if they’re having difficulties with it. The 
GEC really believes that these learning outcomes and course structures meet the needs of our students and 
faculty, we think they can be really effective, and we look forward to hearing your feedback and questions 
if you’ve got any. 
 
Senator A Yemisi Jimoh: Thank you to Claire and the General Education Council for the work they’ve 
done on this. We were happy to receive the learning outcomes and course sequencing before today’s 
meeting. I do have a question about the course sequencing: one of the major concerns, in terms of the course 
sequencing, was that the dual designations were creating a serious problem in achieving the goals of the 
diversity course and what we find in the current proposal is that the dual designations are still there which is 
a major problem, but that there is another option not associated with the dual designation which adds, if I’m 
reading the document correctly, the four-course option or an additional course option. Am I misreading the 
document? So, you’ve got an option here that says “fulfillment with four courses (16 credits)” and then 
“fulfillment with more than four courses,” so I was trying to get the distinction between the fulfillment with 
four courses and what the difference is when there is fulfillment with more than four courses. 
 
Professor Hamilton: The requirement could be fulfilled as a joint designation as it is in the current system. 
If a student opted to take a stand-alone DU or DG course, they would take that but they would need to 
complete that in addition to their other Social World courses, so they would be taking an additional three 
credits. If they wanted to do that, as some do now, they could continue to do so. Most of our G and U 
courses currently have joint designations though some faculty feel strongly about the courses having stand-
alone designations. We’re not going to suggest prohibiting that, but the student would need to be aware that 
that would be an additional course that they would taking.  

 
Senator Jimoh: So, I’m wondering what impact this might have on the whole purpose of revising the 
Diversity requirement because now, in order to get that focused diversity course which is one of many 
diversity courses that a student could take, a student could opt to take more courses and I’m just trying to 
think about how that would work to improve the Diversity requirement from what we currently have. 
 
 



Professor Hamilton: One of the difficulties we had was suggesting a course structure that would eliminate 
one of the designations, the Interdisciplinary. We were then working with the structure that we currently 
have and trying to maintain and have minimal impact on what the students took and in terms of the 
enrollments in our other Gen. Ed. courses. I would say, having spent a great deal of time talking with 
faculty and hearing faculty feedback, that it is very clear that faculty feel strongly that they are embracing 
diversity as part of the current U and G system. It is not, however, as visible to the students that that is being 
addressed because that has come out of the students’ concerns and it was also a concern of the students that 
they take a diversity course early in their academic careers, so this option is asking that students take a 
course in their first year, which was not required before, and it is asking that the courses adopt newly 
revised learning outcomes, which are different from those that we have on the books from 1985. 
 
Senator Jimoh: If I can ask one last question – were there any options available to you that would allow 
students to have access to a number of diversity courses that would not be associated with the other 
designations such as HS or AL? The way that you’re focusing it now, essentially, it appears that nothing has 
changed in terms of sequencing. 
 
Professor Hamilton: There would be no other option unless we were to eliminate one of the Social World 
courses which are down to one requirement in each category. Diversity is important on this campus and we 
share a concern for that – that’s one of the things that came out clearly, I think, that we share a concern but 
we’re just not sure how best to do it – but there were very strong concerns that we would have to eliminate 
one of those courses and that was not acceptable, particularly with some of the colleges, and I would say, 
that people feel very strong about Interdisciplinary. We weren’t going to ditch it, as that came out loud and 
clear. 
 
Senator Jimoh: Yes, absolutely, that was an important consideration, that we keep Interdisciplinary in 
there and that was desired so I just wanted to find out whether there were any other options and it seems that 
there were not. Thank you. 
 
Professor Daniel Gordon: When I received the agenda for today’s meeting, the learning goals document 
was sort of an appendix to it, so I have access to that, but I’m not clear if members of the Faculty Senate, of 
which I am not a member, also got a report providing further background, so, I am simply responding to the 
learning goals. I have one question and one comment. The question: what is really changing about diversity 
and the way it will be taught on our campus? It would be helpful to explain how the proposed learning goals 
are different from the existing ones. But, I agree, by the way, that there is a need to redo the learning goals 
and have the Faculty Senate approve them because, I think, some of the learning goals that went up on the 
General Education website were not actually those that were approved by the Faculty Senate back in the 
1980’s and there was a sort of accretion of language over time, which was an issue earlier, so we are 
precisely at a moment now where we do need something new, but there is really no text, to go along with 
the learning goals, explaining what’s different here. What is there an accent upon that maybe there wasn’t 
such a strong accent on earlier? But, it sounds like not that much is changing; it would be largely the same 
courses and the same types of designations, U.S. and Global Diversity, with two required diversity courses, 
one in the first year, which I think is fine. But, in terms of what we can expect from the content of courses, 
is anything meant to change under this new formulation of the outcomes? That’s my question. 
 
My second observation is that the outcomes are not very well written. The first bullet says, “Students will 
learn disciplinary theories and knowledge necessary to comprehend,” and I’ll pause for a little emphasis, 
“diverse social, cultural, and political perspectives.” The second bullet says, “Students will develop the 
ability to understand, articulate, and critically analyze,” and I’ll pause, “diverse social, cultural, and political 
perspectives.” And so, it sounds like two of the six bullets are saying exactly the same thing; you can 
compare the language that comes prior to the repeated words but I can’t seize the difference. The first 
sentence is extremely long and awkward, too. So, you described the process that led to the outcomes but the 
text itself doesn’t seem ready at this point. I don’t think we would want to release this to undergraduate 
students whose writing in the courses themselves, we would expect, should be better than this.  
 
 



Professor Hamilton: One of the concerns that faculty expressed in terms of the current language was that 
we currently have terms such as “value” and “appreciate” and there were concerns expressed in terms of 
having a scholarly and academic inquiry into issues related to diversity. I would suggest that the learning 
outcomes that we have presented are trying to incorporate that. For example, being aware of one’s own 
individual perspective in a scholarly way and critically analyzing some of these structures is different 
language than what we have in our current Diversity requirement. As to the language, we have been 
working very diligently and very hard. I believe that Secretary Peterson sent out the course structure options 
as well as the learning outcomes. 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: The options were added to a document that repeated the 
learning outcomes that was sent out to Senators on Tuesday. I also sent the document to department chairs 
because there are a number of departments that have been very interested in it. But, that does mean that, if 
you were not a department chair and were not a member of the Senate, you would not have seen them, and 
so, Professor Gordon is correct that he was not able to see them. 
 
Professor Hamilton: So, I’m doing the best I can on that. As to the poor writing quality in terms of the 
learning outcomes, this is what happened: in the fall, we released things with too much verbage that were 
difficult and that needed to be revised. We’re now trying to put out ideas that people can give us feedback 
on. And, we discussed as a Council that we sometimes were saying things two different but similar ways in 
the hope that one of the ways would get the point across. So, is there room to revise these? Yes. Do we 
consider these to be what is being offered to be voted on right now? No. Do we consider these to be ideas to 
be reacted to? Yes. 
 
Senator Steven Brewer: This is kind of an observation about the process rather than a specific comment 
about what’s been presented so far. It is simply a concern that to the extent that the way we respond to 
providing increased diversity experiences is with a course or some separate adjunct experience rather than 
transforming the curriculum overall, I think that we miss one of the big opportunities for transforming the 
culture on the campus. I know many of my colleagues in the sciences – not just to tar them with a brush –
think, “Well, I’m teaching science, so how do I teach diversity if I’m talking about functions in cells and 
things?” Having participated in a number of curriculum development projects in which those kinds of issues 
have been raised and addressed, I understand that there is an important conversation that my colleagues 
could have about this topic, but, to the extent that they see it as something that’s adjunct, something that is 
going to happen somewhere else in the curriculum, that they miss that opportunity to engage in the 
curriculum redevelopment and to transform their own experience and perception about how diversity is 
invested within the whole institution. 
 
Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen: I will follow that point with a question that faculty in my department 
wanted to ask. Did the Council consider the relationship between diversity and second language acquisition, 
which is dwindling down on this campus, in any way? Do you consider that to be somehow related to 
diversity on campus or not? Did you consider a language requirement or the status of second language 
requirements on campus as part of the discussion?  
 
Professor Hamilton: No, we were looking at the Diversity requirement in terms of the General Education 
curriculum and not the other ways that diversity might be addressed on campus. 
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: Would you mention why the requirement for taking the one course in 
the first year is in there? 
 
Professor Hamilton: Many of our students particularly expressed a concern that they are arriving on 
campus and would like to know more about diversity as they interact with many of the diverse students that 
Associate Chancellor Harvey and Associate Provost Roche were talking about earlier – people from 
different geographical regions, international students – and that having a diversity course in the first year, 
particularly one that is asking them to reflect on individual perspectives and have an understanding of the 
content and the structures and relationships that are involved with diversity, would be an asset for them as 
they continue forward in their academic careers. 



Senator Frank Hugus: It struck me, while I was reading this, that one way in which one might satisfy 
these diversity learning outcome requirements might be working with the International Programs Office to 
develop a way in which faculty advisors could interact with students while they are abroad because there is 
no experience that an undergraduate or graduate student can have that is as transformative as studying 
abroad. 
 
Senator Lisa Saunders: A number of Research 1 universities have this requirement, and, while it might be 
really entertaining to hear how theirs’ have evolved and the politics around that, what I really want to ask is 
whether you looked at the learning goals at any of the other universities and, if so, how do these compare? 
 
Professor Hamilton: Yes, over the last year, we reviewed the diversity requirements at our comparable 
institutions using the standard list we use at UMass as well as diversity requirements at some other 
institutions that seem to be particularly noteworthy for their diversity requirements; they hit the news, so we 
looked at those, as well. The requirements that we are proposing are similar to the comparable institutions in 
terms of the number of courses that are being required. There is some variance on whether a distinction is 
made between U.S. and Global Diversity. However, that is certainly a typical and common way of looking 
at diversity courses. So, I’d say we’re pretty much right in the middle. We reviewed the diversity 
requirements including the course structures, how they articulated learning objectives or goals, and, in fact, 
in some cases, we even pulled some of the syllabi if they were available on the websites of the comparable 
institutions. I would say that the proposed learning objectives are similar. 

 
C.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
1.  Principal Administrative Officers 

 
Katherine Newman, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: I think pretty much 
everyone on campus knows our new Dean of University Libraries Simon Neame. Simon and his colleagues 
across the system are launching an analysis of the usage of journals in the Library. This is going to be 
conducted with a survey and I’ve asked him to come and talk about that survey so that you’ll all know. He 
has already talked to a number of Senate Councils but I thought that this would be another opportunity for 
him. 

 
Simon Neame, Dean of University Libraries: Good afternoon. As Provost Newman mentioned, we are 
doing, in tandem with all five UMass campuses, a survey of journal usage. This is particularly focused on 
our online journal subscriptions which now form the majority of what we purchase in terms of journals and 
journal content. This is based on a study that was originally done a couple of years ago at the University of 
Montreal and is now being replicated both across Canada and the U.S. and now in a number of institutions 
in Europe. We all collect a lot of quantitative data around journal usage, but what we’re very interested in 
now is getting a different, more qualitative set of data from faculty and graduate students around their 
perceptions of the value of journals, particular journal titles, in relation to their research, teaching and also 
disciplinary needs. We’d like to compare this data, then, to our usage data to give us a much more complete 
and full picture of what we understand based on usage but also the particular needs of each campus around 
what faculty and graduate students consider to be the value of particular titles. Why do we want to do this? 
We want to do this to help us make better-informed decisions around journals: which ones to acquire and 
which ones maybe to not acquire – especially when we’re dealing with these large journal packages that I’m 
sure you’ve all heard about. We want to identify gaps and assess the value of some of these large journal 
bundles or big deals that the libraries are subscribing to. So, for example, UMass as a system subscribes to a 
very large package with Elsevier and we are coming up on renegotiating that package later on this year; we 
just want to have a better understanding, when we’re in that process, when we’re told the value of certain 
journals by the publishers, of what the value of some of those titles are for our users on our campus and the 
system. It will be a very short survey with three questions. One of the questions will ask around the impact 
of alternate ways of getting journal content, in particular through Interlibrary Loan (ILL), with say 24-hour 
or 48-hour turn-around time. The reason we want to do this is that we already know that in a number of  
 
 



disciplines, especially those areas that are actively using preprint archives, for example, to get that very 
current research, that access to the formal published literature on a really timely basis is not as necessary in 
some other areas because a lot of folks are moving toward accessing preprint archives. Not all areas are like 
that, so we really want to have a good understanding of how alternate ways of acquiring titles will impact 
research and teaching, as well. I mentioned that this is a five-campus UMass project. Based on feedback 
from the graduate students, we’re actually going to include graduate students in the survey, so it’s going to 
include both faculty and graduate students. As I said, it will be a very short survey with three key questions. 
We’re going to launch it in early April and it will be open for six weeks. The Provost’s Office has very 
generously agreed to administer this survey so you will be seeing this coming out very soon. It’s going to be 
part of what we hope will be a continuous review of our resources; we hope to engage in a survey like this 
every three years so that we can really understand what faculty value in terms of the titles, what’s important 
to their disciplines, and, as we go forward, giving us hopefully a little bit more bargaining, leveraging power 
in some of these negotiations and also some of the flexibility that we know we need as new areas are 
emerging and we get requests to acquire titles and access to research in some of the areas that we’re moving 
into. So, that’s really our focus for doing this survey and doing it now. I’m happy to take any questions. 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: In my experience of scrounging around for social science 
journals, there’s a certain amount of overlap in what different providers give you, so I wonder how we deal 
with that. But that gets to my real question, which is: when it comes to these bundles, isn’t the case that the 
providers basically decide what is in or outside the set of the journals and therefore knowing our usage 
probably wouldn’t give us a lot of bargaining power with the big aggregators but might perform some other 
function that is useful for us?  
 
Dean Neame: Yes, it definitely will. One thing that I’m very interested in is finding the gaps. But, more and 
more large research libraries and consortia are also really pushing hard on some of these publishers around 
these prepackaged bundle deals to say that it is not necessarily in our best interest to move forward, that we 
may be better off to break apart these deals and subscribe to titles on an individual basis, which sounds like 
going backwards in time because, when these deals were first presented to us, they were presented to us as a 
great deal like your cable television bundle packages; then you find out you’re only watching Home and 
Garden TV, or whatever is your favorite channel, but not watching a lot of the other channels that are on 
there. I think we’re to the point where a package like Elsevier is now absorbing, on this campus, 20% of our 
ongoing acquisitions budget. Our ongoing acquisitions budget is 80% now of our total acquisitions budgets, 
so that’s not including monographs. So, 20% of that 80% is going to one vendor with which we have no 
flexibility and no ability to say that those just aren’t titles, that are part of this bundle, that we even need on 
this campus. So, we do need to push the envelope a lot harder because resources are scarce and we want to 
make the best use of the acquisitions budget on behalf of this campus and the researchers and faculty and 
graduate students and, in particular, what their needs are. So, it may not break apart the deal this round but 
we feel that the more information we have going in, the stronger we’ll be as a system to push back a bit. 
 
Senator Curt Conner: Can’t Web of Science or any of the commercial search engines that we all use 
report back to you what journals people look for, find, or request?  
 
Dean Neame: Yes, we have a tremendous amount of quantitative data. As other universities have gone 
through this process, there is value in gaining more qualitative data around this. We know through our 
online metrics, through the mine survey, all those things that are continuously gathered, all those access 
numbers. What we still don’t know is what journals faculty find and perceive valuable for teaching, 
research, and their discipline in general. So, we would like a more qualitative response to that to help 
augment the other data that we have. 
 
Senator Conner: Another thing, include undergraduates, too. At least, our undergraduate students in 
Chemical Engineering go to the journals. They have to so don’t just make it for graduate students. 
 
Dean Neame: Okay. 

 
 



Senator Maria Tymoczko: We were told at the Research Council that it can be extremely expensive if a 
faculty member decides to download an article that we don’t have in one of our bundles and that one can 
easily run up more than $100 in costs to the Library. Can you talk about that because, I think, we found that 
very shocking and thought that there should be more understanding of that in the faculty? 
 
Dean Neame: Right, just to clarify, we were talking in the Research Council about ILL costs. Yes, for some 
vendors and publishers the ILL costs can be high, up to $50 or more for a single article. So, we know, and 
this example is playing out right now with the Royal Society of Chemistry Journals which we have 
cancelled the bundled subscription to because it was something like a 300% cost increase over the next five 
years associated with that package. And, we are going with individual titles and recognizing that folks are 
going to be able to ILL articles that they need that are not in the titles that we are subscribing to. There is a 
cost to that; they get us on the ILL, too, but what we’re going to be monitoring very closely is whether that 
is still going to be a more economical way of proceeding rather than just saying, “Sure, a 300% increase, go 
for it; we’ll just keep paying it.” So, you’re absolutely right, we’re going to be watching how that plays out 
very closely. So far, in institutions where they have broken apart the bundles and some of these big deals, 
they have realized both less cost overall and increased flexibility in what they can subscribe to and 
purchase. So, I think that outweighs the benefits, or former benefits, of the big deal packages for sure. 
Thank you. 
 
John McCarthy, Senior Vice Provost for Academic Affairs and Dean of the Graduate School: I just 
wanted to mention briefly the Immigration Task Force that the Chancellor created. I am the Chair of that 
Task Force. We have met now twice, one was a regularly scheduled meeting and then we had an emergency 
meeting on Tuesday because of the executive order that emerged on Monday. It’s a relatively small Task 
Force. The people involved are very much active and engaged; we called that emergency meeting for 
Tuesday for 8:00 a.m. and well over half of the members of the Task Force showed up and were discussing 
what we knew had come out in the executive order on Monday plus changes regarding premium processing 
of H1B visa applications, a seemingly minor thing which nonetheless has very great implications. The Task 
Force has four subcommittees, one on communication and one subcommittee for each of the major 
impacted populations: faculty and staff, graduate students, and undergraduate students; we felt that the 
needs of those three populations are sufficiently different in various ways so it made sense to organize 
things in that way. We are meeting every two weeks as a full group with subcommittee meetings in between 
and we are working as fast as we can at the moment to identify what the main problems are and to 
understand their chronological prioritization; so, for example, issues related to international students who 
can’t leave the country this summer are among the most urgent facing us, and then we’ll begin to think 
about the onboarding of faculty and students in September and so on. It will be, I’m sure, quite a lot of work 
to sort all of this out. 
 
Michael Malone, Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement: Thank you. Good afternoon. You may 
have seen an announcement yesterday. I had expected to be coming out a little bit later and to have a chance 
to comment but I’ll take this opportunity. You all, or many of you, know that Elizabeth Chilton has been 
Associate Vice Chancellor in my Office since 2014. She’s done a lot of great work there on international 
affairs, on some very tricky compliance issues, on center and institutes, and a number of other things. 
Elizabeth has been named Dean of the Harpur College of Arts and Sciences at Binghamton University. I’m 
somewhat sad to say this, from a very selfish viewpoint, but congratulations and thank you. 
 
Carol Barr, Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education: I wanted to let you all know that, 
effective March 31st, John Lenzi will be stepping down as University Registrar. He’s transitioning to a new 
transition appointment for a couple months and then he will be effectively retiring from the University at the 
end of May. But, it also gives me great pleasure to introduce our new University Registrar. Many of you 
know him. He’s been serving as Deputy Registrar for the past four or five years. Also, he’s worked in the 
Graduate School and continues to work in the Graduate School; he’s had half-time appointments in the 
University Registrar’s Office and the Graduate School. So, our new University Registrar, effective April 1st, 
is Dr. Patrick Sullivan.  
 

 



2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: At the February meeting, I made a number of remarks 
about what I thought would be the schedule of Faculty Senate consideration of stuff and you’ve already 
figured out that at least one third of that was wrong because I did not mention anything about when exactly 
we would be discussing the Diversity requirement. I suggested that we might be discussing the annual 
report of the Athletic Council at the March meeting and that was wrong; that will be in April. We have 
some other Council reports that will be coming in, including the report from the University Press 
Committee. The other thing that I know will be happening on April 27th, because it’s specified in the 
Bylaws which means we better do it on time, will be an election for a Faculty Delegate to the Board of 
Trustees. This is a two-year term. The term is coming up and so we will need to deal with that on April 27th 
and we will also need to have the annual election for a Presiding Officer for the following year. So, those 
are things I clearly know are happening on April 27th and the rest of the 27th is going to be finishing up 
whatever we are doing this year that we haven’t gotten to by that point. So, that’s about as much as I can 
say about the schedule without telling you a bunch of stuff that I have to retract later. 
 
3. The Chair of the Rules Committee 
 
David Gross, Chair of the Rules Committee: I’d like to let you know what your Rules Committee has 
been doing. Since the last Senate meeting back in February, we’ve had three meetings. In the first meeting 
on February 17th, we had a considerable amount of discussion about what exactly we would do at this 
meeting today as well as the next two meetings, as there will be two meetings in April this year. We also 
talked quite a bit about the Bylaw revisions presented at the last meeting; today we’ll have the second 
reading. Some sharp-eyed Senators noticed some, shall we say, issues with some of the verbiage in that, so 
there’s been a considerable change; we worked on that at this meeting. We had some other discussions 
about other future meeting agenda items and that’s what the Secretary was referring to. We spent a little 
time talking about the way we publish nominations in the agenda for the Senate meetings and we made the 
decision that we didn’t want to bias anybody and we don’t want to inhibit any nominations, so, from here 
out, there will be an announcement of an upcoming election, as the Secretary just mentioned, but we will 
not give any listing of names presented from the Rules Committee; those nominations will come up from 
the floor at the meeting. So, from here on out, you will not see any names for nominees for any positions on 
the Senate agenda.  
 
The next week, on February 24th, we were asked by Tracy Mitrano and Matthew Dalton from UMass IT if 
they could give us a presentation about some upcoming potential changes in information security policy 
making it a bit more rigorous. They wanted our feedback. They’re getting feedback from other groups on 
campus. These new rules will set in place the way one must treat data as well as the security of the devices 
on which those data are stored. There’ll be more coming out and presumably we’ll be having a presentation 
here at the Senate for you one of these days on that. We talked more about various things and discussed 
what we were going to ask the Administration to talk about when we met with them; that’s the next thing I 
want to tell you about.  
 
So, this past Monday, we met with the Administration. We had four items on the agenda and added one on 
the fly. One of the items was an update on the Shorelight Program and where that currently is and where it’s 
going; we got quite a bit of information. We asked about a rumor that’s been floating around about a 
dramatic expansion of the student body and we were told by Bryan Harvey that there had been some talk at 
various times about possible things that could happen with enrollment but that was purely a rumor. There 
was a number of 5,000; that number doesn’t mean much of anything. It’s like the game Telephone where 
you say one thing and it changes as it passes from one person to another. There’s always planning going on 
and some people heard something and passed it along; so, it’s just a rumor. We asked about how the UMass 
Endowment is doing; Vice Chancellor Andrew Mangels told us about that. We asked about data archiving 
on campus, particularly given that federal agencies might not necessarily be storing federal data, and what 
mechanisms do we have for storing the data; so, we heard quite a bit about data archiving. Then, we added 
on the fly an item from Vice Chancellor Malone about potential changes to the policy about how graduate 
student tuition is paid by grants; there may be some changes coming along the path at some point. Thanks. 



5.  The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
 
Senator Steven Brewer, Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors: Hi, I’m standing in 
for Eve Weinbaum as the MSP delegate. We had the Higher Education Advocacy Day on Beacon Hill that 
went very well; I think about 600 students were there and a very good case was made to the Legislature.  
 
I was asked to provide a very brief update on bargaining. Today, we focused on non-tenure-track faculty 
issues. We had a big group of non-tenure-track faculty, about fifteen, that came in to testify about their 
experiences especially with respect to professional development leave. We’re going to be focusing on CPE 
and anomaly issues later this month. We had two very good open forums and heard from many members 
about their priorities for the new contract but we still want to hear from more people so reach out if you 
have ideas or concerns.  
 
We’re organizing for the March for Science in Boston on April 22nd, which is Earth Day. There’s going to 
be a march on Washington but there will be a bunch of people going to Boston. The MSP has reached out to 
the Chancellor’s Office to support this effort and we hope to have busses that will be free or nearly free. 
And, we want everyone to come. This really is an effort to defend the Enlightenment; if we lose the battle in 
the public dialogue of whether science means anything then, I think, all of us will suffer for it. There is a 
Facebook group that you can look for the March for Science in Boston. If you have questions feel free to 
ask me or any of us.  
 
Finally, there is a new group of adjunct and non-tenure-track faculty organizing at the state level; it’s called 
MassUnited and you should be able to find it online now. We’ve met several times, in Boston and Lowell, 
and the next meeting will be here at UMass Amherst on April 23rd, the day after the March for Science. So, 
feel free to find out more and contact me if you questions. 

 
6.  The President of the Student Government Association 
 
Derek Dunlea, Secretary of Finance of the Student Government Association: For those of you who 
don’t know me, my name is Derek Dunlea. I am currently the Secretary of Finance for the SGA. Last night, 
the end of our elections period for the SGA took place. Anthony Vitale and Lily Wallace, the incumbents, 
were indeed re-elected so they will be serving, presumptively, as the President and Vice President of the 
undergraduate student body again next year. We also had our election for the new Student Trustee and 
you’re looking at him. So, once my term starts in July, I will be serving in the position that Josh Odam is 
currently serving in. I am excited; we have the vote next year. So, hopefully, we’ll be doing big things. 
Does anybody have any questions for me? I’d love to introduce myself at a future time to everybody present 
in this room. Thank you. 

 
E. BYLAW CHANGES 

 
Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
No. 17-032A. 
 

MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
16-17  No. 17-032A. 
 

(Inasmuch as these are changes to the Senate’s Bylaws, this is the second of three readings of this 
motion. The motion may be amended at this meeting and will be read again at the 767th regular meeting 
of the Faculty Senate. The final vote will be taken then.) 

 
Senator Curt Conner: I read through the Bylaw changes that are here. I see that one thing was left out 
which I had hoped would be handled, the number of members of the Faculty Senate, specifically the number 
of administrative members of the Faculty Senate. As we saw on that list with at least fifteen names up there, 
the number of Vice Chancellors, Vice Provosts, and Vice Deans and others has increased immensely and 
nobody has discussed if all these administrators are naturally going to be voting members of the Faculty 



Senate. It’s almost gotten to the point where half of the people that are voting end up being administrative 
people who haven’t been in a classroom in over a decade. 

 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: In order to be a voting member you have to have an academic 
appointment. It’s not enough to just be a member of the Administration. 
 
Senator Conner: But, even then, they may not be as active as faculty. 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: The actual stickiness is that the references to the 
membership of the Senate occur in two places. One is in the Bylaws and that’s the smaller one. The larger 
one is in the Constitution of the Senate and that is not the document that we’re trying to amend now. Now, I 
think that this raises an important point and it also raises something that I’ve been thinking about and will 
be interested in hearing peoples’ reactions to. The Constitution of the Senate has not been looked at in quite 
a long time and it might well be, for that and other reasons, that it would be a good idea to look at it, but, I 
want everybody to know that revising the Constitution is much more involved than revising the Bylaws 
because a proposal would have to be adopted in the Senate, it would need to go out to a ratification vote by 
the full faculty, but then it would also require the approval of the Board of Trustees. So, this gets laborious 
but it can be done; it’s not impossible. I know that they recently made significant revisions to the 
Constitution of the Faculty Senate of the Dartmouth campus. So, that does suggest that things can be done. 
It just takes a while. 

 
F. NEW COURSES 

 
(CONSENT AGENDA)  
[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]. 
 

COURSE              TITLE         CREDITS 
 
 AFROAM 250   “African American Short Stories”    4 
 FOOD-SCI 103  “Introduction to Food Science”           4 
 HISTORY 358   “Immigration and Migration in U.S. History”               4 
 HT-MGT 339   “Entertainment Management”           3 
 MIDEAST 362   “Religion and Politics in the Early Modern         4  
       Middle East” 
 PUBP&ADM 401  “Managing for Missions”            4 
 SOCIOL 271   “The Global City”             4 
 SOCIOL 430   “Next Steps:  Life After UMass”           1 
 CHEM-ENG 573  “Materials Science and Engineering Project”                 1 
 COMPSCI 527   “Introduction to Affective Computing”          3 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses AFROAM 250, FOOD-SCI 103, HISTORY  
21-17  358, HT-MGT 339, MIDEAST 362, PUBP&ADM 401, SOCIOL 271 and 430, CHEM-ENG   
  573 and COMPSCI 527, as recommended by the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils. 
 

The motion was adopted. 
 
G.  NEW BUSINESS 
 
 (CONSENT AGENDA)  

[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, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget   
  Councils concerning Revision of the Minimum Grade Requirements for the Biology    
  Major, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-036. 
 
 2. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget   
  Councils concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Degree Program in the   
  Department of Communication Disorders, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-037. 
 
 3. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils   
  concerning Revision of the Audiology (Au.D.) Degree Program in the Department of   
  Communication Disorders, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-038. 
 
 4. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils   
  concerning Revision of the Master of Arts (M.A.) Degree Program in the Department of   
  Communication Disorders, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-039. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve 1) the Revision of the Minimum Grade Requirements for  
22-17  the Biology Major, 2) the Revision of the Bachelor of Science (B.S.) Degree Program in   
  the Department of Communication Disorders, 3) the Revision of the Audiology (Au.D.)   
  Degree Program in the Department of Communication Disorders and 4) the Revision of the   
  Master of Arts (M.A.) Degree Program in the Department of Communication Disorders, as   
  presented in Sen. Doc. Nos. 17-036, 17-037, 17-038 and 17-039. 
 
 The motion was adopted. 
 
The 766th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate adjourned at 4:54 p.m. on March 9, 2017. 

	
 


