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Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz called the 768th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on April 27, 
2017 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. Bogartz began the meeting with a reading of a poem by Emily 
Dickinson. 
 
There is another Loneliness 
That many die without –  
Not want of friend occasions it 
Or circumstances of Lot 
 
But nature, sometimes, sometimes thought 
And whoso it befall 
Is richer than could be revealed 
By mortal numeral 

 
A. REMARKS BY STATE SENATE PRESIDENT STANLEY ROSENBERG  

(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 

Stanley Rosenberg, President of the Massachusetts State Senate: Thank you very much. We are 
in the middle of the budget process, as you probably know from following in the media. We 
organized the legislature, as we’re assigned to do by the Massachusetts Constitution, in January. 
We’ve named our committees. The first major project is when the Governor files his budget in 
January and then the Ways and Means Committees go out and do their hearings. Then, the House 
does its budget debate, which actually took place this week, and they set a record for the House by 
actually debating only two days; when I was a freshman in the House of Representatives some thirty 
years ago, budget debates were a week to two weeks long. In recent years, the House debates have 
been about four days long and, for whatever reason, this year, they ended up doing only two days. In 
fairness, the Senate usually debates the budget over roughly a two-day period; occasionally, we’ll 
have a third day if revenues are at play, as happened two years ago. The way we view it, there are 
maybe 900 amendments that will be filed for the budget when the Senate Ways and Means 
Committee puts the budget out to the floor. Members can file amendments; there are usually about 
900 of them. I’m fond of saying, “How long does it take to say ‘no’ 900 times?” When people finally 
become tired of hearing “no,” then they say, “Why don’t we wrap this up?” It usually takes about 
two days from the beginning of the debate to the end. So, instead of their normal four-day debate, 
surprisingly, this year, the House finished in two days. 
 
With regard to funding public higher education, the Governor actually provided a modest increase 
this year; that’s the good news. The bad news is that the House matched that and called it a day. It’s 
hardly a recognizable increase for the UMass system; it amounts to about $5 million, which is not 
what you would consider a real commitment or investment. So, the Senate is in the process of 
discussing our priorities for the budget. It will be left to the Senate to decide if we can do better. We 
have the same estimates of revenue as the Governor and the House had and we typically have a 
number higher than the House and the Governor. In fact, probably every nine out of ten years over 
the last forty years or so, the Senate was the high watermark and, going into conference committee, 
we usually come out with a number closer to the Senate number than the House number. It’s how the 
process goes; it’s our job. We wish that the other players would be more interested in having a more 
balanced approach, but we have to respond to what they didn’t do by doing as much as we can so that 
we have some reasonable budget increase. 
 
It’s a really odd situation that we’re in because Massachusetts still has the third highest per capita 
income in the country; our unemployment rate is below the national average and is, at a level, viewed 



as full employment, yet our revenues, particularly sales tax, income tax, and corporate taxes, are not 
meeting the conservative revenue estimations that we have when we build our budgets. So, as 
conservative as those are, the last few years, our revenues have come in under projection, which 
meant that we had to cut the budget as we went through the fiscal year. This time, we’ve done it 
twice, and that was after we cut $650 million out during the conference process; that’s the first time 
in my memory – and my memory goes back quite a bit when it comes to state budgeting – that we 
actually had to cut the revenue estimate during the conference committee after both the House and 
Senate had already written their budgets and we were reconciling the differences. We still had to cut 
two more times during this fiscal year. As of this week, based on the reports from the Department of 
Revenue, we are $220 million below year-to-date projections, so we are still trying to figure out why 
we have such a hot economy and the tax revenues are not coming in. Suffice it to say, we still have to 
produce a balanced budget and we still have to try to do something reasonable for public higher 
education; that we will seek to do. 
 
We have a few other things on the agenda, and I’ll speak to you as constituents as distinct from 
UMass affiliates at this point. The other major thing that we’re focused on right now is reviewing the 
legislation approved by the voters to create a system of legalization and taxation of recreational 
marijuana; that’s going to suck a lot of the energy out of the room for the next couple of months 
because the Governor, the Speaker, and I agreed to a six-month delay and that ends in June. So, we 
have to have legislation signed into law by approximately the first week or so of June so that we can 
set up the agency, develop the regulations, hire the commissioners, and begin to issue licenses so that 
shops can open up in mid-2018. It’s hard to believe that that’s the major issue on the horizon at this 
point but, regrettably, it is because it just must be done. 
 
The only other thing that I wanted to say before we go into the questions and answers is that we are 
going to be releasing in the Senate next week an initiative called Kids First. The Kids First Plan is of 
relevance to you here at the University and on this campus because the concept of this initiative, 
which was a year in the making, is to identify public policies and public investments that, when 
properly made, help us raise resilient children who become productive adults. It measures what we 
can do from prenatal care all the way through children in the third grade so that, when they enter the 
fourth grade, they read at grade-level because their success in education, from that point forward, is 
dramatically affected by and improved by the ability of children to read at grade-level at that point. 
The plan then goes on to look at the rest of elementary school, middle school, and high school; that 
part of the plan will be released sometime later this year. Then, the final component is higher 
education, or post-secondary education and training, which includes everything from public higher 
education to proprietary education in the trades and apprenticeships, so that young people, by the 
time they reach roughly 22 to 25 years of age, have got the skills and the credentials to be able to 
take their place in the economy. It’s the Senate’s attempt to think strategically going forward about 
what it takes in a knowledge-driven economy like Massachusetts, where we have so few natural 
resources and we depend upon the development of an economy that’s based on knowledge. Our 
largest industries here in Massachusetts, as you probably know, are health care, education, financial 
services, technology, and tourism; all five of those, but particularly the first four, depend on people 
getting in and through as much higher education as they can benefit by, hopefully as affordably as 
possible. So, the Senate decided that rather than doing it piece-meal, we want to put a vision out 
there for what kinds of public investments and public policies we need to raise resilient children who 
become productive adults, not only in the economy but in their roles as parents and civically-engaged 
individuals in our self-governing society. That’s the primary focus and primary reason we’re doing it, 
but the secondary reason is that we want people to have a vision for the public investment that would 
be made with the “Fair Share Tax” if it is approved on the ballot by the voters in 2018. Some of you 
may be familiar with the proposal, which is to amend the Massachusetts Constitution to allow a 
differentiated tax rate, otherwise known as a graduated income tax, because under our current 
constitutional provision, we cannot have a graduated income tax. So, if this proposal was accepted by 



the voters, there would be a 4% surtax on earnings over $1 million, not on the first million of your 
reported income but only on the part above $1 million. Those revenues would be earmarked for 
education and transportation, two of the major pillars for a knowledge-driven economic system. 
Everyone who looks at and researches and understands what we need to do to keep our economy in 
Massachusetts going has these on their list of the top four or five, and most people have them in the 
first and second position, sometimes with transportation first, and other times education, depending 
on who is making the assessment. The bottom line is that we have an opportunity to shift the 
paradigm. In these budgets that we are producing year after year after year, we have marginal 
improvements in transportation funding and education funding. We could actually have a paradigm 
shift if we are able to get the revenue. There is a proposal that will be before the voters that could 
actually shift that paradigm quite dramatically and quite quickly. I’ll leave you to think about that 
and you have some time to make up your mind before it appears before you on the ballot. So, now, 
we can go to questions, answers, and comments. 
 
Senator Farshid Hajir: I think it’s fair to say that we all recognize that without your leadership in 
the Senate for many years, and before that in the House, UMass wouldn’t be as strong as it is today, 
so I just want to express my appreciation for your support; UMass Amherst, in particular, I know you 
have supported very strongly. So, in that context, I have a question; what do you see as the outlook 
for some relief of the very large amount of debt service that we have to pay on the buildings? I think 
we’re carrying around $90 million; that’s really inhibiting our ability to hire more faculty for which, 
actually, we need to build more space, so I feel like we’re in this catch-twenty-two. In other states, at 
the state level, there’s a lot more support for the cost of buildings on campuses; is this something that 
can shift over time in Massachusetts? 
 
State Senate President Rosenberg: When I was a student and when I was first in the legislature, we 
did 100% of the deferred maintenance and the new construction out of the state so that you didn’t 
need to have that in your operating budget. That shifted over about a twenty-year period and we 
eventually got to the point where the state was putting in virtually nothing. Then, it reversed and the 
state started to put in more money in again over roughly the last decade. So, the good news is it could 
have been worse; the bad news is it’s still a really big number in your budget and it shouldn’t be 
there. I’ve proposed to both the previous governor and the current governor that we consider, at least 
for the Amherst campus and maybe the UMass system if we can’t do it for everyone, absorbing into 
the capital budget your debt and then free up that money in your operating budget to be able to build 
up the faculty and the support services that are necessary so that the University system can move to 
the next level. Obviously, Governor Patrick has come and gone; he didn’t accept the proposal and it 
didn’t happen. Governor Baker is still with us and I will continue to raise this issue but, so far, 
there’s been no commitment to try to do something like that. With that said, remember that if this 
“Fair Share Tax” passes, it should be able to provide some significant additional funding and, even if 
we don’t pick up that capital, it may make it easier to bear that within your budget. By the way, the 
same thing happened with financial aid; we used to do 100% of financial aid out of the state and we 
eventually started to go to the model from private higher education of price-to-the-market and 
discount based on ability to pay and transfer of money from the wealthier students to the less affluent 
students. So, now, what is it, 5%, 7%, 10% of your budget? That shouldn’t be on your budget; that 
should be on the state. Imagine, if we could free up those two components, what that would mean for 
the operating budget of the campus. But, you can’t do it overnight. The next big opportunity is the 
“Fair Share.” If we can get “Fair Share” through, it opens more possibilities. 

 
Senator Ernest May: I noticed that New York recently made a bold move with its at least optically 
attractive plan for free tuition. Have the leaders in Massachusetts thought of tying that sort of a plan 
with the “Fair Share” plan so that the voters would see that they might be getting something 
significant in return? 
 



State Senate President Rosenberg: It’s under consideration. There’s no commitment to do it yet but 
it is under consideration. One of the issues we’ll have to deal with is whether we’re talking about all 
of public higher education or we are talking about just community colleges and then trying to drive 
students in the first two years to community colleges, as some states do, and then have them transfer 
to four-year institutions. So, there are a series of policy questions that have to be thought about, not 
just a pure question of whether we can do two years of free tuition. Where can we do it? How much? 
What are the other policies that will surround it? It is on the table and under consideration, but there 
is no commitment yet.  
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: On the infrastructure side, including transportation, 
we know that there are a lot of things that are falling down or need repair. Part of expanding some of 
that does seem to be hooked to the “Fair Share Amendment.” If that were not to come about, how 
would the state be able to address what are actually some serious infrastructure problems, which 
inhibit the economy and then reverberate through to affect all of us? 
 
State Senate President Rosenberg: You’re asking what’s plan B? Plan B is run and hide. No, we’re 
not even thinking about plan B because we can’t imagine being in that situation because we’ve been 
in that situation for a couple of decades now and the closest we were able to get to the $1.2 billion 
per year investment just for transportation – that’s roads, bridges, and keeping up the existing public 
transportation – was about $600 million. The voters took $150 million away when they repealed the 
indexing of the gasoline tax and then we lost about $180 million or $200 million when the software 
tax was repealed in the legislature because the version we adopted was unworkable and we’ve never 
been able to get back to it.  So, we’re down to somewhere about $450 million out of $1.2 billion per 
year. We’re just really, right now, putting all of our eggs in the “Fair Share” basket, and we’re going 
to work really hard to get that passed. If it doesn’t pass, then we’ll have to go back to the drawing 
board and try to find the will to do either a vehicle mile travel scheme, which Oregon and other 
societies have been experimenting with, or an increase in the gas tax. The gas tax is becoming less 
and less reliable as automobiles become more and more efficient – hybrids and soon electric – so, the 
gas tax is eventually going to dwindle to the point where it won’t be a viable funding source 
anymore. So, we’ll have to find some other alternative if we don’t succeed with “Fair Share.” 
 
Senator Steven Brewer: I understand that one of the things that constrains the University is that 
they’re not allowed to expend state funds for education during the summer, which is why Continuing 
and Professional Education needs to be entirely self-funding. I’ve heard that there are efforts 
underway to try to change that so that there could be regular academic programs during the summer, 
but I haven’t heard anything on the legislative side about what the likelihood is that that would 
actually happen. Have you heard anything about that? Can you speak to that at all? 
 
State Senate President Rosenberg: I’m familiar with the policy and the dynamic. There is very 
little discussion of it at all and almost none in the legislature. It doesn’t mean that it won’t come up at 
some point but, at this point, there’s no real discussion of that. It’s a revenue source, at this point, 
which the campuses like. It would destabilize things and we’d have to completely rethink a bunch of 
stuff. I think the Chancellor and your A&F Vice Chancellor here would be the guys to have a 
conversation with about what it would really mean to the campus if you actually did that, not to 
mention the union. 
 
Kumble Subbaswamy, Chancellor: I have to say that Senate President Rosenberg has been very 
clear that, if there is legislative relief while we are still waiting for new revenue sources to come and 
so forth, he is more than happy to help us. So, on that score, for example, we’ve had conversations 
about where we might take some legislation that may move through the House and Senate. He’s been 
very clear about being very open to change if there are, in fact, old, outmoded regulations that really  
 



need to get changed, and he’s welcomed us to put that forward and push that through. So, we are 
certainly working with your staff, as needed, and we’ll continue to work on that. I thank you for that, 
as well. 
 
 State Senate President Rosenberg: I’ll just characterize it this way; it’s not a front-burner thing, at 
this point, because we are so focused on trying to get more money into the operating budget. Second, 
we are focused on trying to make sure that we get our capital needs met and there are still projects 
that the Governor is holding back. Third, we are focused on getting “Fair Share” done so we can 
have more money and then we can consider a lot of other things. Thank you for the opportunity and 
have a great summer. 

 
B. ANNUAL REPORT 
 

2015-2016 Annual Report of the Athletic Council, University of Massachusetts Amherst, as presented in  
Sen. Doc. No. 17-049. 
 
Senator Rebecca Spencer, Faculty Athletic Representative: Hi, I am Rebecca Spencer. I am a Faculty Senator. 
I am also the Faculty Athletic Representative and a Member of the Athletic Council. Professor Sam Hazen, the 
Co-Chair, had a family issue come up, so I was in the best position to take over his slides and his brief spiel. I will 
quickly use the microphone to explain what I do as the Faculty Athletic Representative, realizing that many of you 
might not know what that is. All NCAA institutions are required to have a Faculty Athletic Representative; they 
provide some piece of that institutional control over athletics and, in that, I actually wear quite a few hats. One 
piece of it is to monitor compliance. Here we emphasize a role as an ombudsperson, so that both student-athletes 
and coaches have a person outside of the department that they can come to should they have any issues or 
concerns; sometimes it’s just problem solving on a good day. I’ve also been involved in coaches’ searches, and I 
just wanted to say that so that you understand that there is a role that I can play in looking out for our academic 
interests when we do those things. One thing that I want to emphasize is that the Athletic Council is somewhat 
unique in our constituents: we are made of faculty, alumni representatives, and students. A couple of the students 
on the Council are intentionally student-athletes so that we can hear from their perspective.  
 
We start the annual report each year with the scope that is assigned to the Athletic Council for a specific reason 
and that is so that we can all be reminded of what the role of the Athletic Council is. So, we are a Council of the 
Faculty Senate and we are charged with making sure that Athletics is upholding the same ideals and high standards 
that we set for departments as well as meeting the standards of the NCAA and the conferences that we are aligned 
with. Another piece that I think is important to remember is that we also represent Intramural Athletics; that is one 
of our jobs and we quite often meet with the Director of Campus Recreation to make sure that we’re doing that. 
That became slightly challenged in 2015-2016, the academic year that this report covers; this was the first year 
that the Recreation Center was moved outside of Athletics. Previously, prior to the hiring of Athletic Director 
Ryan Bamford, the Recreation Center was under Athletics. At this point, it was moved. So, in 2015-2016, we had 
to be more intentional about how we were monitoring and continuing to learn about recreation to make sure that 
we were representing them as well as the Athletic Department. In this current year, we added John Blihar, the 
Director of Campus Recreation, to our Council so that we are making sure that we are serving that part of our job.  
 
Our work is largely conducted by the Subcommittees listed here; all of their individual reports are part of the 
Athletic Council Annual Report that we present to you. I’m happy to address the things that these Subcommittees 
do but one that I want to emphasize is the Student-Athlete Health and Welfare Subcommittee, a new 
Subcommittee added in 2015-2016. We added that Subcommittee because we recognize that we are a Council of 
the Faculty Senate, we share the concerns of our Faculty Senators for concussions in athletics broadly, and we 
wanted to make sure that we really had our finger on the pulse of what Athletics does about it. We’ve also been 
increasing our scope to considering concussions outside of just Athletics. We wanted to know exactly what 
Athletics does to monitor the frequency of concussions and what the response is to concussions, but, in 
introducing the Subcommittee, we also recognized that it should be a bit broader than that; issues of mental health 
are also of important concern for us in monitoring the student-athlete welfare. So, for this Subcommittee, both of 
those are part of the charge: monitoring concussion response, but also mental health and how we handle that in the 
Department of Athletics.  



This is just a very brief overview of the content of the report highlighting some of the very specific issues that 
came up in 2015-2016. So, in addition to being more cognizant of the concussion response, we had a lot of activity 
in meeting the new administrators in Athletics because that was right after Ryan Bamford was hired and there 
were all of his subsequent hires. Also, in that year, cost of attendance was a big issue because it was just 
introduced at the NCAA shortly before that. Then, there were issues that year, which you may remember, in terms 
of student climate and our Athletic Department was addressing that at the student-athlete level and just trying to be 
ahead of it. I’m up here just to give you a very broad overview and raise your awareness of the contents of our 
report. I’m going to now open the microphone for questions, and I will do my best to answer them, but we also 
have our Athletic Director here to answer questions, as well. 
 
Senator Susan K. Whitbourne: Thank you. We appreciate all of this. It is a ton of work and, along with 
everything else you do, it is very much appreciated to have your input. I have a question. You very kindly 
provided a much more detailed listing of expenses and revenue; thank you for that. It was really easy to follow; 
good work. On the last page, it looks like there were these expenses this year that amounted to $5.6 million. It 
wasn’t figured in, so is that going to be amortized over time? Or, how is that going to be made up?  
 
Ryan Bamford, Director of Athletics: The related expenses? Yes, the Senate asked us in previous years to report 
these related expenses. These aren’t in the Department of Athletics. They’re not housed in our budget. They’re 
actually not audited through Athletics. So, that’s why we list them as related expenses that come through the 
University; debt service and the University Relations marketing budget that’s attached to events on this campus 
are all represented here though they’re not housed in Athletics, but we wanted to make sure that we represented 
them here for you so that we are being transparent. 
 
Senator Anthony Paik: Thank you. So, I also have a question about the budget. I was looking at the budget to 
actuals and, for revenues, budget to actuals in terms of the state or University support increased by 6% or was 6% 
higher. On the expense side, they were 8.4% higher. I was wondering if you could provide some detail about why 
the actuals were significantly larger than the budget? 
 
Director Bamford: Yes, that’s a good question. In overview, when I started here at UMass two years ago 
tomorrow, we had largely built our FY 16 budget and we had some assumptions in there that structurally didn’t 
account for some expenses that we anticipated. What you’ll find is that we actually exceeded revenue expectations 
for compared-to-budget and we exceeded expense expectations as well and carried forward a deficit that we’re 
going to take care of in the FY 17 budget and retire. In terms of the state and University subsidy, the general 
operating funds, some of things that we had were staff salary increases that weren’t accounted for; we had tuition 
increases that weren’t accounted for and were adjusted for going into the fiscal year that we had to account for; we 
had staff severance and vacation payouts; and then we had a couple of coaching buyouts, as well. That’s why you 
see that the compensation and severance line jumped up considerably compared to the budget. So, all of those that 
met that FY 16 actual with the deficit of $517 thousand, we will retire in FY 17 as we carry it forward. 
 
Senator Bruce Baird: I have one budget question and one comment. The budget question has to do with a 
question that I raised in the body a couple of years ago when we had an ad hoc committee that was evaluating the 
football program and, at the time, the NFL had just made an $800 million settlement with their players, so the 
question that I asked on the floor here was: what are our actuarial assumptions going forward about medical costs, 
and insurance, and the hit that that’s going to be to our bottom line? At the time, no one had a response, so I’d like 
to repeat the same question here. 
 
Director Bamford: Yes, that’s a great question. I can tell you, in my two years, I don’t know that we’ve looked at 
the actuarial response down the line. I will tell you this: we’ve really studied our insurance and what the 
concussion piece means to that over the last two years. Actually, we’ve got a one-time supplement from the 
NCAA coming this spring, which we’re investing in student-athlete insurance. We took that recommendation to 
the Student-Athlete Health and Welfare Subcommittee, which Professor Spencer chairs, and put that into 
insurance for our student-athletes; that’s obviously not just a fiscal-year thing but something that will spread out 
over time. That’s three quarters of a million dollars that needed to, by NCAA standards, go back into the student-
athletes. It’s going to go into insurance; that’s where we earmarked it. 
 



Senator Baird: Thank you. You sent us a document called the University of Massachusetts Sports Medicine 
Program. We have a concussion protocol here and, if we work our way down, we find that we may have a time 
when a student-athlete may need to have time off from school; they may need to have a shortened day; they may 
need to have shortened classes or rest breaks during classes; they may need to have rest breaks during the day; 
they may need to have allowances for extended time to complete coursework, assignments, and tests; they may 
need to have reduced homework; and they may need to have no significant classroom time or standardized testing 
at this time. I just want to point out that, even in our documents, we are engaging in an activity that we anticipate 
may have this effect on our students. Thank you. 
 
Senator and Faculty Athletic Representative Spencer: As the person who introduced the Student-Athlete 
Health and Welfare Subcommittee, I think that’s exactly what we’re trying to get a better grasp on. Again, this is 
one direction that we are taking that conversation: how unique is that to Athletics? What we’re trying to 
understand is what the concussion incidence is, not just in Athletics, where they actually have trainers who can 
prevent and respond to injuries, but in Intramurals and Club Sports. Frankly, to give insight into what happens in 
next year’s report, I’m wondering if our eyes are on the only place where we should be raising our eyebrows. So, I 
think that all we can do for now is say that I share your concern, but we also need to recognize how much of that is 
actually unique to Athletics and, if we’re going to respond, do we respond just to Athletics and give them 
something that we’re not also requiring of Intramural and Club Sports and who knows what other sources of 
concussions? And, it’s interesting to learn more about concussions within our student-athletes. They are getting 
support for concussions even if that concussion wasn’t related to the sport itself and actually we’ve had a lot of 
student-athletes have concussions that are not related to their sport. Also, because there’s that support system in 
place in Athletics, they’ve been able to educate Disability Services, for instance, in terms of how we can best 
respond to whoever has a concussion. So, it’s these kind of pieces that we’re trying to learn more about and, by 
having the Subcommittee that can be asking these questions and bringing all of the different people in, we can do a 
better job of that.  
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: I noticed many references to concussion, and I think that’s a good idea that 
we’re concerned with concussion, and I congratulate you on that. But I’d just like to mention that Ann McKee, 
probably the foremost authority on Chronic Traumatic Encephalopathy (CTE), has said the following three things: 
no, she would not let her children play football; no, she thinks nobody under the current circumstances should be 
playing football; and, perhaps most importantly, that it doesn’t take concussions to produce CTE, but repeated hits 
to the head are enough to produce CTE. So, in your thinking about these matters, I think it’s important to take that 
into account. 
 
Senator and Faculty Athletic Representative Spencer: Thank you. We had her here to give a talk and I would 
love to have her back; it would be a great education for the students in our Neuroscience Program. So, if anyone is 
willing to fund having Ann back, it would be great.  

  
 The report was received. 
 
D. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1.  Principal Administrative Officers 
 

Kumble Subbaswamy, Chancellor: Many of you may remember that one of the primary recommendations 
of our strategic plan for diversity was that we conduct a comprehensive climate study on inclusiveness and 
perceptions. We charged a particular steering committee to conduct such a comprehensive climate survey 
which was administered in November just after the presidential election. The response was remarkable. It 
was a census survey of all faculty, staff, and students: the entire community. We had a 41% overall 
response, so that’s some 14,000 responses. In particular, the faculty response was 61%, so I’m really 
thankful that so many faculty felt strongly enough and committed enough to participate in the survey. I 
didn’t really understand why we didn’t have the results the very next day but people started pointing out the 
complexity of the survey, the enormity of the amount of data, and what it takes to organize and present it in 
a way that’s digestible. I’m really thankful to Dr. Anna Branch and the entire committee that actually spent 
a lot of time trying to meet my deadline. I asked that, by the end of the semester, we put at least a 



preliminary report out so that people can go away knowing what our baseline looks like at a very high level. 
Then, it will also give us an opportunity over the summer to plan out our highest priorities and bring an 
action plan for the fall, as well.  Then, in the fall, we can release a more detailed analysis. So, on Monday, 
there will be, in fact, the release of the preliminary report, which we’re calling the abridged report. By the 
way, that overall 41% increase and the 61% participation by the faculty is the highest of any peer institution 
that has conducted a similar comprehensive survey in recent times, so I know that you continue to carry on 
that interest. I urge everyone, considering the amount of interest that this campus has demonstrated, to look 
at those results from the perspective of, “What can I do to improve the climate for everyone on this campus 
in terms of the activities that I do myself – my colleagues, my students, my staff – how can I make this a 
better place?” I hope that’s the attitude with which all of us will receive the results and come back with a 
full resolve to participate in improving the climate on our campus. So, thank you for your participation and 
thank you as well for what I know you’re going to be doing to make UMass the model for inclusive 
excellence in the country. 
 
Andrew Mangels, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance: I have some quick announcements. 
Two key people are departing A&F. The first person is Don Robinson, the Executive Director of our 
Environmental Health and Safety (EH&S) Department, and he’s been with us for forty-two years, so I’m 
sure that many of you have interacted with Don all the way from the time when EH&S was part of 
University Health Services back when he first joined. There’s a retirement celebration for him on May 15th, 
so I hope that all of you who have worked with Don over the years can come to that. The second 
announcement is that Tom Shaw from our Division of Capital Planning and Project Management is also 
leaving us; his last day will be next Friday. Those of you who have worked with Tom over the years know 
that he’s been an integral part of pulling together our capital plan and getting a lot of the wonderful 
construction done across campus. He’s leaving to go on into private industry. For both positions, we’ll be 
looking at filling interim positions until we get an opportunity to probably have national searches for both 
of those positions. Thank you. 

 
2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: You’ve already seen this if you looked at your email a 
little before noon, and I want to thank the Faculty Senate Office for getting everything out because getting 
all of the materials for next week’s agenda was a fairly significant challenge.  
 
I just want to bring up one small policy thing that’s going on that some of you may have heard about. About 
seven years ago, there was a decision made that all courses that carry a Social World General Education 
designation should be four-credit courses. People were given time to convert. Most of the conversions were 
done by 2013, but, in an omission in the legislative drafting, there was no deadline for the conversion. The 
difficulty is that SPIRE is now picking up three-credit courses in the SW designations and indicating to 
students that the three-credit course does not meet their Gen. Ed. requirement. This creates a lot of unhappy 
campers. So, Professor Claire Hamilton, the Chair of the General Education Council, and I have designed a 
procedure and we are going to get all of the laggards where they aught to be, we hope, in time for spring 
term, so this problem that should not exist will not exist.  
 
3. The Chair of the Rules Committee 
 
David Gross, Chair of the Rules Committee: Your Rules Committee met twice since the last Senate 
meeting. I had four things that I wanted to highlight but one, the Gen. Ed. conversions, has just been 
covered. One of our college personnel committees contacted us and was concerned about uploading of 
Student Response to Instruction (SRTI) information to the Academic Personnel Workflow System (APWS) 
mostly because some of the unattributed comments that are on those SRTI’s are appearing in the APWS 
and, therefore, are part of the content of tenure cases and promotion cases; that particular college personnel 
committee was a little upset about that, so that’s on our radar screen. At our most recent meeting, last week, 
we discussed the suggestion from the Board of Higher Education about changing the way in which some 
program approvals occur, giving the Board of Higher Education an early veto of such a process. So, we, the 
Senate, that is, the Rules Committee, were asked to comment, so we are working up a comment to send 



about this proposal; if you have anything you want to ask about that, you can certainly ask at this meeting. 
Also, we have something called the Intercampus Faculty Council (IFC), of which we have a couple of 
members who regularly attend, that’s becoming more active, partly in response to some of these things that 
are coming from up above. In particular, the IFC would like to have more of a seat at the table at the Board 
of Trustees meetings. Our Faculty Delegates to the Board of Trustees will talk about that, so that’s what the 
Rules Committee has been up to. 
 
4. The Faculty Delegates to the Board of Trustees 
 
Marilyn Billings, Associate Delegate to the Board of Trustees: Thank you. I first want to talk about the 
Board of Trustees meetings that happened on April 11th and 12th. The Committee of the Whole meeting on 
the 11th was really focused on the financial issues and things that are going on at the Boston campus; there 
was lots of conversation about that that continued into the next day. President Meehan reported on the goal 
to preserve UMass Boston’s mission, challenges ahead in 2018, and the value, quality, and opportunities 
that UMass Boston offers for the whole system. I’m sure we’re going to be hearing more about this over the 
course of the next few months. Also, there was information coming out from the Committee on Academic 
and Student Affairs. They approved, for our campus, the B.S., M.S., and Ph.D. in Biomedical Engineering. 
From the Committee on Administration and Finance: 72% of the projects that have been going through the 
system have been completed; there is an upcoming renovation to the Worcester Dining Commons which is 
coming out of their own funds. From the Advancement Committee: there is a new alumni database that’s 
going into place for all five campuses that will be happening around the beginning of the next fiscal year.  
 
Susan K. Whitbourne, Delegate to the Board of Trustees: I will elaborate a little bit on the Board of 
Higher Education proposal because we had just had the meeting and then this came out a little over a week 
ago. I know the Provosts have been responding to it. The proposal is that any new program proposal will go 
first to the Board of Higher Education for pre-approval and possible tinkering with before the full proposal 
is developed or vetted on the campuses. We were given about a week to comment and it doesn’t just affect 
our campuses but the entire state public higher education system. Some of the issues are that, when you 
come up with a new proposal, you need to take into account regional programs that are similar, other 
campuses that have similar programs, and even what some of the private colleges offer that could compete 
with these new programs. So, as you can imagine, there’s been a great deal of consternation about this. The 
deadline is actually tomorrow at noon, I think, for the faculty responses. So, we really pulled together a 
comprehensive response and all of the other campuses are doing the same thing. Senator Gross mentioned 
the IFC; it has been becoming a more cohesive group over the last couple of years, which is great, because, 
when something like this comes through the pipeline, you know exactly who to write to, and they’re all 
working on it; rather than come up with a single response from all of us, we thought it would be more 
effective to have each of the separate campuses respond. Then, also, the separate campuses have their own 
perspectives on some aspects of these programs. It is not a change in the law; it’s a different interpretation 
of the law as to what the Board of Higher Education can actually do. So, we’re assuming that this will play 
out in ways that we’re not really sure about, but I wanted to provide a little bit more detail on that.   
 
The IFC has been actually working together well in a more broad way. Some things like faculty 
involvement on the most relevant committee, the Committee on Academic and Student Affairs, would be 
nice. The new Chair taking over is a Professor at UMass Boston and he is already talking about ways that 
we can initiate conversations that will allow faculty voices to be consulted on an easier, more regular basis. 
There’s always been a reception that’s been held for the Board of Trustees that’s been separate from 
everybody else, but, this time, everyone met together; there was a dinner and everybody was talking. Robert 
Manning, the Chair of the Board of Trustees, said yes, that’s how it should be, with different people sitting 
together rather than at separate tables. It seemed like there was a good feeling about that. He was thanked 
profusely for having done this and we hope that it will set a good pace for the future. 
 
Senator Marinos Vouvakis: What programs are covered by this proposal from the Board of Higher 
Education? What is defined as a program? Are certificates included? 
 

 



Delegate Susan K. Whitbourne: Yes, all new programs and certificates above thirty credits are included. 
So, they’d be looking at duplication across campuses, not just across the UMass system but across all 
institutions of higher education. Thank you. 
 
5.  The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
 
Eve Weinbaum, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors: Thanks. I’ve just got a quick 
report from the MSP. A number of us were at our general assembly meeting this afternoon; we had almost 
150 faculty there. We had an excellent discussion about faculty governance and peer review. We also talked 
about what’s going on in our contract negotiations, which we had hoped would be finished now, but we still 
don’t have any word from the state, or the Governor’s Office, or the University President’s Office about the 
economic parameters. So, we’ve done a lot of good work, but we’re kind of stuck waiting to hear about the 
money and we’re hoping that that happens soon so we don’t have to wait until the fall to continue.  
 
We also talked about a big rally in Boston that’s being planned for May 20th to support public higher 
education. This is an effort by the Massachusetts Educational Justice Alliance, in conjunction with the 
Massachusetts Teachers Association and other groups, to have a rally that really makes the connections 
between pre-kindergarten, kindergarten through the twelfth grade, and higher education as part of a public 
education system and emphasizing the need for the state to invest in all of those. So, we would love to invite 
everyone who is affiliated with higher education to come to Boston on May 20th for that event. If there are 
enough people who want to come from UMass, we will have busses, as well.  
 
Finally, the MSP is organizing an immigrants’ rights rapid response network. We talked a lot about how we 
could best respond to changing federal policies around immigration, policies that are changing in ways that 
we can’t even anticipate, and we decided the best thing that the MSP can do is set up a network of people 
who want to be informed or activated if there is a need to support or protect anyone in our community: 
faculty, staff, students, community members. So, we are going to be sending out an email to all faculty and 
librarians. But, anyone who wants to join is welcome to send an email to MSP@UMass.edu . For now, it’s 
just going to be a list that we will be keeping track of and we will let people know if there is a need to 
activate this network. Thank you. 
 

E. QUESTION PERIOD 
 

Professor Thomas Roeper, Linguistics: We have a number of faculty who are concerned about freedom of 
speech and the freedoms that we have on campus. I might quote a faculty member who said that the 
repression is here: in our country, in our state, on our campus, and in this room right now. Well, we were 
asking a foreign-born faculty member if she’d be willing to make a few remarks about how people feel on 
campus to this body. She said, “Yes.” Then, my colleague mentioned that everything is recorded and 
videotaped. As soon as she heard that, she said, “No, I’m not going to speak in front of the faculty.” So, 
your apparatus here, which you could change today if you wanted to, is actually repressing some voices on 
campus, faculty voices, people that you represent here, and we should all be aware of it. My question is: are 
we aware of it and is that what we want? That’s question #1. 
 
My next question, which is really for the Chancellor, is: what is the FBI presence on campus? Some of you 
may remember that the Town of Amherst voted not to allow FBI representation on their police force, but 
UMass decided to have FBI representation on their police force about fifteen years ago after 9/11/2001. I 
would like to know whether that continues to be the case or not. Is there still an FBI representative? Do we 
hire people who may have a connection to the FBI? I have heard reports that UMass Police train at 
Quantico, where the FBI training takes place, an easy place to recruit people. If we want to be sure that we 
are not passing information to the FBI and hence Immigrations and Customs Enforcement, we have to know 
whether the FBI and the federal government are already spying on this campus. So, I’d like to have an 
answer to that question and I’d like to know what you really think about having everything videotaped. 
 
John Kennedy, Vice Chancellor for University Relations: As far as we can tell you, there are no FBI 
employees on the UMass Police force. The UMass Police do not train at Quantico, so I don’t know where 



that comes from; I have not heard anything about that. The other thing I’d say about the free speech issue – 
and I know many of you were at the Faculty Awards Dinner last night – the Chancellor gave a magnificent 
speech about academic freedom and the importance of protecting the freedom of expression. It is posted on 
the Chancellor’s page on the UMass website, and I encourage you to look at that to get a sense of where 
he’s coming from on that topic.  
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: Your question about the recording and the videotaping 
does raise an issue; it raises a quandary. We have understood Faculty Senate meetings at this campus to be 
subject to the Massachusetts Open Meeting Law which requires all sorts of recordings of proceedings for 
posterity. So, you are telling us that there are situations in which the laudable desire of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts to have transactions in public meetings available could cause difficulty for certain forms 
of expression and could cause difficulty for the receipt of certain messages. But, you have brilliantly come 
up with the solution because you have been willing to step forward, be named, be recorded, and say “I know 
a person.” We are going to accept that you really know this person, because it could be said that you may be 
making up fake news. No, I do not believe that. You are a faculty colleague; I know that you would not be 
making this kind of stuff up. So, you have actually succeeded, not in getting the direct content of your 
colleague’s exact feelings at the moment expressed to us, but in expressing to us that there is a concern out 
there and that we need to be aware of and attentive to it. Thank you.  
 
Professor Roeper: Thank you. I think that’s not strong enough, but I appreciate your observations. I hope 
we are all aware of the fact that the repression happening at the federal government is affecting all of us 
including our media colleagues. Thank you. 

 
F. ELECTIONS 
 
 PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE 
 
 In the absence of nominations, the election was postponed to the next meeting. 
 
 DELEGATE TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 
 NOMINEE: Farshid Hajir, Mathematics and Statistics 
 
 Senator Hajir was elected by acclamation. 
 
G. NEW COURSE 
 

COURSE      TITLE         CREDITS 
 
EDUC 757   “Advanced Statistical Theory Using R”   3 
  

MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the course EDUC 757, as recommended by the Graduate  
25-17 Council. 
 

Senator Farshid Hajir: I do want to comment on this course, but, with your permission, I want to thank Susan 
Whitbourne for her many years of service as the Faculty Delegate to the Board of Trustees. I come to address you 
about this course with some regret and a lot of conflicted feelings. As a Senator, I learned about this course just a 
couple days ago when I looked at the agenda. This is a course called “Advanced Statistical Theory Using R.” I 
perused it very carefully. It is an exemplary application for a course approval: it has a wonderful syllabus and a 
great list of topics. It is a course in advanced statistics at the graduate level. I come from the Department of 
Mathematics and Statistics. So, as a Senator, I would say that you have every reason to want to approve this course 
because, in addition to putting together a very good proposal, the proposer has also reached out to one of my 
colleagues, a senior statistician in my department who supports such a course. Having said all of that, I just want 
to put my hat on as a member of the Mathematics and Statistics Department and as its Department Head. A few 
years ago, when we had a lot of discussion about RCM, part of the discussion was that, under a system in which 



resources followed students, there would be a strong temptation for departments to develop courses that would 
draw students who may be slightly outside their area of expertise. The typical example is: maybe Engineering 
should offer its own calculus classes because engineering calculus is different than the calculus being offered by 
some other department. It was proposed by the Chancellor that there should be systems whereby that kind of 
curricular expansion to other units would be stopped. This is an example of the same kind of the thing that can 
happen when you don’t have a system of funds that very directly follow where students are. In the Department of 
Mathematics and Statistics, which has pure math, applied math, and statistics, currently we have eight statisticians, 
which is a woefully inadequate number of professors in statistics to address all of the increasing curricular needs in 
data science and in other places at a university of our size. So, the reason why we welcome this class is that we 
just cannot absorb all of the students who want statistical training, so it has to be ok with us to say, “Hey, actually, 
we will send some of our students to take this class because we don’t have the resources to offer enough classes of 
this type.” I want to emphasize that the Chancellor and the Provost have really supported my department; this year, 
we had nearly half of the faculty searches in the College of Natural Sciences in my department. I’m not saying that 
this issue is not being addressed at all; it’s just that it’s not being adequately addressed. So, I’m going to vote “No” 
on this course, but I urge you to feel very comfortable voting “Yes.” You know that sometimes a university makes 
very big decisions like, “let’s create Biomedical Engineering programs,” or “let’s create a College of Information 
and Computer Sciences,” which are two decisions, by the way, that I strongly support. But, through a series of 
very small decisions, a university may take a path that is just as momentous as those of the big decisions.  
 
The motion was adopted. 

 
G.  NEW BUSINESS 
  
 (CONSENT AGENDA - ITEMS 1-9)  

[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 Council concerning Revision of a Concentration in the 

Animal Science Major, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-050. 
 
2. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of a Concentration in the 

Studio Arts Major, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-051. 
 

3. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of the Major in Operations and 
Information Management, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-052. 

 
4. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of the Major in Judaic and 

Near Eastern Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-053. 
 

5. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of the Minor in Judaic Studies, 
as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-054. 

 
6. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of the Minor in Middle Eastern 

Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-055. 
 

7. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning the Revision of the Master of Public Policy 
(MPP) Program, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-056. 

 
8. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning the Name Change from the Graduate Certificate 

in Trust, Assurance and Cybersecurity to the Graduate Certificate in Information Security, as 
presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-057. 

 



9. Special Report of the Graduate and Program and Budget Councils concerning a Computer Science 
Master’s Concentration in Security within the College of Information and Computer Sciences 
(CICS), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-058. 

 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve 1) the Revision of the Concentration in the Animal Science Major, 
26-17 2) the Revision of the concentration in the Studio Arts Major, 3) the Revision of the Major in 

Operations and Information Management, 4) the Revision of the Major in Judaic and Near Eastern 
Studies, 5) the Revision of the Minor in Judaic Studies, 6) the Revision of the Minor in Middle 
Eastern Studies, 7) the Revision of the Master of Public Policy (MPP) Program, 8) the Name Change 
from the Graduate Certificate in Trust, Assurance and Cybersecurity to the Graduate Certificate in 
Information Security, and 9) the Computer Science Master’s Concentration in Security within the 
College of Information and Computer Sciences (CICS), as presented in Sen. Doc. Nos. 17-050, 17-
051, 17-052, 17-053, 17-054, 17-055, 17-056, 17-057 and 17-058. 

 
At the request of Senator Hajir, Item 9 was removed from the consent agenda. 
 
Senator Curt Conner called the question. The motion to call the question passed. 
 
The main motion, Motion 26-17, excluding Item 9, was adopted. 
 
Senator Farshid Hajir: This is just a very small comment. I do want to support Item 9; I think it’s a great 
program. I think this is another opportunity for me to point out something very small regarding funding and 
budgeting. This program and several others are Master’s-level programs, which are now under the new system that 
we have, which I very strongly support and am glad about, in which 75% of the tuition money now flows to the 
colleges and some of that actually goes to the department. But, some Master’s programs have it built into their 
systems that students can take courses outside of their department or college. So, I would just like to encourage 
some thinking around the monies that flow to a particular unit for the Master’s Degree program and how we can 
ensure that other departments outside of that college that support that program are also visited with some of that 
money. 
 
Item 9 of the original consent agenda was adopted. 
 
(CONSENT AGENDA - ITEMS 10-18)  
[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].  
 
10. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils  

  concerning Revision of the Global Education Requirement for the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Majors  
  in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-059. 

              
11. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils  

  concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of  
  Anthropology, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-060. 

 
12. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils  

  concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of  
  Communication, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-061. 

 
13. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 

concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of 
Economics, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-062. 

 
 



14. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 
concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of 
Journalism, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-063. 

 
15. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 

concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Program in Legal 
Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-064. 

 
16. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 

concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of 
Political Science, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-065. 

 
17. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 

concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Program in Social 
Thought and Political Economy, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-066. 

 
18. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 

concerning Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of 
Sociology, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-067. 

 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve 1) the Revision of Global Education Requirement for the Bachelor 
27-17 of Arts (B.A.) Majors in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2) Revision of the Bachelor of 

Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of Anthropology, 3) Revision of the Bachelor of 
Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of Communication, 4) Revision of the Bachelor 
of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of Economics, 5) Revision of the Bachelor of 
Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of Journalism, 6) Revision of the Bachelor of 
Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Program in Legal Studies, 7) Revision of the Bachelor of Arts 
(B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of Political Science, 8) Revision of the Bachelor of 
Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Program in Social Thought and Political Economy, and 9) 
Revision of the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Major Requirements in the Department of Sociology, as 
presented in Sen. Doc. Nos. 17-059, 17-060, 17-061, 17-062, 17-063, 17-064, 17-065,  
17-066 and 17-067. 
 

At the request of Senator Frank Hugus, Item 10 was removed from the consent agenda. 
 

At the request of Senator Lisa Saunders, Item 13 was removed from the consent agenda. 
 
At the request of Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen, Items 12 and 14 were removed from the consent agenda. 
 
Senator Brian Ogilvie: I just have a point of information. Can someone explain to me whether there is any sense 
in leaving Item 11 and the others on the consent agenda if Item 10 has been removed? The point is a procedural 
one: if the others make changes to major requirements presuming that Item 10 has been passed, it doesn’t seem 
sensible to pass any of them in a consent agenda until we’ve debated Item 10. I would like then to request that all 
remaining items be removed from the consent agenda. 
 
At the request of Senator Ogilvie, all remaining items were removed from the consent agenda. 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: I ask that the motion to adopt the consent agenda be withdrawn. 
 
The motion was withdrawn. 
 
Secretary Peterson: I think what we need to do at this point is take up the framework since the other ones are 
related to the framework, and then deal with the other ones, so I’m going to move that the Faculty Senate approve 
the Revision of Global Education Requirement for the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Majors in the College of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-059.  



Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen: I move to table this motion until further discussion of a second-language 
requirement across campus that is not within this framework. 
 
John Hird, Dean of the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences: Thank you for the opportunity. I do want to 
remind people that this has been the product of a four-year discussion in the College among the faculty of each of 
the eight B.A. programs. Each of these has been vetted by the faculty and independently voted upon by the faculty 
in those departments. It has been reviewed by the College Curriculum Committee. It’s been reviewed by three 
Faculty Senate Councils and approved by all of them. These proposals are what we believe will, in the judgment 
of the faculty in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences, best serve the students in our community. The 
issue had been raised of foreign language requirements to be taken up by the General Education Council in an 
independent communication; we welcome people to engage in that. It’s an important conversation that I think the 
faculty ought to have, but that’s wholly separate from the issue that’s been discussed within the College. I think 
that history has shown that Colleges have the responsibility and authority to make a curriculum for their students 
to serve their best interests and we urge the Faculty Senate to respect that process, as well.  
 
Senator Lisa Saunders: I support the motion to table mostly because I’ve attended every department meeting for 
almost forever and our faculty have not only not discussed it but didn’t know that this existed until it came to our 
attention in the document for this meeting. So, it may be the case that the representative from the curriculum 
committee or the heads and chairs knew about it. Certainly, our advisory group in the major had to come up with a 
majors’ version, but it’s absolutely not the case that the faculty in my department, Economics, has discussed it or 
approved it. 
 
Julie Caswell, Associate Dean of the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences: Hello. As the Chair of the 
undergraduate curriculum committee in SBS, I have been moving and working on these projects along with very 
many people in the College. We have been looking at this change in the College requirement over the last four 
years. In the last academic year, we had these proposals being looked at in each and every one of the departments 
in SBS. They have been approved by the faculty, so the individual degree requirements have been approved by the 
faculty in the departments with those votes coming into the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee of SBS. In 
addition, the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee reviewed the individual proposals from all the majors and 
approved them. We then submitted them to the Faculty Senate around March 1st of last year, of 2016. They have 
gone forward to be reviewed by three Councils of the Faculty Senate and approved to come forward. So, each one 
of these degree requirements has been developed by and approved by the departments that have put them forward 
and the package has been approved, as well.  
 
Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen: I am a Senator and also a member of the Faculty Senate International Studies 
Council. The goal of that Council is to coordinate campus internationalization efforts with other components of the 
University and other institutions of higher learning. The proposal was not brought for approval to the International 
Studies Council, but the Council did discuss these changes. Here is a recommendation from the Faculty Senate 
International Studies Council: “The International Studies Council recommends that the Faculty Senate table a 
decision on the proposed revision of the Global Education Requirement of the Bachelor of Arts majors in the 
College of Social and Behavioral Sciences until a decision is made regarding a University-wide second-language 
requirement for B.A. degrees, which the International Studies Council would strongly recommend and support.” 
 
Senator Frank Hugus: I am speaking in favor of the motion to table although I think that tabling is the wrong 
thing to do at this point; nonetheless, it’s the motion on the floor. I am all for faculty governance and I appreciate 
the work that everyone has done on this. On the other hand, responsible faculty governance doesn’t always mean 
saying, “Yes.” In this case, I think there are enough reasons to say, “No,” and take this back for further 
consideration by the Councils. There are some misunderstandings on what constitutes a language requirement as 
well as misunderstandings about the relationship between study abroad and learning a language. The overall 
misunderstanding is assuming that everyone speaks English and that – aren’t we so lucky? – we don’t need to 
learn anyone else’s language; that’s a dangerous assumption. I wonder, frankly, how one can be a sociologist or an 
anthropologist internationally without knowing at least something about the languages of the culture that you’re 
studying. So, for that reason, I suggest that it be tabled. Whatever happens next is certainly up to us, too. At least, 
we should table it and come up with something that is more coherent, more cohesive, and which works for the 
entire campus. We, the Faculty Senate. 



 
Senator Anthony Paik: I wear a couple applicable hats here. I am obviously a faculty member in the Department 
of Sociology. I’m also the Director of the Bachelor’s Degree with Individual Concentration (BDIC) Program and I 
also serve on the Program and Budget Council (PBC), so I’ve seen these proposals for quite some time. Just to 
give you a little background, I can guarantee you that, at least in Sociology, we did meet and discuss these 
proposals, the proposal pertaining to the Global Education requirement in SBS as well as the departmental 
proposal. There’s been a year-long process by which the PBC has considered the proposals and I just want to 
highlight what I see as some of the issues here. I am rising against the tabling motion. Here’s what I see. The first 
issue has to do with giving space to colleges and departments to determine their priorities and their requirements. 
From that perspective, I hope my colleagues will understand that SBS has made a decision to change the Global 
Education requirement and that’s also going to affect how all of the majors design their curricula in that respect. 
The second issue is whether or not there should be a discussion about a second-language requirement at the 
University level and that, to me, is a different discussion that doesn’t occur in a way that’s tied to the SBS 
decision. In other words, for example, if we want to have a discussion about a second-language requirement, 
perhaps the proper place for that discussion is the General Education Council (GEC) or a committee that oversees 
Bachelor’s Degree requirements. That’s not what’s going on here today. Today, there is a College, and the majors 
associated with it, that would like to make an adjustment to their priorities and their curricula. So, I would urge 
you to vote this tabling motion down and we could pursue a different motion to recommend that the GEC take up 
a second-language requirement discussion.  
 
Secretary Peterson: This proposal from the International Studies Council does put the Senate in an interesting 
position because obviously the full Senate is the final authority. At the same time, it is seeking to use a proposal 
that deals with a matter that is currently within the authority of a college to make a proposal that we should be 
discussing something else and that we should be discussing that in a format that goes beyond a certain college. So, 
the question becomes: what happens? There are a couple of sequences. If we table the motion, SBS would have to 
wait to do anything until such time as the campus discussion was resolved and we do not know exactly how the 
campus discussion would be resolved; it might turn out that the decision is that, no, we are not going to have a 
campus-wide language requirement or, no, we are not going to have a language requirement for all B.A. degrees. 
What I respectfully submit is that Senator Paik has sent us in the right direction. This idea that maybe we actually 
do need to have a campus-wide, or at least a B.A.-wide, statement on languages has been bubbling around in 
various corners of the campus for about a year. What I propose is that we adopt a motion to start that discussion; in 
the meantime, we consider the SBS proposal on its merits not related to this other proposal because, at any future 
time that a language requirement that would be wider than a single college is adopted, SBS, like any other college 
brought within the new requirement, would then have to change its program to conform to it. So, I oppose tabling 
the motion and prefer that we move forward to considering it on its merits. 
 
Senator Dori-Hacohen: Since SBS, in the document, suggests that the SBS language requirement is more 
restrictive than that of any other college or school on campus, they opened the door to the discussion around the 
campus itself and for all of the colleges. So, they suggested that this discussion should be happening with regard to 
their motion. Otherwise, they would not have included anything about other colleges or other requirements. 
Therefore, I suggest tabling because even SBS knows that this is something bigger than SBS. 
 
Senator Bruce Baird: I rise in favor of the motion to table this because I think that, if SBS is successful, that 
would set a kind of campus-wide precedent and make the subsequent discussion about whether to have a campus-
wide language requirement prejudiced against such a requirement. 
 
Senator Marta Calás: I think that perhaps we need to look at the bigger picture of what is going on. There are 
two things going on, and I will put aside the language requirement issue and think in terms of the larger picture. 
Trying to contain this issue in a single college because in the college they decided this way is almost like saying 
that globalization is not happening and that disciplines should maintain their disciplinary fences around the ideas 
that may, in fact, overlap and may not be able to be contained by a single college. I think that this is a very good 
discussion because we are really thinking about the relationship between the disciplines today and the idea that the 
University is evolving, that we are talking about the internationalization of the whole University. This is part of 
that conversation. It is not a question of whether somebody is overstepping the bounds of a discipline but whether 
this discussion can really be had within the margins of what we call disciplines.  



 
Professor Jesse Rhodes, Political Science: I’m the Undergraduate Program Director for Political Science and I 
am going to speak in opposition to this motion to table this proposal. I really want to emphasize that Political 
Science is a major that takes internationalization and comparative politics and comparative social affairs extremely 
seriously. We had a full and extensive discussion of our proposal from our department. It was approved 
unanimously; all of the faculty including faculty who study comparative politics, international politics, and 
political theory, including comparative political theory, were in support of the proposal in our department. So, I 
really want to emphasize that, for us at least, this proposal is viewed in complete consistency with our commitment 
to global politics and the study of globalization and international affairs. Thanks. 
 
Senator Maria Tymoczko: I think the very fact that there are so many differences of opinion about this indicates 
that this would not be a good motion to pass without further deliberation and deliberation that’s announced to the 
faculty as a whole for further discussion. Hence, I am calling the question on the motion to table. 
 
Senator Tymoczko called the question. The motion to call the question was adopted. 
 
The motion to table the motion was adopted and the Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic 
Priorities and Program and Budget Councils concerning Revision of the Global Education Requirement for 
the Bachelor of Arts (B.A.) Majors in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences, as presented in Sen. 
Doc. No. 17-059, previously Item 10 on the consent agenda, was tabled. 
 
Secretary Peterson: In light of the tabling of the framework motion, I think, logically, we need to regard the other 
motions as also tabled. 
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: They’re not tabled. They’re withdrawn. They don’t exist. 
 
Secretary Peterson: The motion that was the consent agenda was withdrawn. The other motions, Items 11-18, 
were taken out, so the way I was understanding things was that we would figure out the fate of the framework 
motion and then we would return to the others. Having tabled the framework, we put all of the rest of them on the 
table underneath the framework. When we figure out what happens with the framework, we can then figure out 
what happens with the others.  
 
Presiding Officer Bogartz: I want to hear a motion to table all the rest of them.  
 
Secretary Peterson: I move that we table all of the remaining motions previously on the consent agenda.  
 
The motion was adopted and the remaining items previously on the consent agenda, 11-18, were tabled. 
 
Senator Hugus: My question is to the Rules Committee. Now, we have taken this step to table. Technically 
speaking, tabling a motion essentially kills it; in other words, if you put it on the table, it lies on the table until 
someone takes it off of the table. My assumption is that, at some point, we need, as a campus and as a Senate, to 
discuss these issues more thoroughly. What I would like from the Secretary and the Rules Committee is some 
assurance that, at some point in the not-too-distant future, this motion and the others will be resurrected and that 
we will have time to discuss these questions as well as those that were raised by the International Studies Council. 
 
Secretary Peterson: You may have noticed that, on today’s agenda, there is an item of old business, which is a 
motion that was tabled at the last meeting. The Rules Committee, in its ability to form the agenda, can bring things 
off of the table to the body. If the Rules Committee were dilatory in the view of a Senator, any Senator could make 
a motion to bring something previously tabled back to the body. The only question now, because it is April 27th, is: 
when should we bring it back? We could bring it back on May 4th; that is our first opportunity. The next 
opportunity is in September. If Senators would like to communicate with me about what they think the Rules 
Committee should do about this, we’d be happy to hear. That is a commitment. 
 

 
 



H. OLD BUSINESS 
 
  1. Amendment to the Special Report of the Nominating Committee concerning Nominations to the  

  Academic Honesty Board, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-035A. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Amendment to the Special Report of the Nominating 
20-17  Committee concerning Nominations to the Academic Advisory Board, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
  No. 17-035A. 

 
 The motion was adopted as amended. 
 

2. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of the Major in the   
 Department of Hospitality and Tourism Management, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-041.   
 (Tabled from 767th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate, April 6, 2017) 

 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision of the Major in the Department of Hospitality and 
24-17  Tourism Management, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-041. 
 

Senator Marta Calás: I have a question: what happened? I looked at the proposal itself and it was identical. 
Nothing has changed; it is the exact same document that was here the last time when it was tabled. I actually 
talked to Professor Linda Shea who is the Chair of the Academic Matters Council, which sent this report over. 
Professor Shea agrees with me. I thought that she was going to talk to somebody in the department who actually 
proposed this. Basically, this revision takes care of the reproduction of the same accounting course in two different 
departments. The other thing was basically the inclusion of a new finance course that is an HT-MGT course. But, 
the proposal itself mentions that the revision is in light of the global environment and keeps on mentioning that as 
if the revision added something global in nature while these courses are pretty standard courses in Accounting and 
Management. According to Professor Shea, that language was probably left over from a prior revision involving 
global aspects of the curriculum and that was not precisely what was intended for this revision, which involves 
nothing global whatsoever. There was also some other kind of document attached that is incomprehensible. The 
only thing that it had that was easy to comprehend was the document about how the curriculum would look. What 
changed? It doesn’t seem that anything changed in the document before us now. 
 
Professor Linda Enghagen, Hospitality and Tourism Management: I’m going to try to give you the medium-
level version of the story and then you can ask me questions to help clarify. We, as a department, have undergone 
the process of strategic planning, initiated by the Provost in the 2014-2015 academic year, that everybody went 
through on campus. I was the primary author of the undergraduate portion of that strategic planning document and 
our process focused on undergraduate curriculum. We then started a multi-phased process of revising our 
curriculum. After I was the chair of the group that did the strategic planning document, I was the chair of the 
curriculum committee. I also, at all relevant periods, was either the Associate Department Chair or the Interim 
Department Chair. Most importantly, last year, when the most recent change, the one you’re referring to, was 
initiated, I was the Interim Department Chair and was very involved in the implementation of it. What Professor 
Shea told you about how the boilerplate language speaking to the global nature of the economy and the global 
nature of our industry got pulled over is absolutely true. When I looked at it more closely just yesterday, I realized 
that what happened was a simple copy-and-paste job in a transition. We are doing, as I said, a multi-phased 
process. The first phase was minor course revisions a year ago. I did not find in the academic proposal system the 
document with all the lines that you are referring to except for the proposal that was approved last year. If you 
look at the Faculty Senate document, you get the strings. I know from being on the General Education Council, we 
often see what I consider to be a glitch is the academic proposal system; I don’t know if that’s true. I promise you 
that we did not input that in there.  
 
What happened most recently that led to the Accounting proposal is that we actually got a call from the 
Accounting Department. The call said that we have a problem and the problem is that under AACSB accounting 
standards, you use the word “accounting” in your “Managerial Accounting” course and that means that we 
actually have to submit it for AACSB accounting standard reviews. Hospitality and Tourism Management is an 
ACFA-accredited program within an AACSB-accredited School of Management. We are not under AACSB 



accounting. So, when I got that phone call from Professor Bill Brown, the Chair of Accounting, I said, “Well, 
there’s an easy solution to this.” For years, we have wanted to be able to allow our students to take ACCOUNTG 
222, which is the Accounting version of “Managerial Accounting.” But, if you want to go way back in history, 
when we were in the old College of Food and Natural Resources – reaching back prior to 2002 – we were not 
allowed to use the word “management” and many other magic words under AACSB in our curriculum, so we 
talked about “operations” and “administration.” It was one of those things for which there just was never the 
capacity before. What Professor Brown said was, “We can handle this now,” and I said, “Great, that solves your 
problem, that solves our problem, and it allows us to add an advanced, industry-specific, discipline-specific, 
finance course that we’ve never been able to do because we haven’t had the resources.” 
 
So, I understand your point about the global economy and how that became confusing, but this was never meant to 
be about that. When we did the major curriculum review a year ago, we made foreign language courses an option 
but not a requirement. I can tell you that brief history.  
 
Senator Calás: Actually, I don’t want to stop what you’re doing; in fact, I think it’s perfectly great that the 
Accounting course is from the Accounting Department. It is more a question of whether it was misleading to 
imply that there was something fundamentally related to the global economy and so on. When I look at your 
curriculum, basically you have three language courses if the student wants to take them and there is no 
international course, but you are making assumptions about the global economy, so, therefore, I was looking for 
something like that. As far as the courses that you are proposing, I have absolutely no concern. It was presented in 
a way that doesn’t accurately represent something that would enhance the international aspect of your curriculum.  
 
Professor Enghagen: It is absolutely true that this change was not intended to do that. 
 
Senator Calás: Thank you so much.  
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: I’m a little troubled. This is a motion that was tabled, but now we have a 
motion appearing before us instead of a motion to lift from the table, which is what needs to happen in order to 
consider the motion. 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: It was put on the agenda; I believe that putting it on the agenda 
revived it. I believe that the motion is legitimately on the floor, but in deference to the Presiding Officer’s 
concerns and out of an abundance of caution, I move that we take the motion off of the table and consider it now.  
 
The motion to take MOTION 24-17 from the table was adopted. 
 
The motion was adopted. 

 
The 768th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate adjourned at 5:33 p.m. on April 27, 2017. 

	
 


