
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 705th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on April 7, 2011 at 
3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227.

A. PRESENTATION BY MICHAEL MALONE, VICE CHANCELLOR FOR RESEARCH AND ENGAGEMENT
“RESEARCH AND ENGAGEMENT UPDATES”
(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)
(See attached)

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, wondered how the University’s peers, such as UC-Santa Barbara and the
Universities of Maryland and Connecticut, stand in relation to innovation institutes or similar centers.

Michael Malone, Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement, stated that most universities have a vehicle like those 
discussed in the presentation. Sometimes they are legally separate foundations and sometimes they are part of a 
university’s transfer operations. Virtually every university has more in this area than UMass. There are six or eight 
benchmark groups that Vice Chancellor Malone could provide for information. 

Secretary May noted that it sounds like Vice Chancellor Malone is doing a great job. Increased research support is long 
needed. The Innovation Institute likewise appears to be beneficial to the University’s research endeavor. 

B. ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. Principal Administrative Officers

Chancellor Robert Holub noted that on March 23, the University of Massachusetts Amherst announced its new Community 
College Connection initiative at a press conference in Roxbury. This is an initiative to encourage community college 
students to attend UMass to complete their education. The Governor cited UMass as an example for other four-year 
institutions in the Commonwealth. On March 28, the first of hopefully many forums dealing with important issues in the 
Commonwealth was co-sponsored by the University in connection with the Boston Globe. The University seems to be doing 
well in the applications and admissions field. Applications were up again this year, close to 33,000, and there was an 
increase of 14% in out-of-state applications. It is too early to tell about actual enrollment, but it would appear that the 
University is doing well as compared to last year. Most enrollment comes after April 15, and more will be reported on at 
the next meeting.

Provost James Staros welcomed Dr. James Roche as new Associate Provost for Enrollment Management. Dr. Roche comes 
to UMass from Washington State University. Dr. Roche began his career as a faculty member, worked in institutional 
research, and went from there to enrollment management. He has a very deep academic background, and the University is 
looking to him to lead its continued growth in out-of-state enrollment and enhancement of in-state student yield. Provost 
Staros reminded everyone about the search for the Vice Provost for Undergraduate and Continuing Education, an 
extremely important position in the Provost’s Office. This individual is most responsible for the global aspects of 
undergraduate education such as Gen Ed initiatives and resource and student demand balances. He urged faculty 
members with nominations to talk with the potential nominee or simply send the nomination into the Provost’s Office. The 
search is being chaired by Robert Feldman with a search committee including Martha Baker, Joye Bowman, John Carey, 
Priscilla Clarkson, Todd Diacon, Bryan Harvey, Donna LeCourt, and Jane Miller. It is hoped that the search will be 
completed in the spring semester. 

D. BYLAW CHANGES

Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-045 
with Motion No. 45-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-045.
45-11

(Inasmuch as these are changes to the Senate’s Bylaws, this is the second of three reading of this motion. 
It will be read again at the 706th regular meeting of the Faculty Senate.  The motion may be debated and amended at 
all three meetings.)
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E. NEW COURSES

COURSE TITLE CREDITS

ANTHRO 350 “Archaeology of Israel and Palestine”                    3
ART 346 “Digital Media:  Printmaking Offset Lithography”        3
ART 347 “Digital Media:  Silkscreen”        3
ART 375 “Digital Media:  Time Based”         3
ART-HIST 118 “History of Architecture and the Built Environment”        4
BIOCHEM 276 “Introductory Biochemistry Laboratory”              2
GEO-SCI 450 “Indigenous Peoples and Conservation”                       3

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses ANTHRO 350, ART 346, 347 and 375, ART-HIST
56-11 118, BIOCHEM 276, and GEO-SCI 450, as recommended by the Academic Matters Council.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

COURSE TITLE CREDITS

ART 575 “Digital Media:  Still Image”         3

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the course ART 575, as recommended by the Academic Matters
57-11 and Graduate Councils.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

F. NEW BUSINESS

1. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Program and Budget Councils concerning a Certificate in 
Civic Engagement and Public Service, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-056 with Motion No. 58-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Certificate in Civic Engagement and Public Service, as presented in
58-11 Sen. Doc. No. 11-056.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

2. Final Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Cultivating Cross-Cultural Awareness, as presented in 
Sen. Doc. No. 11-057 with Motion No. 59-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate receive the Final Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Cultivating
59-11 Cross-Cultural Awareness, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-057, and thank the Committee for its 

excellent work.

Senator Marta Calas noted that she was previously concerned about the specific mentioning of being cross-cultural. The 
term cross-cultural is problematic in itself. Today, we use the term cross-national because using cross-cultural implies 
cross-cultural comparisons that remain in many ways problematic, considering the many theoretical developments that 
have taken place since the concept of cross-culturalism was initially developed. She believes that the title of the proposal is 
problematic, and wished to make note of that.

Howard Peelle, Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee on Cultivating Cross-Cultural Awareness, stated that there is a nota bene
indicating that the Committee used the revised name of the Committee on Faculty Development of Internationalization 
Awareness on Campus. 

The motion was seconded and adopted.

3. Special Report of the Health Council concerning A Policy for a Tobacco-Free University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-058 with Motion No. 60-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Policy for a Tobacco-Free University of Massachusetts Amherst,
60-11 as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-058.
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Senator Tobias Baskin, Health Council Chair, stated that it is reliably estimated that tobacco use killed over 400,000 
individuals in America last year. That number happens to be approximately equal to the total number of American 
soldiers killed in World War II. It is common to hear that tobacco is bad for one’s health, but Senator Baskin asked those 
present to reflect on just how bad it really is, noting the enormity of that number. In addition to death, there is a great deal 
of disease caused by tobacco use. It is estimated that over eight million Americans are hospitalized each year because of 
tobacco use. This disease and sickness, moreover, is associated with economic losses including health care costs and lost 
productivity. The monetary sums connected to these impacts are so large that they are impossible to calculate. The negative 
impacts of tobacco are felt not only by tobacco users but by people who come into contact with tobacco use through second-
hand exposure. 

In the mission statement of the University of Massachusetts, it is stated that part of the University’s mission is to improve 
the lives of people in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Senator Baskin likes to think that people who take his course, 
Plant Physiology, will have an improved life, but knows that is wishful thinking. However, there is now enough history with 
tobacco-free campuses that there is solid data revealing that a student enrolling at a tobacco-free campus is hugely less 
likely to become a smoker. This is not just wishful thinking; this kind of policy actually works. There are now over 450 
colleges and universities in this country that are completely tobacco free. That number includes large flagship campuses 
such as the University of Florida, the University of Kentucky, the University of Iowa and Indiana University, just to name a 
few. At a campus our size, the effectiveness of these sorts of policies translate into lives saved and great improvements in 
people’s health and lives. 

If this policy were to take effect, it would mean that the University of Massachusetts Amherst would become a tobacco-free 
campus as of July 1, 2013. The policy is very simple and straightforward. It prohibits the use of tobacco—whether you light 
it, swallow it, chew it—anywhere on campus, and it applies to everyone—faculty, staff, students and visitors. The purpose 
of the policy is educational, not punitive. The idea is for the University to set a strong standard and provide an incentive for 
people to stop using tobacco. Part of the proposal is an implementation plan. A committee will be formed with 
representation from the administration, faculty, staff, and students. The committee’s responsibilities will include hosting 
educational forums to teach people about the policy and work out the fine details of the policy. Moreover, the committee 
will work with insurance companies to create cessation programs on campus so it is as easy as possible for those wishing to 
quit smoking to do so. They will also help everyone understand how the policy is going to work. 

Senator MJ Peterson noted that she is a relatively newly elected senator who has not engaged the issue too thoroughly, but 
had two questions. Concerning the data about students being less likely to become smokers, Senator Peterson wanted to 
know if it was known whether the smoking decision was made after enrollment or whether non-smoking students self-select 
to enroll in tobacco-free campuses. Moreover, Senator Peterson was unclear on how enforcement is expected to work. The 
proposal presents conflicting signals: you are not going to be able to use tobacco anywhere, but the policy is not intended to 
be punitive. When one talks about enforcement, Senator Peterson generally thinks of imposing negative sanctions to shift 
one’s incentives. How are incentives being shifted if there is no threat of punitive action? Without prejudice to her ultimate 
position on the motion, Senator Peterson wished to raise these questions that she had when thinking of the implications of 
adopting the policy.

Senator Baskin noted that he has not read all the details of the study on students enrolling in tobacco-free campuses, so he 
is not positive on the data, but believes it simply compares the outcomes of students all of whom did not smoke when 
enrolling. To address Senator Peterson’s second question, Senator Baskin related an anecdote of events in the University’s 
Recreation Center. Previously, there was often chewing gum in the drinking fountains. After a couple years, signs went up 
saying “No Gum Allowed in the Drinking Fountains,” and since that time, Senator Baskin has not seen any gum in the 
fountains. There are no fines; there are no gum police at the Rec Center; there is a sign. People will generally comply 
voluntarily. The experiences of other tobacco-free campuses reveal that voluntary compliance does 95% of the job. People 
like to follow the rules. Currently, there is a policy prohibiting smoking inside buildings. People very rarely smoke inside 
the buildings. Also currently, there is a 20 foot rule outside buildings. It is very difficult to approach someone who is 
smoking within 20 feet of a building. Senator Baskin believes that it would be better to have a simple, clear standard of no 
smoking whatsoever on campus. Everyone can understand that, and he believes voluntary compliance will be effective. 

Senator Richard Bogartz noted jokingly that he has two recurring fantasies that plague him. The first is to have a cannon 
on the top of his car. That would give offending drivers their just desserts by blowing them off the road. It is unlikely that 
that fantasy will be fulfilled. His second recurring fantasy is that, should he be attacked by cigarette smoke on campus, he 
would pull out a water gun and put out the cigarette on the spot. At home, locked in a large cabinet for safety reasons, 
Senator Bogartz has several water guns. He fantasizes about bringing one of the water guns to campus and counter-
attacking when he is assaulted by smoke. He has been very close to fulfilling this fantasy, and it could yet happen in the 
time before 2013. He offered to enforce the policy. Speaking seriously, Senator Bogartz stated that he, in fact, does feel 
attacked. Massachusetts has a state law prohibiting smoking within 20 feet of the entrance of a building, but that law is 
virtually always violated. When he enters Bartlett or Tobin, there is cigarette smoke in the air. He asked why he should 
have to inhale that. One may be of the libertarian persuasion and think that the Faculty Senate has no business telling 
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other people what to do, and that is fine as long as they are not attacking him with their cigarette smoke. Whether the 
policy is going to serve an educational purpose above and beyond all the information that is already available concerning 
tobacco is unclear. Senator Bogartz considers himself lucky that, when he was a teenager, his father bet him that he would 
smoke by the time he was 17, and he was not going to let his father win that bet. Senator Bogartz stated that his heart goes 
out to those that are addicted; he cares about them and about how they will be inconvenienced and possibly suffer if they 
are at the University when the ban takes effect, but they will have to deal with it and get themselves un-addicted. It can be 
done, and Senator Bogartz favors the motion.

Vanessa Krejcir, Undergraduate Student, stated her opposition to the motion. Ms. Krejcir’s mother smoked for 42 years 
before quitting this New Year. Her family has a history of cancer; many of them smoked. Ms. Krejcir does not smoke and 
never has. She does not believe that the proposal presents a fair way to enforce non-smoking around buildings. She believes 
it is more punitive than educational, and that it is not a fair way to sway people away from smoking. Over 90% of smokers 
begin before they are even college age. Those people will not come and live on a campus where they can have a chance to 
quit smoking; they will simply not come to the University. As long as cigarettes are legal, it should be legal to smoke them 
on campus. It is not happening in the dorms and as long as signs are an educational way to show somebody not to spit gum 
in a drinking fountain, they should be a way to say not to smoke by a building. If that is happening, Ms. Krejcir is sorry, 
but that’s the way that it goes.

Zach Broughten, Undergraduate Student and SGA Senator, noted that the SGA Senate discussed the smoking ban at a 
recent meeting. He does not smoke, but many of his friends do, and he lives in Central, where smoking frequently occurs. 
He does not understand why it is necessary to punish students for something that they do for an addiction that they may 
have or something that they like to do when this University has failed to adequately enforce the 20 foot policy. Mr. 
Broughton understands the argument, but wished to ask how many individuals had ever asked a smoker to step away from 
a building when they were smoking too close. Noting that five people at the meeting had asked smokers to move away from 
buildings and had their requests denied, he stated that there is currently a right to smoke in public. No one can smoke 
inside or within 20 feet of building entrances or exits. He wished to know what more could honestly be asked of them. Until 
the 20 foot policy can be enforced, he does not see why smokers should be punished for something the University has failed 
to do. Mr. Broughton continued by stating that this institution is a public university, a public place, and if any student’s 
decision concerning enrollment is influenced by whether or not smoking is allowed is ridiculous and should not be taken 
under consideration. There are more important things being done on campus. Lastly, Mr. Broughton stated that if a 
motion like this were to be implemented, it would only encourage students to smoke in their dorms, which he believes poses 
a greater safety threat to everyone at the University. More work needs to be done, especially with students of the SGA and 
GSS, in order to put together something that makes sense and does not hinder students or their rights on campus.

Wilmore Webley, Assistant Professor of Microbiology and Member of the Health Council, stated that he shares the passion of 
the present students and believed it important to respond to some of their comments. For many years, he has helped 
students on this campus quit smoking and he has seen them be very successful at it. The 20 foot rule is unenforceable. The 
reason it is unenforceable is because no one will come out with a tape measure and measure 20 feet. Because of that, no one 
is comfortable asking people to move. Another issue that needs to be understood concerns second-hand smoke. The whole 
movement of banning smoking in public places began in 2006, when the Surgeon General released a report on second-hand 
smoke. The EPA and other agencies have proven that there is no safe level of second-hand smoke. Second-hand smoke kills 
more Americans in any given year than guns. Last year, nearly 50,000 Americans died because of second-hand smoke. This 
motion preserves everybody’s right to life. There is no federal or state law that gives anybody the right to smoke. No court 
has ruled that banning someone from smoking is actually violating any of their rights; in fact, the opposite is the case. We 
need to speak differently about rights surrounding this issue. When we think about the overall number of students who 
come to this campus and do not smoke but are exposed to second-hand smoke, we can see that the tobacco-free policy is 
preserving everybody’s rights. The ban does not impose on any adult to quit smoking. If you want to smoke, you can go off 
campus and do so safely. What the ban says is, “When I am on campus, I have the right to breathe fresh air”—whoever 
you are. If you are an adult who smokes, you should be able to do so without anybody bothering you, just not in the same 
environment as people wishing to breathe fresh air. Professor Webley believes that the argument needs to be straightened 
out, and the rhetoric parsed so that the conversation can be better understood. This is about advocating for a policy where 
everybody on campus is safe. There is no such thing as violating the right of a smoker in terms of whether or not it is a 
public or private campus. There are no such laws. There are several public university campuses that are smoke free. This 
is an attempt to create a better environment to live and survive in. If Professor Webley thought in any way that the policy
infringed on a student’s rights, he would never support it. 

Nathan Lamb, Undergraduate Student and SGA Senator, wished to make a quick clarification. The policy being debated is 
not a smoke-free policy, but a tobacco-free policy. Mr. Lamb believes that when you outlaw chewing tobacco and electronic 
cigarettes, you are imposing on the personal freedom of the students. Before this motion is passed, he believes that the 
provisions of the document should be reviewed. If you make the decision to consume tobacco or use an electronic cigarette, 
that is your decision and it affects no one else. He does not believe it is appropriate for the University to make health-
related ultimatums when no one other than the individual consuming the substance is affected. In addition, the ban 
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prohibits smoking in a personal vehicle on campus. If someone decides to put an ashtray in his or her car and drive around 
campus smoking, he or she should have the right to do that. Mr. Lamb believes that provision needs to be removed or 
reviewed. He encouraged that, before passing this motion, the finer points be reviewed, instead of letting all the provisions
stand because the greater good that may be achieved with a smoke-free campus. With that being said, Mr. Lamb would 
also be opposed to a smoke-free campus, but feels that, if the Faculty Senate would like to proceed with that, they should at 
least review the finer points of the policy. Mr. Lamb believes that the educational alternatives are fantastic, and that it 
would be better for the University to accomplish this goal by instituting educational policies and opportunities for students
to be able to quit on their own, as opposed to creating an us versus them mentality between the faculty and the smoking 
students. Rather than an ultimatum, he believes it would be better to say, “We are willing to work with you to help you quit 
smoking,” and that that would be the best way to create a smoke-free campus.

Ian Douglas, Undergraduate Student (Physics), stated that he has been smoking for three years. It is terrible for his health. 
He knows it is absolutely awful for him: it is adding gunk to his lungs, it makes his colds worse. He has known all this since 
he was in fifth grade. But the health argument does not make sense to Mr. Douglas. Smoking has improved his quality of 
life immensely. Smoking allows him to sit down and relax once in a while. He knows many students and faculty members 
are concerned about second-hand smoke and how it affects them, but the 20 foot policy can be ridiculous. He has been in a 
downpour trying to light a cigarette because he was asked to move while standing under a covered area near Lederle. He 
stated that no one stands there often, and, when he smokes there, he seems to be far away from everyone. Maybe smoke 
remains in the air and it is bad for everyone, but Mr. Douglas believes that the car exhaust that travels in clouds across 
campus is far worse. He asked what the University was going to do next, ban cars from entering campus. There are many 
more carcinogens in the exhaust. Mr. Douglas does not smoke indoors, and, if he is asked, he moves away from buildings. 
He stated that, for the love of God, it just does not make sense to ban smoking on campus. To require him to walk half a 
mile to get off campus to smoke a cigarette is absolutely ridiculous.

Ben Taylor, Undergraduate Student (Political Science), began by noting that the mortality rate of planet Earth is 100%. No 
matter what you do, you will die. It doesn’t matter whether you eat well, exercise every day or not, you will, eventually, die. 
He continued by stating that in cosmic terms, whether you die after 60 years or 80 years or 100 years is really immaterial. 
Mr. Taylor noted that he does understand that this does matter to your loved ones, and as a smoker, he intends to quit 
someday. However, as a country, we have found that prohibition does not work. While prohibiting the use of alcohol, the 
use actually went up, alcohol became more dangerous, and there was more lawlessness involved. Mr. Taylor stated that the 
same has been discovered with marijuana. He believes that the breadth and scope of the proposal is unenforceable. This 
will further the tendency of smokers to violate it. Mr. Taylor would accept the 20 foot policy if the University provided 
covered areas for smokers to have a cigarette in a rain storm without violating anyone’s need for clean air. The University 
has done this in no way on campus. Finally, he noted that awareness is prevalent in our society. He and every smoker is 
fully aware of the health risks of smoking. Banning tobacco will not increase awareness. We are already seeing declining 
rates of smoking among the population. Mr. Taylor also wished to speak on behalf of employees of the University. He 
believes it is very unlikely that the University will implement 45-minute smoke breaks for employees to walk two miles off 
campus to have a cigarette and then walk two miles back. That is entirely unfair to the adult citizens who work at this 
campus to be forced to give up a legal and taxed activity because of some desire to legislate morality. 

Jarred Rose, Undergraduate Student (Political Science) and SGA Member, wished to reiterate on the enforcement issue. As 
was mentioned in a Collegian article, 90% of students who smoke on campus come to the University already smoking. Only 
ten percent of the students who smoke at this campus pick it up while here. The faculty and staff leave campus. They have 
homes where they can smoke. There are students who do not leave this campus for months at a time because they live here. 
Mr. Rose, an RA in John Quincy Adams Hall, stated that for many students, this ban would be a 24-hour ban, while for 
most faculty and staff it would be an 8 to 12-hour ban. Mr. Rose personally does not smoke, and is 100% against smoking; 
he does not smoke anything. With that being said, he believes smoking is something that people should be allowed to do. He 
personally believes that the University should be looking into ways to increase the cessation of smoking. He does not 
understand what the point of a smoking ban is if the focus is not first and foremost on encouraging smokers to quit by 
choice. On another note, he believes that the policy should be voted on by all three government bodies and not solely the 
Faculty Senate. 

Evan Gennis, Undergraduate Student (Chemical Engineering), stated that he has been a smoker for two years. He and his 
friends all smoke, and sometimes they are within 20 feet of a building. If asked to move, they comply. Other times, they are 
more than 20 feet from a building, but are still asked to move for various reasons such as asthma; likewise, they politely 
comply. If there is no affront or hostility, everything works out well. Mr. Gennis has many friends who are graduate 
students in chemical engineering and polymer science who have told him that they will leave the University if they are still 
here when the ban goes into effect. They will leave their research and their funding because the ban is simply ridiculous; it 
is too much and it is the final straw. He believes that the University would discover that it would lose many hard-working 
and motivated students, and much potential for research if the ban is approved. 
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Josh, Undergraduate Student, noted that he is a smoker. Addressing the faculty and administration, he stated that the 90% 
of smoking students that began before coming to college will not come to UMass after the ban is in effect. The percentage of 
students who smoke will leave the University; the graduate students will leave the University. He asked why it would be 
desirable to lose students when Provost Staros had just mentioned that increasing application numbers was a priority. 

Senator Norman Sims noted that he is a member of the Program and Budget Council and that an earlier speaker mentioned 
that tobacco is a legal and taxed product. He wondered if any tax dollars from tobacco products are ever given to the 
University in the form of any grants.

Secretary May did not wish to be quoted as an infallible authority, but believes that tobacco settlement money came to the 
state of Massachusetts and was earmarked for education. However, after a budget crisis, the money was redirected back 
into the general fund, an action the state has the right to take. That settlement money stopped being used for tobacco 
education. 

Senator Sims stated that he asked because he believes that if the University is a tobacco-free campus, it should not receive 
any money that comes from the sale of tobacco products. He then moved:

That the motion be referred to the Program and Budget Council before the Faculty Senate vote on it.

The motion to refer the proposal to the Program and Budget Council was seconded but defeated by a vote of 8 in favor to 
11 opposed.

Kelly Jo Fuller, Undergraduate Student, stated that she is from Georgia, and pays a lot to be here. UMass was long her 
dream school and she is a triple-major. She can honestly say that she would not have attended UMass if it were a smoke-
free campus. She was a smoker for five years before quitting. Quitting is a long and difficult process. Ms. Fuller still carries 
cigarettes with her because she finds it incredibly difficult when she does not have the option to smoke. She did not need a 
smoke-free policy to quit; she made that decision on her own. As she said, quitting is difficult. Her three majors create 
much stress that has made it even more difficult. After quitting, she began smoking again after her sister’s death. If the 
smoke-free policy were in effect, she would have been smoking in her dorm room.

Michael Basamajian, Undergraduate Student (Political Science), wished to bring up the inclusion of the electronic cigarette 
in the proposal. Electronic cigarettes contain no tobacco and produce no smoke. Mr. Basamajian knows individuals who 
have used the electronic cigarette to aid themselves in quitting smoking. The electronic cigarette can help balance nicotine 
cravings, and Mr. Basamajian does not understand why this policy would ban something that helps people quit smoking if 
that is the ultimate goal of the legislation. 

Senator Steven Brewer stated that he began smoking when he was 15 and smoked for ten years. During that period, he tried 
to quit several times. At one point, he had managed to quit until travelling to Spain. In the United States, there are strong 
policies that make it difficult to smoke in public. By the time of Senator Brewer’s travels, it was already illegal to smoke in 
most buildings. In Spain, however, smoking was common and constant in public places. It was much easier for Senator 
Brewer to remain a non-smoker in the United States, where there was not the social context and environment where 
smoking happens. There has been a consistent push to try to push smoking out of the public sphere. When Senator Brewer 
first came to Massachusetts, restaurants were smoke free, but bars were not. At each step of the process to prohibit 
smoking in public areas, there have been protests about how much of a terrible inconvenience and how horrible it will be to 
ban smoking in these areas, but we have seen that the effects have been largely positive. Certainly they have not been 
negative. Senator Brewer supports the proposal, and believes that it is possible to create an environment that reduces the 
social context that allows people to believe it is okay to smoke and encourages smokers to quit. 

Senator Baskin addressed the comment about electronic cigarettes. A large part of the policy is an implementation plan 
that creates a duly constituted and authorized committee whose job will be to work out details in the policy. The electronic 
cigarette is something that could easily be discussed and, if it seems to be worthwhile to make an exception for that, it can 
easily be done. 

Kenneth Sena, Undergraduate Student (English and Comparative Literature), noted that many comments have been made 
concerning legality and rights, but that this motion has nothing to do with that. He wished to make one point: that this ban 
will be a ban by name alone. On all 450 of the campuses with current tobacco bans, people smoke. It is hidden, but people 
smoke. They sneak it and hide it like they are 16 and not allowed to buy cigarettes. If tobacco is banned on campus, there 
will still be tobacco on campus. Mr. Sena stated that if he were driving through campus smoking, there would be no way 
that he would stop smoking simply because he was on campus. There will be no one to give him a strange or angry look. 
Similarly, if he were to live on campus, there would be no way he would walk a considerable distance to smoke. He would 
find a discreet area and smoke—probably with five or six other people. He hopes that the faculty and administration do
not have the supposition that a “tobacco-free campus” will create a tobacco-free campus.



7

Josh Colbert, Undergraduate Student, began by stating that he is from Long Island, so he pays a considerable amount to 
attend UMass. In Long Island, the legal age to purchase cigarettes is 19. He believes that this is an effort to shift tobacco 
out of high schools, as, in theory, no high school students would be able to purchase and supply tobacco to the school. That 
does not work. Mr. Colbert has many friends in high school that smoke. To raise another point, Mr. Colbert noted that it is 
already very clear that this is a polarizing issue. He believes that an immediate compromise on the issue would be to better 
care for the smoking poles. The one near Mr. Colbert’s Orchard Hill residence is in disrepair. If the smoking poles were 
placed away from doors, they may better encourage smokers to obey the 20 foot rule. Coupling that with smoking areas 
could better move smokers from doors. Most of the issue concerns second-hand smoke, but Mr. Colbert believes that 
another major issue is litter caused by cigarette butts. If these issues were addressed and improved, the opposition to 
smoking may decrease and a gradual phasing out of tobacco may be possible, as opposed to a hard-line ban.

Professor Webley wished to clarify the 90% statistic being used. The Collegian article, as well as Professor Webley himself, 
earlier in the meeting, stated that 90% of people who smoke begin smoking before age 18. That is not necessarily the 
statistic of smokers on this campus. These are two different numbers, and Professor Webley does not know how they line 
up. Another clarification Professor Webley wished to make concerned implementation. There will be a ramped-up 
smoking cessation program that will be spearheaded through University Health Services within this two-year interim 
before the July 2013 commencement. The policy will not simply be announced and then implemented. There will be much 
assistance for people hoping to quit. Over the past three semesters, Professor Webley has surveyed over 1300 students 
about smoking cessation on campus through his biology of cancer and AIDS class. Seventy eight percent of those students 
support a smoke-free or tobacco-free policy on this campus. Those are real numbers. Professor Webley understands that 
the opposition is vocal—and he appreciates the arguments. He wants to hear students speak up about their rights. There 
will be a two-year period for these conversations to continue and to make sure that the policy clearly benefits everybody on 
campus and that the final written policy will be a strong one.

Kate Edrington, Undergraduate Student, began by stating that whether or not she smokes is inconsequential. Ms. Edrington 
is from Arizona, and ever since she has been at UMass, she has been incredibly grateful to be here. However, if the campus 
would have been smoke-free, she never would have come—regardless of whether or not she smokes. The issue is more 
about the implication of the University believing it has the right to tell its students what to do. She asked what happens 
next. There is an open problem about underage drinking on campus that remains unaddressed despite the fact that drunk 
driving kills. There is still soda and greasy food in the dining halls, and that hurts everyone just as much as a little second-
hand smoke. The discussion is not about whether or not smoking is good for you or if people should be smoking in the way 
of other people. Ms. Edrington believes it is condescending for the University to think that she should not smoke simply 
because the University does not think she should. 

Avery, Undergraduate Student, wondered how the ban would affect the local community. If there is a ban on campus, won’t 
there be many students smoking in residential areas near campus, creating tension with the community? She wondered if 
the town of Amherst was taken into account when drafting this motion.

Senator Baskin stated that the Amherst Department of Public Works is supportive of the policy.

Anne Boyle, Undergraduate Student, noted that she is an out-of-state student from New Jersey and a smoker, although the 
latter should have no consequence. She asked if financial aspects are being taken into account as the ban is considered. We 
are in a recession and every department is likely taking cuts. Things are tight, and we are in difficult times. Ms. Boyle 
knows that paying for school has been stressful for most students. She stated that if the University were to implement the 
tobacco-free campus proposal, it would likely require resources from a strained institution. Personally, she does not want 
to see any more departments such as art or political science take more cuts at this point. It would not be fair to make the 
University suffer because some people desire a larger task force to stop a legal activity. 

George Williams, Undergraduate Student (English), stated that he is no longer a smoker, but he was while in middle school. 
Mr. Williams comes from a troubled, broken home, and he knows that he is not the only person on campus—or even in this 
room—that did. Cigarettes were the only thing that kept him from killing himself. He knows that they were a terrible 
crutch and that he should have done something more productive with his home trauma, which included an abusive father, 
an alcoholic mother, and an array of mental disorders among his household. Cigarettes were all he had to get him through 
difficult times. He had no other options. From the ages of 12 to 15, he had nowhere to go, and if he did not have cigarettes,
he would have killed himself. Mr. Williams is no longer in that place and no longer needs the crutch cigarettes provided, 
but he knows that some people on this campus do need that crutch. When they get over their difficulties, they will likely 
quit smoking, but many of them need cigarettes now. Mr. Williams believes that if the University were to take away 
students’ rights to be here and smoke, it will have a problem larger than smoking; there will be death and suicide, and Mr. 
Williams does not believe anyone wants that.
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Senator Bogartz stated that many things have been said that are actually false. He would not address all of them, but 
thought three were worth commentary. He began by responding to a comment on legislating morality. He does not believe 
this policy legislates morality. Nobody is telling anybody what is right or wrong about smoking cigarettes. Concerning 
punishment: he does not believe that there is any intent to punish anybody for anything. In some technical sense, if you are 
a psychologist, you might actually agree that there is a technical punishment going on in that there is the withdrawal of the 
opportunity for a positive reinforcement, but he does not believe that there was any motivation to punish in the proposal. 
Finally, concerning the idea that people are being told what to do, Senator Bogartz noted that nobody is telling anybody 
what to do, only where not to do it. If someone wishes to smoke, they can do so however much they want off campus. 

Ken Lefebvre, Undergraduate Student, stated that he does not smoke, and had a question about the University’s current 
policy. He understands that it is difficult to take a tape measurer out to enforce the 20 foot policy, but he wonders if there 
has been any real attempt to place signs or cigarette poles at the 20 foot barrier. He believes that that would at least present 
a clear statement of what is acceptable.

Nick Julian, Undergraduate Student and SGA Senator, stated that a common concern brought up in discussions of this 
policy is the difficulty in enforcing the 20 foot policy. Disneyland, the most magical place on Earth, allows its guests to 
smoke. Smokers go to designated areas, and Mr. Julian noted that this is a magical thing. He has been to Disneyland 13 
times. He believes that the University should consider designated smoking areas as an option to make its guests—the 
student body, faculty, staff, and visitors—happy. Mr. Julian believes that UMass is a place where dreams can come true, 
and that Disney has nothing on it. Additionally, Mr. Julian believes that there are two issues here: the personal health of 
the smokers, and those that come in contact with second-hand smoke. He wonders who is being catered to by this policy. 
Moreover, he has had discussions with other SGA senators and believes a survey should be conducted asking students 
exactly what they want before a vote is taken on this proposal. 

Ben Taylor spoke in defense of his claim that this policy is a legislation of morality. He believes that the fact that the policy 
extends beyond the dangers of second-hand smoke to include smokeless tobacco, electronic cigarettes, et cetera, means that 
the policy is not discussing the health issues associated with second-hand smoke or even the health of the smoker, but is 
discussing vice. The University is trying to legislate on whether vice is allowed on the campus. He stated that obesity is a 
vice, too, gluttony. We have problems with fatty foods. It is an issue of morality when it is made into a broad statement. 
The issue of what is healthy and what people can and cannot do with their bodies is morality. Mr. Taylor told Senator 
Bogartz that he is willing to have a philosophical debate after the meeting.

The motion was seconded and adopted by a vote of 14 in favor to 7 opposed. 

Secretary May stated that the Faculty Senate has worked quite productively with the Student Government this year. There 
is a record number of students serving on Faculty Senate councils and committees this semester. The Health Council 
includes faculty, staff and students, and voted unanimously in favor of this proposal. The Faculty Senate is willing to meet 
with the leadership of the Student Government Association and attempt to work on possible improvements to this proposal 
as well as its implementation.

Nate Lamb noted that the Wellman Document grants primary responsibility concerning student behavior, conduct and 
discipline to the students, and believes that this motion should require approval from both the Student Government 
Association and the Graduate Student Senate.

Secretary May stated that the Wellman Document is somewhat fuzzy when it comes to a policy such as this, but believes 
that the policy would be much more effective if it were supported by all three organizations. He believes that 
comprehensive support is the goal of the Health Council as well. He looks forward to working with the other governance 
groups and the administration to make this a common effort. 

Nate Lamb stated that he believes the Faculty Senate should do more than merely contact a few high-ranking officers of the 
SGA on the policy.

Presiding Officer O’Connor reminded the audience that the University has two years to work on this policy, and he is 
convinced that everyone will have their say. 

G. OLD BUSINESS

Repeal the Special Report of the Undergraduate Education Council concerning Support for the Interwrite 
Personal Response System at the University of Massachusetts Amherst, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 06-039
with Motion No. 44-06.
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MOVED: That the Faculty Senate repeal the Special Report of the Undergraduate Education Council 
44-06 concerning Support for the Interwrite Personal Response System at the University of Massachusetts, 

as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 06-039.

Secretary May explained the motion by stating that the original report included a vote to support a particular technological 
device. As time has passed, that particular device is no longer appropriate and is unsupported by the individuals who use it 
or by OIT, who maintains the product. The Faculty Senate will no longer specify particular devices.

Senator Peterson stated that it is an excellent idea that the Faculty Senate remove itself from the process of choosing devices 
because technology is an extremely dynamic field and the Senate cannot hope to keep up with it.

Senator Bogartz agreed with the content of the motion, but did not understand why a repeal was necessary. 

Secretary May answered that a report adopted by the Faculty Senate becomes campus policy unless vetoed by the 
administration within 30 days. As it stands, it is the policy of the campus that the Interwrite Personal Response System is 
the only personal response system allowed to be used in classrooms. 

The motion was seconded and adopted.

The 705th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:04 p.m. on April 7, 2011.

The proceedings from this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office.

Respectfully submitted,

Ernest D. May
Secretary of the Faculty Senate
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Vice Chancellor Malone thanked the Faculty Senate for having him and noted that he had been 
invited by Secretary Ernest May to follow up on a presentation he had made to the Science, 
Technology and Research Cmmittee of the Board of Trustees. The first topic he wished to discuss 
was federal research centers, an initiative being addressed by the University with the UMass 
Innovation Institute. The Institute was spoken of briefly in a presentation to the Faculty Senate 
during the 2009-2010 academic year. The presentation would end with a discussion of the results of 
the University’s administrative review. 

It is important that the research branches of the University pay attention to innovation, which can be 
defined as the translation of certain results from the University’s research enterprise into the 
community. This issue is a national priority, mentioned in President Barack Obama’s State of the 
Union address. It is also a statewide priority that has been discussed by Governor Deval Patrick. 
During a recent trip to the United Kingdom and Israel with incoming UMass President Robert Caret 
and other state leaders, Governor Patrick expressed his desire to “solidify Massachusetts’ place as a 
worldwide leader in the innovation industries.” Another reason innovation is a priority is because 
nearly all federal agencies that fund research are working on projects relating to innovation. The 
National Institute of Health is emphasizing translational research that concerns getting new results 
from biology and biochemistry research into trials and eventually into medical practice benefitting
the people that support the work. The National Science Foundation has a new emphasis on 
innovation. Vice Chancellor Malone recently worked with the Foundation reviewing a number of 
programs they call partnerships for innovation. Utilizing innovation is critical to the future success of 
the University’s research enterprise. 

Vice Chancellor Malone then discussed two centers by way of example and context. The first, 
Engineering Research Center, has been headquartered at UMass Amherst for just over eight years. 
It is funded by NSF. It is a ten-year project that recently finished its eighth year. It has $40 million of 
NSF funding combined with money from various partners. The Center has had an enormous impact 
on the profile of UMass Amherst in certain areas of engineering as well as in meteorology, 
computing, networking, atmospheric science, sociology and linguistics. This Center is a great 
example of why the University ought to continue with multi-disciplinary initiatives. By regulation, 
the NSF funding expires at the end of ten years. The sustainability of this and similar programs 
remains a question. The University must find a way to continue the benefits of these initiatives past 
the end of their government funding. The second example Vice Chancellor Malone described was the 
Center for Hierarchical Manufacturing. This Center is also funded by the NSF and is a nanoscale 
science and engineering center. Its focus is on nanomanufacturing, which concerns using new 
research results from physics, chemistry and biology to create new materials and devices. These 
devices could impact human health, renewable energy or electronics. The Center has recently been 
renewed for five more years of funding. In the first four years of the Center, it has produced several 
hundred papers in top journals, 30 patents awarded, and the commencement of activity in 
commercialization. There is much more that can be done through this Center, but the sustainability 
remains a concern. The life cycle of these large efforts starts with small group grants, team grants, 
matching funds, and internal funds administered through the UMass President’s Office.
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The idea behind the UMass Innovation Institute is not complicated, although it will be hard to do. 
The University is attempting to do with science and technology what it has long done in agriculture, 
that is, translate research into public benefit. It is a way for new discoveries to have real impacts. As 
mentioned earlier, this would support a national priority for innovation. It would expand the 
campus’s research ability. Vice Chancellor Malone believes that institutions that are successful in the 
area of innovation will be better positioned to compete for national funds. Engagement would 
increase, as there are many partners willing to work with the University in this area. The earliest 
partner in the Institute was Raytheon, the largest Massachusetts employer of engineers with about 
seven thousand. Several dozen organizations—large, small, academic, non-profit—are now engaged. 
The Institute will provide new opportunities for faculty, students and post-docs who could find 
employment opportunities of contact potential employers early in their career. Several peers of the 
University are working on similar projects. Five years ago, Purdue University opened Discovery 
Park. Likewise, Georgia Tech has long had the Georgia Tech Research Institute, MIT has Lincoln 
Labs, Michigan has a project, and the University of California at Berkeley has Lawrence Berkeley 
Labs, which represents another way to address this issue in that they are paired with a national lab. 
Vice Chancellor Malone will be bringing materials forward soon to gain campus approval to set this 
up as an official Institute that will be initially on campus with interim approval. 

Vice Chancellor Malone then turned to the recent AdQAD review. AdQAD was motivated by the 
University’s regular AQAD (Academic Quality Assessment and Development) reviews. AdQAD 
addresses Administrative Quality Assessment and Development. The University should be able to 
provide support services that are as good as its peers and aspirants. The Huron Consulting group 
was given the task of conducting these reviews. Huron has done similar reviews at around 150 of the 
major research universities around the country and is quite expert at it. They know what is going on 
at a vast number of other places. They know the staffing levels, the expenditures, the functions, the 
roles, responsibilities and policies at various institutions. As part of a lengthy report, the University 
received 21 recommendations. Vice Chancellor Malone has met several times with the Research 
Council and is in agreement with the Council on three very high priorities. One is a reorganization of 
the Office of Grant and Contract Administration (OGCA) to improve efficiencies and service levels. 
Three staff members are going to be added to the Office and it will be reorganized into a form that is 
more easily understood and will interface better with the school and department operations. A more 
comprehensive research compliance function is necessary. There is much federal attention being paid 
to this. In FY 2009, the federal government, auditing federal contracts, recovered by way of 
disallowed costs and fines $3.2 billion. The government is quite serious about compliance, so the 
University needs to pay more attention to it. Another priority is developing a support model for local 
units that provide a greater balance of resources. Huron’s suggestion, that Vice Chancellor Malone 
and the Research Council believe to be a good one, is to establish research business manager liaisons. 
This is a part of staff support that would come between the initiation of thinking about a proposal 
and submission at OGCA. Too often, there is not enough support for faculty to get to the point where 
they are ready to submit the grant, so there are many imperfect proposals that are using staff time 
and preventing faculty from receiving quality service. Vice Chancellor Malone will be searching for 
one person centrally and will be working with the deans to establish something at the school and 
college level. 

It would be impossible to complete all of the recommendations at once because operations need to 
continue and there are finite monetary resources. The OGCA will be reorganized to have a new and 
separate function dealing with policy and compliance. A central research business manager will have 
primary responsibility to work with individuals in the schools and colleges to better coordination. 
There will be further reorganization in the OGCA allowing the Office to have one function for pre-
award, addressing submission of proposals, and another for post-award, addressing efficiency in 
spending and organization. 

Primarily due to the upswing in AARA recovery funds and the work they require, the University lags 
behind its peers in setting up award accounts. Three positions will be added to improve the efficiency 
of setting up accounts. Part of the whole endeavor will be a system of performance metrics that will 
track improvements as the process proceeds. Ultimately, the Vice Chancellor believes that a more 
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nuanced structure will be required to drastically increase research volume to the extent that it is 
described in the Framework for Excellence. One recommendation of the Huron consultants was to 
establish an Associate Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement with a charge to run part of 
the operation so that Vice Chancellor Malone could redirect some of his responsibilities. That 
initiative will not be addressed immediately. The entire report remains a draft and it is still being 
determined how the University will go about it structurally and financially.
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The Innovation Imperative

“We need to out-innovate out-educate, and out-
build the rest of the world”

-- President Barack Obama, 2011 State of Union

“Our mission is to solidify Massachusetts’ place 
as a worldwide leader in the innovation industries 

and continue to compete globally for the jobs, 
investment and businesses of the future.” 

-- Governor Deval Patrick, February 9, 2011 
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CASA  - NSF Engineering Research Center
Collaboration, partnerships:
 disciplines: ECE (radar), CS 

(computing, networking) 
atmospheric science, 
meteorology, OR, sociology

 academic institutions: UMass, 
Colorado State, Oklahoma, 
Puerto Rico, more…

 industry: Raytheon key founding 
partner

 state: cost-sharing support
Leadership, Status
 D. McLaughlin (ECE), J. Kurose 

(CS)
 8th of 10 years, $40M+ funding

Collaborative
Adaptive 
Sensing of the 
Atmosphere



Center for Hierarchical Manufacturing

www.umass.edu/chm

An NSF Nanoscale Science and Engineering Center 
at UMass Amherst focused on Nanomanufacturing

Jim Watkins, Director
Mark Tuominen, Co-Director
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Sustainability: UMass Innovation Institute

 Concept
• Program focused on applied research and development 

to complement and leverage existing UMass programs.
 Purpose

• Support a national priority for innovation
• Expand campus research and engagement(s)
• Create new opportunities for faculty, students, postdocs
• Adopt a best practice: Purdue Discovery Park, Georgia 

Tech Research Institute, …..
 Legal/policy/cost review at President’s Office
 Interim campus approval to be sought soon
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AdQUAD Review Recommendations

A. Organizational Structure of Research 
1. Establish the role of Associate Vice Chancellor, Research & 

Engagement (AVCRE)
2. Reorganize the Office of Grant and Contract Administration 

(OGCA) to improve efficiencies and service levels
3. Establish a comprehensive research compliance function that 

reports to the new AVCRE
4. Establish a more formal research administration systems 

function that reports to the new AVCRE
5. Develop a support model for the local units that provides for a 

greater balance of quality and quantity of resources. Establish 
the role of Research Business Manager Liaisons (RBMs)

6. Consider consolidating financial management responsibility for 
Service Centers and Core Facilities with the Controller’s Office
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AdQUAD Review Recommendations (Cont’d)

B. People, Roles, Responsibilities, Delegated Authorities:

7. Conduct a comprehensive review of roles and responsibilities 
for all administrative positions in the ORE and for other 
positions in research administration and compliance that 
impact ORE activities. Individual research units should 
evaluate existing job duties to ensure roles and 
responsibilities are reflected accurately.

8. Review the delegated authority levels for staff in the OGCA 
and the academic units

9. Enhance the level of partnering and service provided from 
central research administration offices, especially from the 
OGCA
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AdQUAD Review Recommendations (Cont’d)

C. Administrative Policies, Procedures & Processes

10.Develop research administration Policies and 
Procedures where gaps exist

11.Consider the benefits of developing an institutionally-
supported “policy on policies”

12. Form a joint faculty and staff policy review and 
development committee

13.Address key administrative processes that contribute 
to inefficiency and compliance risk
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AdQUAD Review Recommendations (Cont’d)

D. Outreach, Training & Education
14.Develop a coordinated strategy for research 

administration education and outreach. Consider 
assigning coordinating responsibility to the newly 
formed Compliance group

15.Target education and outreach efforts to reach specific 
audiences and distinguish between faculty and staff 
needs

16. Implement formal outreach mechanisms for faculty 
and departmental staff to provide feedback on the 
effectiveness of research administration activities
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AdQUAD Review Recommendations (Cont’d)

E. Technologies Supporting Research 
Administration
17. Revisit and further develop a Research Administration 

Systems Plan for existing technology
18. Further develop information management tools and 

reporting for research administration community
19. Partner more closely with institutions and offices of research 

who have made similar technology decisions supporting 
research administration (GAMS institutions)

20. Further review the implementation cost and impact of a 
single vendor platform for all research management, 
excluding financials

21. Develop a technology task force to focus on technology 
needs and develop a plan to get UMass Amherst to its 
desired technology goals
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