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Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz called the 763rd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on December 15, 
2016 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227, and began the meeting with a reading of the poem “Shoveling Snow with 
Buddha” by Billy Collins. 
 
“Shoveling Snow with Buddha” 
 
In the usual iconography of the temple or the local Wok 
you would never see him doing such a thing, 
tossing the dry snow over a mountain 
of his bare, round shoulder, 
his hair tied in a knot, 
a model of concentration. 

 
Sitting is more his speed, if that is the word 
for what he does, or does not do. 

 
Even the season is wrong for him. 
In all his manifestations, is it not warm or slightly humid?  
Is this not implied by his serene expression, 
that smile so wide it wraps itself around the waist of the universe?  

 
But here we are, working our way down the driveway, 
one shovelful at a time. 
We toss the light powder into the clear air. 
We feel the cold mist on our faces. 
And with every heave we disappear 
and become lost to each other 
in these sudden clouds of our own making, 
these fountain-bursts of snow. 

 
This is so much better than a sermon in church, 
I say out loud, but Buddha keeps on shoveling. 
This is the true religion, the religion of snow, 
and sunlight and winter geese barking in the sky, 
I say, but he is too busy to hear me. 

 
He has thrown himself into shoveling snow 
as if it were the purpose of existence, 
as if the sign of a perfect life were a clear driveway 
you could back the car down easily 
and drive off into the vanities of the world 
with a broken heater fan and a song on the radio. 

 
All morning long we work side by side, 
me with my commentary 
and he inside his generous pocket of silence, 
until the hour is nearly noon 
and the snow is piled high all around us;  
then, I hear him speak. 

 
After this, he asks, 
can we go inside and play cards?  
Certainly, I reply, and I will heat some milk 
and bring cups of hot chocolate to the table 



while you shuffle the deck. 
and our boots stand dripping by the door. 

 
Aaah, says the Buddha, lifting his eyes 
and leaning for a moment on his shovel 
before he drives the thin blade again 
deep into the glittering white snow. 
 
A. COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

 
DISCUSSION OF CONSIDERATIONS ENTERING INTO FORMULATING THE 
ACADEMIC CALENDAR 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: Over the years, there has been discussion of the 
calendar on and off: the length of the semester, the holidays, the way that we deal with all of the 
holidays within term by making up these artificial days, and I thought that it would be useful to have 
an opportunity for people to have a chance to express concerns or ask questions. University Registrar 
John Lenzi and Deputy Registrar Patrick Sullivan are here to answer specific questions, but this is 
mainly to hear from people, to hear what they’re thinking, and to also develop some mutual 
understanding about why it is so complicated to put the calendar together.  
 
Senator Farshid Hajir, Mathematics and Statistics: Thank you. It was important for me to come 
to the meeting to repeat, more or less, something I said before about the length of the semester. So, 
some years ago, the Faculty Senate made the decision to have a thirteen-week semester, both in the 
fall and in the spring. I know that it is a very complicated issue; I know there are lots of factors 
having to do with student jobs over the summer, whether we start before or after Labor Day, etcetera. 
I am not an expert and I don’t want to minimize the difficulties in arranging a longer semester, but, 
when I first came to campus, about fourteen and a half years ago, we had fifteen-week semesters. So, 
what I’ve seen is a shrinking of the curriculum, and in a subject like Mathematics and Statistics, like 
languages and many others, in which courses accumulate and are prerequisites for other courses, this 
has a cumulative and very negative effect on education, and I see the expansion of the semester back 
to something closer to fifteen weeks as the most valuable that the Faculty Senate could do to improve 
education on campus.  
 
Senator Frank Hugus, German and Scandinavian Studies: It’s not just Mathematics that has 
trouble with a thirteen-week semester; if you want to try to learn Old Icelandic in thirteen weeks 
instead of fourteen, it’s a problem. My question is, and I’ve raised this over the years, why is the first 
Monday in September sacrosanct? Many other universities begin before Labor Day. I see no reason 
why UMass can’t begin before Labor Day and give us all a fourteen-week semester. 

 
Senator Marta Calas, Management: I don’t remember that we ever had a full fifteen-week 
semester, but more like a fourteen-and-a-half-week semester; that was, in fact, at least a week longer 
than it is now. I totally agree with that sentiment. I become very surprised, whenever I look at my 
prior courses; I realize that I am not doing something longer with any particular class session, but 
that I have a week less to do what I used to do before. The memory that I have, that we should not 
forget, is that we started on the Tuesday after Labor Day, not on Monday. Remember, it wasn’t that 
long ago when we actually started the spring semester in the last week of January, which was a bonus 
for many of us faculty, because that gave us much more time to write during the break, and now the 
break is shorter. So, now, the break is shorter, and the semester is shorter. These have seemed like 
minimal changes, but they are not so minimal as they accumulate over time. I think that perhaps it 
would be a good exercise to actually go back and look at those moments, why the changes were 
made, because I think some of them were very logical, in terms of accommodating holidays that may 
have not been accommodated beforehand, but not necessarily others. I remember one case in which 
there were three factions and the decision was a split-down-the-middle or something of that sort. I 



must say also about this idea of getting the full week of Thanksgiving off: my students hated it. They 
really wanted to finish the semester earlier and didn’t want such a long holiday in the middle of the 
semester. I had one student who said that he was indifferent, but all the others, both graduate and 
undergraduate, didn’t like it at all. Thank you. 
 
Senator Marinos Vouvakis, Electrical and Computer Engineering: I am not in favor of having 
semesters that are thirteen weeks long. As a student, I had to experience quarter systems, which are 
eleven weeks, and we’re getting very close to that. I remember that it was a very bad experience. By 
the time you figure out what’s going on in the class, the class ends. I haven’t heard a really good 
reason for why we need to have shorter semesters. As a research-heavy faculty member, I love that, 
but I know that this is not good for our students, and we have to think of our students first. How do 
they learn best? By having a thirteen-week semester or having a fifteen-week semester? Thank you. 
 
John Lenzi, University Registrar: I appreciate all of the faculty’s comments. David Gross, who is 
on the Calendar Subcommittee, has communicated this perspective. He’s been a longtime supporter 
of longer semesters, so we have been discussing it now for two or three years on the Subcommittee. 
I’m going to give a little background and then lay out the issues that the University as a whole would 
have to address for longer terms. A little history: the shorter spring semester was based on a survey 
of the Massachusetts Society of Professors’ (MSP) membership and all students in 2007, regarding 
changes for the academic calendar of 2009-2010. That was the year that Senator Hajir referred to.  
The students overwhelmingly said that ending so late in May was highly detrimental to getting 
summer jobs, and that was one of the main motivations for changing the spring term. There were 
anecdotal complaints from parents and legislators that sometimes commencement fell on Memorial 
Day weekend. Thinking about a longer term: yes, many of our peers do it, so we have looked at that. 
The University of Maryland and UConn both have longer terms, so I’ll mention some things that they 
have done that UMass would have to think about, and then there are some things particular to UMass 
that we would have to think about. So, one of the things that both Maryland and UConn did was limit 
the number of public holidays observed during term. They got agreement from their states and 
agreement from their unions to curtail the total number of public holidays, which is a very similar 
type of calendar that private colleges and universities have. The four colleges do not take most of the 
public holidays that we do. That would have to be worked out obviously with the Commonwealth 
and the unions. The second item is starting fall term before Labor Day: that’s pretty straightforward. 
In some union contracts, there are start dates. We do have seasonal employees. And it would impact 
things like New Students Orientation. So, starting before Labor Day would have to be vetted by the 
unions. I would recommend that the MSP and students be surveyed again. That survey now is nine 
years old; that’s long enough to say that we may not have a good understanding about people’s 
concerns about longer terms. If we have a longer term, there will probably be some cost increase, 
albeit small, in housing and meal plans, so, if we are going to extend the term and have a cost 
increase, that would have to be worked out with A&F, the President’s Office, and the Board of 
Trustees. Last, starting before Labor Day would call into question the Five College Agreement. 
Basically, right now, we have a commitment to start after Labor Day, with the Five Colleges, to 
maintain the current agreement, so that would have to be completely renegotiated. So, those are the 
considerations, in the Calendar Subcommittee, that we try to keep in mind. If we’re going to start this 
process, those are the significant things that would definitely have to be done at the top to consider 
this, and it’s a pretty significant change. Are there any questions? 
 
Senator Vouvakis: What was the response rate to the 2007 survey? 
 
Registrar Lenzi: For both MSP and students, it was very good. I think that I still have access to the 
data. For the students, it was extremely high, and I don’t remember what the MSP’s response rate 
was exactly. 
 
Kumble Subbaswamy, Chancellor: What is the length of the Five Colleges’ semesters? Are they at 
thirteen weeks as well? 



Registrar Lenzi: Yes, they are pretty close to thirteen weeks, but they edge it out toward fourteen 
because of the public holidays. If there are any other questions, just email me directly, and I can even 
take them to the Calendar Subcommittee. Thank you. 
 
Senator Curt Conner, Chemical Engineering: For laboratory courses in particular, cutting down 
the number of weeks and number of days in class becomes critical. In our department, we’ve gotten 
up to the point that we have one hundred students in a lab course and we have to have two sections, 
which means that we have to operate five days a week. That’s a tremendous amount of work that you 
have to do. It’s also dangerous because we’re using the same experiments five days in a row and we 
need a little bit of space in there sometimes to repair the experiments and make sure that they’re 
running very well. So, for laboratories, in particular, this cutting down to where we are right now is 
devastating. 

 
B. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1.  Principal Administrative Officers 
 

Julie Buehler, Vice Chancellor for Information Security and Strategy and Chief Information Officer: 
As we wind down the calendar year, the Chancellor has given the administration a challenge to try to find 
ways to provide you with either the same service or better at a lower cost, and we had a breakthrough that 
we’ve been working on for some time. I don’t have a date that we are going to implement it yet; it will 
likely be very early in 2017. We are going to stop billing for domestic long-distance calls on landline 
phones. I have to make sure that I get all of the qualifications: this will not affect cell phones or 
international calls. We have a relationship with one of our phone carriers in which we were able to bring in 
some new funding through leasing them some more space, and we were able to apply that money to the 
long-distance charges. These charges used to be really high on the landline phones, and usage has been 
going down and down, but the cost of the overhead has stayed the same. So, the cost for us to actually bill 
these services and track 5,000 authorization codes is no longer worth it. We just announced this to the Vice 
Chancellors and Deans minutes before coming into this meeting, so word will start to spread. I will send 
many more communications on details and timing, but I thought it might be a nice way to end the year to 
say, yes, you will see some budget savings in your areas, and people have been working very hard to make 
that happen. 

 
Andrew Mangels, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance: I just wanted to make an 
announcement that Vice Chancellor for Human Resources Marie Bowen has accepted a position at the 
Boston campus in a similar capacity. I think we’re all disappointed to have to make that announcement. 
There will be a nationwide search that will commence immediately to find her replacement. If there are any 
questions or concerns, feel free to contact me. We’ll work out an arrangement for an interim as we move 
forward. 
 
Katherine Newman, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: Since Andy Mangels 
had to announce a departure, I would like to announce two wonderful new arrivals. We have a new Dean for 
the College of Natural Sciences, Tricia Serio, coming to us from the University of Arizona. She will be 
joining us on August 1, 2017. She is a protein-folding biologist and a very distinguished scientist and leader 
and we are thrilled to have her. Second, Dr. Cynthia Gerstl-Pepin will be joining us as the Dean of the 
College of Education. She will be arriving on July 1st, and she comes to us from the University of Vermont. 
In both cases, we have built into their offers opportunities to visit the campus on a number of occasions in 
the course of the spring semester so that they can participate in the budget planning process for the 
following year, which will be their first year as deans. We are interviewing candidates for the final dean 
search of the year, the Dean of the College of Information and Computer Sciences, and that will be pending. 
 
5.  The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
 
Eve Weinbaum, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors: Thank you. I just want to give a 
quick update on MSP. We are in the middle of contract negotiations for our next contract  -- that will be the 
2017-2020 contract. One of the big issues we’re working on involves non-tenure-track faculty, many of 



whom have been on campus working full-time for five or ten or twenty years or more. And we are in a great 
position on this campus; we have good benefits and job security and a much better program for our non-
tenure-track faculty than a lot of universities do. There are a couple of things we’d like to work on. One is to 
make sure that they have access, after six years on campus, to the same professional improvement leave that 
professional staff have, which means a semester of leave if they have a project which is of benefit to 
themselves as well as the institution. We’re also talking about recognizing the service component that all of 
our full-time faculty are responsible for  – participating in faculty governance, advising students, working 
on committees – so we want to make sure that’s recognized in their job descriptions. We’re also talking a 
lot about Continuing and Professional Education (CPE): both parity for faculty who teach CPE courses, 
understanding that many of our programs are increasing their CPE offerings and that those look very much 
like courses on campus, we would like to see the pay scales reflect that, as well as the right to join a union, 
which many of our CPE instructors currently don’t have. Finally, we’re highlighting the question of 
anomalies, and we think that this is a great way to address gender equity and other equity issues on campus. 
We have an anomaly process in place, but it’s been very confusing, both in terms of the formulas that are 
used to identify anomalies and in the process for rectifying anomalies, so we are hoping to improve on that 
in the current contract. Those are just some of the highlights. The other thing that I wanted to mention to the 
Senate is that we’re thinking ahead to the “Fair Share Amendment,” and we would love to work with the 
Senate to think about how to educate faculty and librarians about this. The state legislature will be having 
another vote this year on the “Fair Share Amendment” which is a tax on people who earn more than a 
million dollars per year in income. A big chunk of that money would come to public higher education in 
this state and we want to make sure that both the legislators, a majority of whom are on-board, and the 
citizens of the Commonwealth, who will ultimately vote on the amendment, understand what it would mean 
to have that kind of influx of funds to public higher education, what we could do in terms of alleviating 
student debt, and also increasing the quality of the education we can provide here, and serving more 
students. So, we’d love to work with the Senate to figure out how to get the word out, how to educate 
people, and how to really mobilize to make sure that that happens. Thank you. 
 
3. The Chair of the Rules Committee 
 
David Gross, Chair of the Rules Committee: I’d just like to tell you what the Rules Committee has been 
doing since our last Senate meeting. I was not here for that meeting, so thanks to Jim Rinderle for reading 
off our activities. We’ve had three meetings, one of just the Rules Committee itself, and we did things like 
try to figure out what we’re going to do at this meeting today. We talked a bit about providing more clear 
guidelines to councils for reports. In particular, we would like the Athletic Council to have a report that’s 
more in the format it used to be in, instead of the format we got last year, so you’ll probably hear some 
more discussion about that. We had some discussion about the thirteen-week semester and how we might 
discuss it here. And we had quite a bit of talk in the Rules Committee about the diversity requirement and 
what needs to happen to make that move forward if it does. Then we also talked about a couple of other 
committee things; one was an ad hoc committee of the Rules Committee, plus the President of the MSP, 
plus our Senator and Representative. We talked about what was going to be on the agenda for that meeting; 
I’ll tell you more about that in a second. We finally agreed that I am the representative of the Rules 
Committee to the Campus Planning and Resources Committee (CPARC); I had to miss the first meeting and 
fortunately Yemisi Jimoh covered for me, so maybe we’ll keep going with that if we can work that out. 
Then, we had a meeting with the administration, as we do regularly, once a month. We specifically asked a 
guest to come, the Vice Provost for Continuing and Professional Education Geraldine de Berly, and she 
talked to us about the outline of the new structure of CPE and some of her plans. We had some reports from 
the Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education Carol Barr about the effects of the new first-year 
seminars and the exploratory tracks and how that’s working to retain students who were having a difficult 
time figuring out what their major might be. The Provost told us a bit about the Board of Trustees’ Task 
Force on Efficiency and Effectiveness and some of the things that are coming down from them, so there’s a 
lot of interesting things about that.  And we heard about how Research Trust Fund (RTF) money is being 
used to support core facilities. And then when we met with Senate President Stanley Rosenberg and our 
Representative-elect Solomon Goldstein-Rose. Solomon was writing notes all the time, saying he just 
wanted to learn what was going on, and Stan had plenty to say. The bottom line is that the “Fair Share 
Amendment” is something that he thinks is our best bet for getting more funding for the University and he  
 
 



repeated that five to twelve times; that was the gist of it. It sounds like the higher education bond issue that 
was held back by the Governor, as far as Stan is concerned, is probably not going to ever reopen. So, new 
money: “Fair Share Amendment.” 
 
4.  The Faculty Delegates to the Board of Trustees:  
 
Susan K. Whitbourne, Delegate to the Board of Trustees: There are two meetings that always occur 
when the Board of Trustees comes to town. One is the Committee of the Whole and the other is the actual 
Board of Trustees meeting. The Committee of the Whole is all the committees; they get together and talk 
about common issues that are facing them at the moment, with an eye towards bringing all the campuses 
together and talking about these issues with the trustees.  The focus at this meeting was on enrollment 
management. There was an excellent presentation, I thought, by EAB, the advisory board that is working 
with us on student success collaborative. They definitely know their stuff. They always come well prepared 
with data and, this time, it was on enrollment management and the idea that we are all competing for a share 
of high school students, and the number of high school graduates is declining because of population trends, 
meaning less tuition coming in from these students; I’m briefly summarizing a very elaborate and well 
thought out presentation. I think the gist of it was that privates are losing their share, as well, maybe even 
more than publics, and they’re trying to make up for this by reducing their cost of tuition by offering 
financial aid. I think the most important points EAB was making about what we need to do is retaining 
students - if we’re going to face this challenge of declining tuition and increasing costs – growing the 
number of high school students who come here, helping facilitate transfer pathways, and then increasing 
capacity. It was a good presentation for the Board to hear at this time, I think, especially with what Marilyn 
is going to say about the transition in the Board.  
 
I’ll just add my other piece on the Intercampus Faculty Council which consists of the faculty delegates from 
the five campuses who go to every meeting of the Board and as many committee meetings as they can.  As 
we reported after the last meeting, there has been talk about ways that we can have a more active faculty 
presence in the deliberations of the Board, and we already approached a few people in the President’s 
Office to talk about how we can facilitate this. I think, basically, we got a very good response from the 
President and from our new Chair of the Board of Trustees. They came and spent a little time with us and 
heard our concerns and we talked about ways that we could, we hope, work together in a more collaborative 
fashion, and for them to be able to hear us, for us to hear them and come back and report back to you, and 
really try to provide better working relationships. Thank you. 
 
Marilyn Billings, Associate Delegate to the Board of Trustees: The Board of Trustees meeting as a 
whole actually revolved around the introduction of the five new trustees, not all of whom were there, 
because they had just been appointed the week before. As Victor Woolridge commented, at what was his 
last meeting as Chair of the Board of Trustees, he will stay on the Board and will also be added to the 
UMass Building Authority, so it will be a good linkage between the Board of Trustees and the UMass 
Building Authority which has not always been there in the past. That took up quite a bit of time. There was 
a consent agenda of the various committees – CASA, Administration & Finance, and Audit – all of which 
we’ve reported on in the past and so those all were approved. Then, there was the introduction of the new 
Chair, Robert Manning, who was the Chair of the Board from 2008 to 2010. He made a comment that I just 
wanted to repeat because it speaks to how responsible he feels about being the Chair of the Board: “Being 
the Board Chair is an awesome responsibility and it consumes every waking moment of one’s day.” I think 
that a lot of the Board members are feeling very committed to the whole University and want us to succeed, 
and I think that’s a really positive message for us to all hear. On the academic efficiency and effectiveness 
piece: I think the Provost has very persuasively argued to the Board of Trustees that we call it academic 
innovation and, so, we are looking to academic innovations that our faculty and researchers are doing and 
we’ll be having a conference in April, with short lightning talks. We can tell you more about that soon. 
 
Delegate to the Board of Trustees Whitbourne: There was one other thing that I had in my notes. You 
probably saw on Masslive.com the coverage of the Board meeting. There were students there expressing 
their concerns about a number of issues: providing sanctuary, debt, and also divestment. So, there was quite 
a chorus there. It seemed to be handled, I thought, about as well as it could be. Our Student Trustee, Josh  
 
 



Odam, also spoke on behalf of the issues that they were addressing. It was done, I think, in a respectful, 
careful manner where, I think, the Trustees heard what was being said and I think a lot of it resonated with 
them. 

 
C. QUESTION PERIOD 
 

Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen: This is my first year on the Personnel Committee of my department and 
this is the topic I wanted to raise with the Provost’s Office. It was communicated that we had two and a half 
weeks to do the merit process for our entire faculty which I thought was reasonable but the full professors 
thought it was too short of a time, so there was some pushback and then the date for the merit was pushed to 
the next semester.* Similarly, we wanted to nominate a distinguished professor from our department. We 
asked for the date of the nomination and, apparently, by the time we got the answer back, the date had 
already passed, for all practical matters. So, I wonder if we can learn more about why these deadlines are 
communicated somewhat late. Or does the Provost’s Office think, which I think is reasonable, that merit 
should take two weeks for faculty to decide? I wonder if we can get clarification on these matters. Thank 
you. 
[*This question referred to the departmental decisions regarding the amount of merit awards. Vice Provost for 
Academic Personnel John Bryan later provided the Faculty Senate Office with information about the process, 
regarding which there had been an early December change of deadline owing to earlier confusion about submission of 
AFRs covering activity in AY 2015-2016.]  

 
Katherine Newman, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: On the merit process, 
I’m going to have to defer to John Bryan, who is not here, because he is the one who really knows how 
that’s laid out. On the distinguished professor nominations, those deadlines were let out ages ago. I just got 
a nomination from the Dean of the College of Humanities and Fine Arts, but everyone has known about this 
for quite a while, so I’m not sure why the message didn’t get through. There is a calendar for it because the 
deans have to send out for external letters and those nominations then have to go to the Board of Trustees at 
a very specific time, so the calendar is not really entirely under our control. So, I’m not sure why this came 
so late to one particular college because we have nominations from the other colleges and have had them for 
a while. We will try to see what we can do, but there is a review process and it has steps to it that we have to 
go through. I think we’ll just try to do a better job at making sure the deadlines that are communicated 
really, somehow, sink in. 
 
Professor Daniel Gordon: David Gross referred in passing to the fact that there are ongoing efforts by the 
General Education Council to work on the Diversity Requirement. My question is for Secretary MJ 
Peterson. I wish to ask whether you, as Secretary, or the Faculty Senate could instruct the Gen. Ed. Council 
to stop working on any revisions of our Gen. Ed. program. At the last Faculty Senate meeting, there was an 
overwhelmingly negative reaction to the proposal. The criticism has only continued since then. Many 
people here may not be aware that the entire department of Women, Gender, Sexuality Studies has 
expressed itself in a memo against the proposal which is now on the website that is dedicated to this topic. I 
have also repeatedly pointed out the lack of qualifications of this particular Gen. Ed. Council to pursue any 
sweeping transformations of our Gen. Ed. system; 13 of the 20 members are lecturers, and several of the 
others are there by virtue of their administrative positions, so there is virtually no tenured faculty 
participation. But there’s more, and that’s the main reason I’m asking the question. I think that the Gen. Ed. 
Council should stop deliberating on curricular change because the Faculty Senate needs time to catch up on 
something very important. I’m referring to the fact that last academic year, March, 2016 to be precise, the 
Gen. Ed. Council actually implemented changes to the Diversity Requirement without consulting the 
Faculty Senate. I’m holding up the three fundamental guidelines for all current diversity courses; these were 
amended and posted online in March. I’ve circled a footnote, at the bottom, which reads that this 
information derives from Faculty Senate special reports, and it gives the numbers of the reports. The 
problem is that this information does not derive from any of the cited reports, so the footnote is deceitful. 
About 50% of these guidelines, the parts that I’ve marked in orange, were added by the Gen. Ed. Council in 
March of 2016 without any consultation whatsoever of the Faculty Senate. This new language contains 
phrases like the following: “Diversity courses must deal with unequal access to resources that derive from 
race and ethnicity,” “students will examine dynamics of power and inequality,” “courses should encourage 
students to create change toward social justice.” This language has not been discussed or approved by the 
Faculty Senate. Professor Daphne Patai has published two online articles deconstructing these new 



guidelines and demonstrating that they were added without Faculty Senate authorization; this has been 
confirmed by the Gen. Ed. Council to her and to me. Procedurally speaking, I think it’s unacceptable that all 
professors now have to adhere to guidelines for diversity that are considerably different from what they 
were before and that were never discussed by the Faculty Senate. And, I think it’s certainly wrong to require 
or even encourage Gen. Ed. instructors to indoctrinate students with a specific political ideology known as 
social justice. The whole diversity requirement in our Gen. Ed. program strikes me at this time as in a very 
confused state. I personally lack confidence in the Gen. Ed. Council’s ability to propose new meaningful 
changes in the system, and I lack confidence even that the current guidelines have been properly discussed 
or ratified. So, I think that the Faculty Senate would do well to advise the Gen. Ed. Council to cease and 
desist from making further changes in Gen. Ed. until the Faculty Senate better understands how the 
unauthorized, and arguably ideologically charged, revisions to the Gen. Ed. guidelines made in March were 
implemented without giving notice to this body. Thank you. 
 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: Well, this adds to the pile-up. The Gen. Ed. Council is 
fully aware of two streams of comments. One set deals with the ability of the campus to implement anything 
that is proposed, both in terms of the number of courses and in terms of the particular pedagogical 
structures, and I’m still trying to figure out what that means frankly. So, there was already agreement that 
trying to do what had been talked about for a while, implementing something for September, 2017, was 
totally not going to happen. Now, that opens up some time, and that’s a good thing because the various 
critiques of the substance of the proposal were made in November, have been reaffirmed, and this 
discussion of the guidelines and how the guidelines appeared and what the guidelines seem to be 
committing the faculty to is a very serious question. It enters into the debate about the substantive proposal, 
which really has two elements. One is how much of the General Education requirements will be focused on 
diversity. The current proposal suggests that there will be three courses on diversity: the DIV course and 
then students will take a G course and a U course.  Some people have pointed out that, in essence, this 
means diversity would cover 75% of the Social World requirements, and also eliminates the 
Interdisciplinary option at least as the proposal is currently written. The second element is, no matter how 
many diversity courses you have and what you call them, what is the content of the course, what are the 
learning objectives, what are the ways in which the course will be delivered? And here, as we are seeing, 
there are a variety of positions, some fairly broad disagreements, some interesting areas of convergence 
sometimes: go on to the Faculty Senate website and read the comments from Professor Daphne Patai and 
then read the comments from Women, Gender, Sexuality Studies because there are a number of points in 
which they converge, from very different starting points, and this is intriguing to me. And so, I think that 
the General Education Council needs to engage with the comments because it is the body that has the charge 
to develop proposals.  I don’t feel like I can order them to stop unless the full Faculty Senate wants that to 
happen. I think what we should do is continue the process, but the General Education Council is on notice 
about what people are and are not willing to support. They are also on notice, from the fall, that there was a 
lot of confusion about what a DIV course would look like, and, in the process of trying to think about some 
of the particulars about what the course would look like, they are rethinking what some of the mandates are. 
So, we have considerations coming in from a very broad level, considerations coming in from detail, 
considerations coming in from implementation: you know, the DIV plus G plus U requires being able to 
offer 5,000 additional seats of courses that we are not offering at a time when we don’t have a lot of money 
around for hiring additional faculty. So, this gets interesting, and I’m using interesting in the way I usually 
use it; as an International Relations specialist.  When we say things are getting interesting, that means 
generally that things are not good. We have very serious things to consider and I think that we should 
continue that process. I think the Gen. Ed. Council is going to come back with a very different proposal, but 
we’ll see. I know that there was very little change between September and October. We may have to have 
another round of a very searching Committee of the Whole debate. But what I would like to do at this point, 
with a General Education Council on notice about all of the problems with their proposal, is allow them to 
continue working, but I think we may need to supplement some of the consultations they’ve had with the 
deans and others who are worried about implantation, even though those meetings have also involved a lot 
of substantive content -- I can say that because I’ve been to all those meetings. It might be a good idea to 
have a discussion among faculty who have long been concerned about General Education and the General 
Education Council before they come back with what would essentially be version 3.0. Right now, they’re on 
version about 2.2 because they did modify the October version a bit. I am a bit worried about trying to stop 
the whole thing because of the strong interest around many parts of campus in dealing with a requirement 
that has had some difficulty for some time.  



Presiding Officer Bogartz: It’s pretty clear, at least in my mind, that the Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
does not have the authority to tell a council to stop talking about something. I wonder if there is any way, 
short of terminating the council, of constraining a council from talking about something that the members of 
that council want to talk about. I think it’s a difficult question and no answer is apparent to me. 
 
Senator Marta Calas: I think it’s wonderful that the Senate is involved in this conversation. Whether it 
comes to a resolution or not, I think the fact that it’s being talked about so much and so publicly is a great 
thing and I think that we should continue the conversation. However, I have two questions that have nothing 
to do with this. The first question is for Vice Chancellor Buehler. This came to me from the hallways of 
Isenberg, and it was more like a piece of information, to let me know that, as a user of UDrive and UMail, 
the UDrive is going to disappear in 2017, and so is, most likely, UMail. Is that right? 
 
Julie Buehler, Vice Chancellor for Information Security and Strategy and Chief Information Officer:  
I need to go back and come prepared to give you an update on those things. What we’re trying to do, as it 
relates to storage, is move to Box for storage because it has lower cost and better coverage, but there’s a 
hybrid approach we need to use because not everyone can use Box as it relates to storage. As it relates to 
email, we have a multi-year plan for email, and what I’d like to do is ask if I can be put on an agenda and 
I’ll come present it. I think those are myths, but I do know that there’s a time when we’re converging on 
mail, and I’d like to present the proposal. 
 
Senator Calas: So, I do use Box for something else, but I use UDrive to make websites that are easily 
connected to some of the tools for making webpages which I use for my courses and so on. When I asked 
what will I do with some of these websites, the answer was that Box would not be compatible.  
 
Vice Chancellor Buehler: What we’re doing right now as we search for solutions is trying to look at all of 
the functions as we look for budget opportunities, and try to make sure you don’t lose any of the 
functionality that you currently have as we move to these new solutions. Right now, what we’re seeing is 
we have about six solutions that have grown over time, and what we’re trying to do is narrow it down to a 
couple. We’re in the middle of looking at that and exploring that. So, I can present more information, or 
have the person who is in charge of that present more back either in written form, by email, or in person, or 
however you’d like it. It’s helpful for me to know that there are concerns on that front. 
 
Senator Calas: Thank you so much. My other question has to do with the survey that we just answered. I 
actually answered this survey. I was interested in answering it not just as a good citizen of the University 
but because I wanted to see what it did. So, being myself a “minority” or “diverse” person, I went into the 
survey with the expectation that the survey itself would not be identity-based, but much more structural in 
the types of questions that it asked. I found myself in a situation in which I had to confess to having a 
certain identity in order to be able to answer the questions and, therefore, the questions themselves were 
leading me toward a position that I did not want to take. To explain it very simply, there are questions for 
example about your race, gender, how you identify, and I say that I don’t identify myself. I walk in the 
hallway, I open my mouth, and the next question I get from somebody who doesn’t know me is, “Where are 
you from?” And, that question itself requires me to identify something that I wouldn’t have done otherwise, 
because I didn’t expect that question to be asked in the first place. I am very used to that; everyday, I go to 
the supermarket and get that question. But the fact of the matter is that I am not interested in answering that 
question. I am interested in asking the question of why an identity-focused question is being asked as 
something of importance in the place where I work or the place where I go. In other words, why should I be 
obligated to identify in a particular way instead of looking at the structural location of where I am? In this 
sense, if I was in a place that is less diverse or has more male faculty or in which the students are used to a 
composition of the faculty that is not the one that I see everyday, then perhaps my accent would become 
very central, though it may not be in other cases. So, I want to know, basically, whether there will be a 
compliment to this identitarian survey that would be a more structurally oriented survey or a way to look 
into the relationship between the structural location of one kind or one group of people and the kind of 
expectation that this structural relation has on the people who are there every day. 
 
Kumble Subbaswamy, Chancellor: Just to remind everyone, the Climate Survey itself came as a 
recommendation from the Diversity Strategic Planning Steering Committee, and then there was a committee  
 



of those who conduct surveys and who are experts in the areas of diversity and climate and inclusion; they 
worked during the summer to look at existing surveys as well as to then modify accordingly. So, this had 
significant involvement of people who have been in the field and looked at what the University of 
California Berkeley, and so it was their best judgment to come at it from this perspective and, again, I 
would like to remind you, as I said, that the genesis comes from the Diversity Steering Committee which, in 
turn, really came out of significant identity concern issues, so the very genesis has been in notions of 
identity, intersections of groups, and so forth. So, I think, depending on what we learn from this survey – 
what additional things need to be done to really get a better handle on those very precise issues of structural 
discrimination or disadvantage – I’m sure all of the relevant committees will have an opportunity to figure 
out what is the next step, what are the actionable items that come out of that. 
 
Senator Maria Tymoczko: I want to return to the Gen. Ed. Council issue. I’m actually appalled to know 
that the General Education Council issued such guidelines for Gen. Ed. courses, particularly in light of the 
fact that I served on that Council for many years, and was Chair for many years, and it’s something we 
never would have done. What we did, in fact, was implement what the Faculty Senate had decided upon, 
and I was Chair at the time when we implemented the foundation of the current system, and we approved, 
course by course, all the courses that were then at the foundation of the Gen. Ed. program. I’m also a bit 
appalled to discover that they’re all lecturers and I think that perhaps in the future, the Nominating 
Committee needs to note not just the department but the rank when we send out invitations. I want to come 
back to the comment I made at the last meeting in which I said that I was also appalled that they were 
thinking of cutting out yet another Arts and Humanities course in order to make room for another Gen. Ed. 
course. As I’ve been thinking about it over the weeks, that seems particularly appalling because one of the 
main sources of students’ knowledge about diversity comes from the humanities, where we talk about 
differences in time, differences in culture; we teach differences in language, and the arts, and literature and 
so on. We ask students to read books about other places and other times. So, this is a particularly evil sort of 
trade-off and again, it seems to me that, if we really are going to implement more diversity courses, we need 
to expand the Gen. Ed. program, which I am not adverse to. This is a particularly, or possibly, a really 
timely subject. We are probably going into a time of cultural retraction under our President-elect, of 
rejection of difference and minority status, and the more students learn about those things, the better. The 
whole move toward Gen. Ed. in this country happened toward the end of the 1950’s and the beginning of 
the 60’s, during the Civil Rights Movement, during the Second Wave of Feminism, during many social 
movements, but we can’t trade off the humanities for diversity. 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: I just want to make a comment about the whole diversity requirement debate 
and try to contextualize it. First, I acknowledge that it’s really a matter for the faculty; the administration 
has no role in it and I fully acknowledge that this is something that the Faculty Senate ultimately has to 
hammer out. Again, I want to remind everyone about a little bit of the local context. For the last three years, 
we’ve had significant outcry from our minority community on campus about the climate on campus – inside 
the classroom, outside of the classroom – and I hope people haven’t forgotten the town meetings and all the 
heart-wrenching stories about feeling excluded that students from various groups expressed and, of course, 
nationally played out in the context of Black Lives Matter and various other movements. The students 
brought several issues forward, one of which was their general sense that the diversity requirement wasn’t 
working because it wasn’t working for them in their climate and they had that comment from a couple of 
different perspectives: one from the residence halls, where the resident assistant, in the way they dealt with 
or did not deal with racial related or, for that matter, anti-Semitic or other forms of hate expression, and so 
one of the recommendations that came from those groups was do better with RA training in terms of 
diversity training, and that was implemented by Student Affairs, which has domain over that, and they have 
done that. In the second part of it, they said that the diversity requirement isn’t working, is not effective and, 
frankly, I don’t think we have the data to say yes or no; we couldn’t challenge them on that statement. 
Moreover, the student groups brought forward a specific proposal. Admittedly, it may not have been the 
best pedagogical solution, but nonetheless they brought it forward and said here is an urgent need and here 
we have a suggestion and they brought forward a proposal to use the first-year seminar and a couple of 
weeks during that to have a sort of a practical diversity element, if you would. Rightly, everyone said, 
“who’s going to teach this, this doesn’t make sense, if you have a Physics freshman seminar, to suddenly 
use two weeks of something with something else coming out;” at least that’s my interpretation of it. Rightly, 
we all said, this matter belongs with the faculty. It’s the faculty prerogative and let’s turn it over to where it 
belongs, which is, in fact, the General Education Council, and ultimately to come through the Senate and all 



of the necessary apparatus. And, yes, I think there was an urgent cry and I urge you to listen to that cry; that 
hasn’t gone away. In fact, as pointed out, if anything, it has intensified with the uncertainties coming from 
the stated ideology and policy preferences of the President-elect and his supporters. And so, I would urge 
you not to drop this matter or treat it as something purely ideological to be discussed amongst differing 
opinions. Every university has grappled with this. You have grappled with this when you introduced the 
existing requirement, so it’s doable. And so, I urge you to think of the students, first and foremost, and 
please do what is necessary to come up with a requirement that you think best serves our students, and I 
think we owe it to them to not take forever to do this. You’ve done this in the last round, and though I don’t 
know exactly how it’s being assessed, I think it’s, again, your responsibility to take a look at the assessment 
if the assessment information is there. If not, listen amongst yourselves and in talking to students figure out 
what works and what doesn’t work and I urge you to give this matter the urgency it deserves. Thank you. 
 
Senator Marinos Vouvakis: I think that the context that Chancellor Subbaswamy gave is very important, 
but I would like to add to that a lot of the problems that we have seen on this campus might not be solvable 
by adding a course. In my mind, diversity is respecting the different. Respecting the different is something 
that, even if we teach a hundred courses, students, faculty, and members of the community might still not 
respect the different. I think that we need to be mindful to the limitations that our courses may have with 
regard to the actual problem that we have. The other thing that I would like to say, which goes back to the 
discussion that Professor Gordon brought up, is that we don’t need to understand why people are not 
inclusive. We just need to tell people that maybe you can appreciate something else that is different than 
you. Just appreciate it. And that can be not just in the context of race, ethnicity, or gender, but it could be in 
the context of arts, or of anything, just to try to appreciate something that is different than what you are or 
what you represent. 
 
Presiding Officer Bogartz yielded the gavel to Secretary Peterson. 
 
Senator Richard Bogartz: Yes, we have heard an urgent cry and my interpretation of the urgent cry is that 
it is a cry for the changing of minds and the changing of actions. And, whether or not adding a course is 
going to produce that changing of minds and changing of actions is a big question in my mind. We know 
how to add courses. Some of us even know how to teach the course. But is that going to do the job? I don’t 
know if we know the answer to that question. We’re not used to thinking about what we could do on 
campus to actually produce the effects that we’re after. That is a real challenge. That takes work. That takes 
thought. That takes innovation. That takes creativity. I really doubt that teaching another course is going to 
do what we’re after. 
 
Secretary Peterson returned the gavel to Presiding Officer Bogartz.  

 
D. ANNUAL REPORT  
 

Annual Report of the Commonwealth Honors College Council, Academic Year 2015-2016, as presented in 
Sen. Doc. No. 17-015.  

  
The report was received. 
 

E. NEW COURSES 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
[A consent agenda may be presented by the Presiding Officer at the beginning of a meeting. Items may be 
removed from the consent agenda on the request of any one member. Items not removed may be adopted by 
general consent without debate. Removed items may be taken up either immediately after the consent agenda 
or placed later on the agenda.] 
 
COURSE         TITLE                CREDITS 
 
BIOLOGY 401   “Great Papers”                  3 
GEOGRAPH 103   “Earth:  An Introduction to Physical Geography”        4 
INFO 203    “A Networked World”            3 



 
SOCIOL 263    “Globalization and Inequality”          4 
SOCIOL 349    “Race, Class, and Crime”                  4 
BIOSTATS 730   “Applied Bayesian Statistical Modeling”               3 
ECO 620    “Studies in Building Information Modeling”                3  
NURSING 604   “Introduction to Statistics for Health Research:                 3 
        Computer Application & Analysis of Data”         
NURSING 605   “Scholarly Writing for Health Professionals”                3 
NURSING 620   “Primary Health Care for Adults”          3 
SCH-MGMT 697O   “Ethics & Professional Responsibilities for                 3 
        Accountants” 
SCH-MGMT 797AA   “Financial Statement Analysis”          3 
STOCKSCH 687   “Phyto/Bioremediation”           3 
 

MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses BIOLOGY 401, GEOGRAPH 103, INFO 203,   
05-17  SOCIOL 263 and 349, BIOSTATS 730, ECO 620, NURSING 604, 605 and 620, SCH-MGMT  

697O and 797AA and STOCKSCH 687, as recommended by the Academic Matters and Graduate 
Councils. 

 
The motion was adopted. 

 
F.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

CONSENT AGENDA (ITEMS 1-5) 
[A consent agenda may be presented by the Presiding Officer at the beginning of a meeting. Items may be 
removed from the consent agenda on the request of any one member. Items not removed may be adopted by 
general consent without debate. Removed items may be taken up either immediately after the consent 
agenda or placed later on the agenda.] 

 
1. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils concerning an Accelerated   

  Master’s Option in the Department of Geosciences, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-016. 
 

 2. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils concerning a Master of Science  
  (M.S.) in Business and Analytics (MSB&A), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-017. 
 
 3. Special Report of the Academic Priorities and Graduate Councils concerning a Graduate   
  Certificate in Complementary and Integrative Modalities for Health Professionals, as presented  
  in Sen. Doc. No. 17-018. 
 
 4. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning a Concentration in Geographic Information  
  Science and Technology (GIST) within the Existing Masters of Science Degree in Geography, as  
  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-019. 
 
 5. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils   
  concerning a Concentration in Nursing Education, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-020. 
  
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve 1) the Accelerated Master’s Option in the Department of   
06-17  Geosciences, 2) the Master of Science (M.S.) in Business and Analytics (MSB&A), 3) the Graduate  
  Certificate in Complementary and Integrative Modalities for Health Professionals, 4) the   
  Concentration in Geographic Information Science and Technology (GIST) within the Existing  
  Masters of Science Degree in Geography and 5) the Concentration in Nursing Education, as  
  presented in Sen. Doc. Nos. 17-016, 17-017, 17-018, 17-019 and 17-020. 
 

The motion was adopted. 
 
 

 



6. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning a Policy for All Students Declaring a  
  Primary Major and Those Making Subsequent Changes of Major, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
  No. 17-021. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Policy for All Students Declaring a Primary Major and Those 
07-17  Making Subsequent Changes of Major, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-021. 
 

An amendment to the motion was offered by Senator David Gross on behalf of the Rules Committee: On 
behalf of the Faculty Senate Rules Committee, we would like to make the following recommendation to change the 
language, that would be to strike the third paragraph and replace it with the following two sentences: “This policy 
must be prominently displayed in the Academic Regulations, college handbooks, and the academics and college-
related webpages together with reminders that the University requires successful academic progress in the major 
and compliance with the University’s rule to graduate in ten semesters or fewer (see the 10 Semester Rule in the 
Academic Regulations). The Bursar’s Office must also insure through it’s website or other appropriate notification 
that students know that school/college fees already assessed for that semester are not refundable when they change 
major after the end of the enrollment add/drop period.”  

 
MJ Peterson, Secretary of the Faculty Senate: This change came about because the original language said that 
students should be aware of all of these things. It impressed a number of members of the Rules Committee, 
particularly Presiding Officer Bogartz, as being a bit vague.  Knowing how communications sometimes flow and 
don’t flow around here, we thought that it would be better to have a statement in this policy, more consistent with 
other policies, that indicates which pieces of the advising structure should take responsibility for having the 
information there, so that we don’t leave students wandering around in a vast wasteland, but we provide them with 
some guidance and a few oases along the way.  
 
The amendment was adopted. 
 
Senator Marta Calas: I see that this is a change in policy, but I’m not sure which one is the change because maybe 
I was working from a premise that was wrong in the beginning. It says here, in number one, that the student must 
declare a primary major no later than the registration period during the third full-time term. So, this means, that 
they have been here for a year. Is that what it means? I thought the majors were declared when the students start 
their junior year and that, in the freshman and sophomore year, they are doing their Gen. Ed. and basic courses, to 
move to upper division, and at least in my school, they have to take all these courses before they basically can 
decide on their major. The reason why I’m asking this question is that, for me, this is really troublesome because it 
will imply that the way we basically organize the courses in the curriculum for the ones that are for after they 
declare their major, are actually third- or fourth-year courses and have a whole set of requirements behind them. In 
my case, I teach mostly senior and some junior international management courses and the fact of the matter is, they 
need several courses, 301’s for us, before they can even take these courses, but we never state those requirements 
for courses, because, basically, as a filter, we require them to be a declared management major. But, if they are 
declaring in their sophomore year, then they wouldn’t have taken the courses that are courses that would have been 
required to basically take these other courses. In many ways, we would have to replace these requirements in the 
courses. So, I have no idea what to do. What does this imply? 
 
Pamela Marsh-Williams, Associate to Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education and Chair of the Academic 
Matters Council Policy Subcommittee: Up until this point, the University does not have a policy that stipulates at 
what point a student must declare a major. We have a policy that a student must graduate with a degree which 
incorporates a major within ten semesters, so we’ve not had a specific requirement as a University that dictates 
when a student must have a major. Ultimately, we sort of back into that: you have to have a major to graduate and 
you have to graduate in ten semesters. So, now many students, about one out of four, entered the University as 
undeclared students or exploring students in colleges. This is drawing attention to the fact that we have students 
who are progressing towards their degree and we need them to stay on track and in a timely way declare. There’s 
also language in the policy, when you look within item one, that talks about the academic dean’s prerogative to 
extend the time by which a student must declare, so the presumption is that, within the colleges, they will have a 
framework in place that is more appropriate for their own student population. So, in Isenberg, you have students 
who are enrolling within your BBA programs, for example, and we do understand that those students are following 
 
 



a curriculum that by and large those students are ready to declare their primary major perhaps by the time they are 
reaching their junior year. But students are declaring all along the way; not every student waits until their third or 
fourth semester to declare. 
 
Senator Calas: Just to clarify, it means, therefore, that it is, in fact, more flexible, because here it says “extenuating 
circumstances.” 

 
Associate and Chair Marsh-Williams: It’s not that flexible. We do expect that it would be the rare instance or a 
very prescribed moment in time. So, you have a whole cohort in Isenberg closer to their fourth semester and not 
their third, perhaps. 
 
Senator Calas: Ok, let me go back to the original premise. There is a reason why, in Isenberg most likely, I don’t 
know exactly how it happened, but I know that because of the requirement of the ASCSV for instance, one of 
things is that there is a proportional number of courses within the major and outside the major. So, that question of 
within the major implies upper division, rather than freshman or sophomore year, so that the expectation was that 
all of these required lower-division courses would be first- and second-year courses. And so, what you’re telling me 
implies that to filter the entrance now to a 400-level course would actually include the possibility that I have to state 
that students must not only be a Management major but also with these courses as prerequisite, that that would be 
the way to do it, because otherwise it would imply - what I mean is Department of Management majors, not just 
Isenberg in general - that anybody in the program could take the 400-level course.  
 
Associate and Chair Marsh-Williams: We would expect, as this policy is approved and then implemented, there 
would be instances where different collegiate units have to refine the implementation of the policy so that it is 
appropriate for their population of students. The intent is not for students to be delayed. Certainly, the intent is not 
to have confusion. So, our goal is for students to be clearer about our expectations for being timely in their choice 
of major so that they can make progress and graduate in a more timely way, whether they’re in Isenberg or in 
History, Philosophy or Engineering. 
 
Senator Lisa Saunders: I have two related questions. I’m curious whether advisors are already telling students 
they will need to declare by the third semester because we have an unusual flood of new majors very close to the 
end of preregistration period, upwards of 70 new majors, after all the classroom seats are filled. Is this new 
enrollment related somehow to a leak of this policy to advisors? 
 
Associate and Chair Marsh-Williams: It’s difficult to know that. Two things have to be factored. One, the 
undeclared students are now in the colleges from the beginning; they’re not a cohort of students who typically wait 
until their third semester to even declare and move. Also, students are coming to the University more and more 
advanced; they have lots of AP credit, advanced dual enrollment credit, a clearer sense of major, and a desire to get 
upper-level courses which are only accessible if they are majors.  So, students are already knowing that, as they are 
part of a collegiate unit, the whole framework perspective about progressing towards degree has been shaped by 
that, as well. But advisors have not been advised or instructed to tell students they must declare prematurely. 
 
Senator Saunders: We don’t have the courses. We don’t have the confidence that the students know what 
Economics is or are prepared to take the courses; they have to take courses to prepare to take the prerequisites to 
take the courses. I feel a little bit like we’re not allowed to say you can’t major in Economics, but we’re telling 
them that they have to make progress in the major, and we can’t deliver the courses ourselves. So, when I go back, 
what do I tell the advisors and the faculty who are very concerned about this? How should we look at it? It’s not 
something that we’d be able to tweak at the department level. 
 
Associate and Chair Marsh-Williams: I don’t know that I’m supposed to comment on how each college is 
supposed to handle the implementation of a policy, but the premise is that, one, students, campus-wide, regardless 
of the department, regardless of the college, understand that the timeliness of declaring a major is critical to stay on 
track for graduation, and, two, that students are encouraged and expected to make those determinations to make 
determinations in a timely way and to do so so that they do have access to course, access to advising that is 
specialized and appropriate, and they also have been identified within their collegiate unit, whether or not they are 
in the right place. 
 
 



Senator Calas: The question of timeliness: if the curriculum is well structured, every student should be able to 
evaluate in an appropriate manner according to major and provided that advising is adequate, but the curriculum 
has to be well structured in order to be able to do that. Here is one problem that I can tell you immediately. In fact, I 
didn’t know that there was a change in policy. But, in the advising facility in Isenberg, I asked a question recently 
because in my upper-level course, I have three sophomores enrolled in that course. I went back to ask how this is 
possible when these students have not declared their major. Therefore, I was told, it was apparently the filter that 
we were using, precisely of declared major. So, some changes have not worked. My question was not an idle 
question, but was coming from an immediate experience that I just had. If these three students are in my course this 
next semester, they are not even going to have a chance of understanding what is going on because they haven’t 
taken the 301 courses. They are in the process of taking the 301 courses. That will make them fail. That is precisely 
what I’m trying to pay attention to here. If we want the students to succeed, they have to go through a curriculum 
that is appropriate for the major they are entering and that cannot be prescribed in one single policy. 
 
Senator Gross moved that the Senate table the Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning a 
Policy for All Students Declaring a Primary Major and Those Making Subsequent Changes of Major to a 
future meeting of the Faculty Senate.  
 
Associate and Chair Marsh-Williams: I would like some clarity about why we are tabling and what are the things 
that you would like some clarity on? Will that be shared somehow by this body? How will that work? 
 
Secretary Peterson: I think I have some idea what is going on here, because majors are structured very differently. 
As Senator Calas was speaking, it was clear that in her part of the campus universe, the Isenberg School, they seem 
to have an assumption that students work primarily on their General Education requirements in the first two years 
and then start a major. In other parts of the University, students work on their General Education requirements and 
begin their major during the freshman year. My department’s major is structured very much that way. So, how we 
then structure who has access to what courses does not depend heavily on whether they are a declared major or not; 
we do sometimes have that and we use it as a registration filter for who gets to register first, and that excludes a lot 
of people given the size of our major and the size of our capacity. But I have also, because I am Secretary of the 
Faculty Senate, I’ve gotten to see the specifications that many majors use to guide students in what they should be 
enrolled in and Economics does have very elaborate guidance in terms of getting into its 300-level courses that you 
need to have taken a 200-level course and often, to get into the 200-level course, you need to have taken a Math 
course plus an earlier Economics course. So, whether a student is a declared Economics major or not, the message 
that comes across from these notations, at least as I look at it and as many advisors look at it, is that if you are 
thinking that you are going to declare an Economics major in your junior year, you’ve got to be working in this 
direction already. Now, in my major, because we assume they’re starting their freshman year, I have a course 
which, like some of yours, eats sophomores for breakfast. I have taught it at six universities; it ate sophomores for 
breakfast at all six and I wasn’t even trying to be mean; it was the nature of the course material. So, I have a filter: 
junior standing required. That deals with the problem. So, I think that basically this policy will work reasonably 
well, but it will require some rethinking of how students are guided in individual majors and, therefore, what we 
can do is the somewhat more than a month that we now have because of the motion to table to get that worked out 
for majors who have particular concerns about this.  
 
The motion to table the report was adopted. 

 
 7. Special Report of the International Studies Council concerning an Exchange Agreement between  
  the University of Massachusetts Amherst (UMA) and the Universidad Carlos III de Madrid   
  (UC3M), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-022. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Exchange Agreement between the University of Massachusetts 
08-17  Amherst (UMA) and the Universidad Carlos III de Madrid (UC3M), as presented in Sen. Doc.  
  No. 17-022. 
 

Senator David Gross: I have a question about Item A-19 in this agreement which is about what happens when an 
exchange student is a victim of or accused of a violation of various kinds, including sexual harassment or assault. It 
has to be reported to the home institution if it happens at the host institution: “Such information shall be provided 
regardless of the student’s request for confidentiality.” I can just imagine there are situations in which victims of  
 



sexual assault might not want such things to be reported to the home institution, and perhaps it could even put the 
student in harm’s way if reported. I would like to get some clarification on this. Am I over-interpreting this?  
 
Senator A Yemisi Jimoh: I can’t answer whether you are over-interpreting that or not, but I can say that there are 
federal guidelines, Title IX guidelines, that apply whether students are on this campus or whether they are on 
overseas campuses. So, those guidelines are very clear about how the University must respond to sexual violence 
and that is very likely informing the policy that we are looking at, and I think we’ve had some discussion around it, 
but for the benefit of the Senate, I wanted that to be known. 
 
Professor Stephen Forrest, Chair of the International Studies Council: We don’t have a legal representative 
here, but this is standard legal language and you will find this in all agreements going forward. It is straight out of 
Title IX and is not something that we have any leeway about, but was put in there by the lawyers. 
 
The motion was adopted. 

 
 8. Special Report of the Nominating Committee concerning Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils  
  and Committees, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-023. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and Committees,  
09-17  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 17-023. 
 
 The motion was adopted. 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
 

 Amendment to the Special Report of the Academic Priorities Council and the Rules Committee  
 concerning Centers and Institutes:  Comprehensive Policy on Approval and Review, as presented in Sen. 
 Doc. No. 14-032B. 
 
MOTION: That the Faculty Senate approve the Amendment to the Special Report of the Academic  
33-14  Priorities Council and the Rules Committee concerning Centers and Institutes:  Comprehensive  
  Policy on Approval and Review, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 14-032B. 
 
 The motion was adopted as amended. 
 
The 763rd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate adjourned at 5:14 p.m. on December 15, 2016. 


