
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 

OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 

Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz called the 790th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order 

on November 14th, 2019 at 3:37pm in Herter Hall, Room 227. 

Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: Megan Rapinoe is the sometimes violet-haired co-captain of the U.S. 

women’s world champion soccer team. Her words may not be a poem, but they implicitly recommend the 

subject of today’s poem.  

“This is my charge to everyone: We have to be better. We have to love more. Hate less. We got to 

listen more and talk less. We’ve got to know that this is everybody’s responsibility: every single 

person here. Every single person who is not here. Every single person who doesn’t want to be 

here. Every single person who agrees and doesn’t agree. It’s our responsibility to make this world 

a better place.”  (7-10-2019 speech at USWNT World Cup parade) 

Which brings us to an exemplification of how to do better. It has to do with kindness. 

Kindness 

Before you know what kindness really is 

you must lose things,  

feel the future dissolve in a moment 

like salt in a weakened broth. 

What you held in your hand, 

what you carefully counted and carefully saved, 

all this must go so you know 

how desolate the landscape can be 

between the regions of kindness. 

How you ride and ride  

thinking the bus will never stop, 

the passengers eating maize and chicken  

will stare out the window forever. 

 

Before you learn the tender gravity of kindness 

you must travel where the Indian in a white poncho 

lies dead by the side of the road. 

You must see how this could be you, 

how he too was someone 

who journeyed through the night with plans 

and the simple breath that kept him alive. 

 

Before you know kindness as the deepest thing inside, 

you must know sorrow as the other deepest thing. 

You must wake up with sorrow. 

You must speak to it till your voice 

catches the thread of all sorrows 

and you see the size of the cloth/ 

Then it is only kindness that makes sense anymore, 

only kindness that ties your shoes 

and sends you out into the day to gaze at bread, 

only kindness that raises its head 

from the crowd of the world to say 
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It is I you have been looking for, 

and then goes with you everywhere 

like a shadow or a friend.  

 

—Naomi Shihab Nye  

 

A. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

1.   Principal Administrative Officers 

Vice Provost Farshid Hajir: Provost McCarthy is at a meeting on the other side of town, but there is one 

small announcement I would like to make on his behalf. There is a search going on for the Dean of 

Commonwealth Honors College. The announcement went out last week and again this week. I just 

wanted to let you know that the search was going on and that I am the chair of it. Applications that come 

in by November 18th will receive priority. I hope that you will be talking to your colleagues about this 

great opportunity.  
 
Vice Chancellor Andrew Mangels: I would just like to bring to everyone’s attention that there is a 

Campus Resiliency Workshop tomorrow at the Campus Center, room 165. There’s an open house from 

11:30-2:30 in Campus Center room 165 as well as a workshop that occurs from 3-6. The campus 

community is invited to attend that.  

 

Thanks to everybody’s patience on the construction that’s going on three major projects. One is the 

Worcester Dining Commons, which is being rebuilt in front of the current facility—that’s proceeding 

according to plan. We also have the Student Union building which is very visible to many of you who are 

walking through the center of campus. That is on schedule for completion and going well. Finally, the 

Campus Core project, which is between the parking garage and Campus Center, is going to repair the 

tunnel that goes between the garage and the hotel. Many of you have been through there when it’s 

raining—the rain is coming through. There is also a lot of underground infrastructure—sewer lines, 

electrical ducts, and some wiring for IT are all going to be a part of that project, as well as some nice 

landscaping that will be developed once everything is put back together. All three projects are scheduled 

to be completed by fall of 2020. So hang in there for another 8 months, we intend to have the campus put 

back together in time for next year’s fall semester. We appreciate everybody’s patience. There are updates 

on the website about the projects, check those if you are interested.  

 

Associate Vice Chancellor Martina Nieswandt: Good afternoon. I have three quick announcements. I 

would like to remind you about some deadlines for awards and grants. First, the Public Service 

Endowment Grants are due December 5th. The Samuel F. Conti Faculty Fellowship awards are due 

December 6th. The Subvention Program is due January 17th. You might remember this as a program that 

assists faculty with the cost of producing books, scholarly productions or creative work. We will send out 

our newsletter on Tuesday with more information about all of these including links to the website, how to 

apply for these awards, accordingly. I would appreciate it if you could distribute this and share this with 

your colleagues who may be interested in any of these grants and awards.  

 

Vice Chancellor Chris Misra: Just following up on what I previously mentioned to this group. We are 

continuing the process of an incremental refresh of the IT strategic plan. We’ve been working through 

ICTC as a faculty advisory council on that. We are seeking to greatly simplify much of the work in there, 

leveraging what’s been done previously. We have chairs and co-chairs for most of those working groups. 

They are predominantly faculty though there are a few administrators on them. We will be moving 

forward with those meetings through the end of the fall semester. We are hoping to get early drafts by 

winter break. My hope is that we will be able to present the results in the spring to the Faculty Senate. 
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2.   Others 

Secretary MJ Peterson: Two things: I want to let you know the people who agreed to serve on the ad hoc 

committee on guidelines for sponsorship—Stephen Klingman, Alon Confino, Aline Gubrium, David 

Mednicoff, Nicholas McBride, MJ Peterson, Svati Shah, and Stephanie Shoneken. They are going to get 

to work and will be reporting to the Senate in January. The nominating committee met this morning and 

did its usual—we have terms on councils and committees that end at the end of every semester, not just at 

the end of the spring. So we were doing the end of fall into spring nominations and re-nominations of 

people. We had a good number of volunteers but we also still have a good number of vacancies on 

various councils, which I wanted to bring to your attention. The councils that are in particular need of 

people from quite a number of areas around campus are: Academic Matters Council, Academic Priorities 

Council, General Education Council, Information and Computer Technology Council, Program and 

Budget Council, Public Engagement and Outreach Council, Research Library Council, and 

Undergraduate Education Council.  

 

Now I know that a lot of departments often make it a little difficult to serve on Faculty Senate or on 

councils and committees by scheduling people’s teaching at random times and not telling them until 

later—my own department did that to me last spring, luckily it did not conflict with Faculty Senate 

meetings. The councils do a lot of important work and it is an opportunity for colleagues to participate in 

either making curriculum decisions or in providing advice to the administration, so I would urge you to 

encourage your colleagues to think about this. And to put a little incentive into it—in many departments 

there is some expectation that people will have done some campus service as they move from the rank of 

Associate Professor to the rank of full Professor, so if you have some colleagues that are in that ballpark, 

and one of the councils seems to speak to their areas of interest, encourage them. Anybody who is 

interested in joining a council can contact me directly at secretary.senate@umass.edu. Thank you. 

 

Chair of the Rules Committee Rebecca Spencer: I know you are all endlessly curious about what your 

Rules Committee does for you, so this is my role. Shortly after our last Faculty Senate meeting, the Rules 

Committee met to discuss what we would present at today’s meeting. And we also discussed the 

membership of the ad hoc committee that MJ just introduced to us. Then shortly after that we met with 

some administrators, some highlights form that meeting Senior Vice Provost Carol Barr gave us an 

update on how our undergraduates are doing now that the semester is well underway. Vice Chancellor 

John Kennedy gave us an update on the new branding campaign, Be Revolutionary, that you have seen 

some of the nice displays about in some of our buildings. And then we have also been discussing the idea 

of sponsorship and what that means on this campus following on the work of our ad hoc committee. 

In both of these meetings we noted lower attendance at Faculty Senate meetings, I appreciate all of your 

attendance today, but in general if anybody has any thoughts or feedback on how to make Faculty Senate 

efficient and useful to you all, I’d say feed that all to MJ who will take any ideas or thoughts as we have 

that as a topic going forward. Thank you. 

 

B. QUESTION PERIOD 

 

Secretary Peterson: I want to ask Vice Chancellor Mangels: What topics are being covered in this 

Campus Resiliency Workshop. Resilience could cover any number of things and I’m just a little confused 

about what is being emphasized at this point. 

 

Vice Chancellor Mangels: The campus actually has two task forces that are meeting. One to look at 

carbon mitigation strategies to reduce our use of fossil fuels on the campus. The second one is to think 

about the kinds of events that are going to occur on the campus as the climate changes no matter what we 

do to reduce our carbon footprint. An outside consultant has been hired to help us think through the kinds 

of issues we are likely to face in the next 5-10 years in terms of climate change. It might be drought, it 

might be flooding, it might be interruption of communications, all kinds of things. Elizabeth Hamin 

mailto:secretary.senate@umass.edu
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Infield in Landscape Architecture and Regional Planning and Jeff Hescock from Environmental Health 

and Safety co-chair that committee. Tomorrow from 3-6 we will be looking for input from the campus 

community to see what kind of issues the community feels this taskforce ought to be addressing as well. 

 

Senator Marta Calas: So this is in response to what has just been said. One of the issues in the question 

of climate change that is part of the research that many of us are interested in doing at this point in time in 

my field really has to do, pretty much, with the question of many of the issues that you have raised 

being central to it. Mitigation and remediation being very central to it. However, the literature that has 

been developed at this point, one of the things that has been found is that in the private sector – and this is 

a global literature, it’s not just in the U.S. – the tendency is to focus on the question of remediation 

but the question of mitigation has become “what can we say to show that we are doing it, but we don’t 

really have to do it.” So a lot of the rhetoric has become counterproductive.  

 

One of the questions, therefore, that someone in my position would like to ask, would be—we have a 

university full of experts, in fact we have a very strong emphasis on environmental issues and we have 

demonstrated it over time. Why do we need to hire an external consultant? And who is this consultant? 

It’s not nothing. We keep on hiring consultants that do global work and the global work can be to create 

the same type of remedies all over the world that over time can be for the advantage of the companies but 

not necessarily for the benefit of the environment. So I would like to say that question should be a 

question we ask. 

 

Vice Chancellor Mangels: Senator Calas’s point is well taken, especially the piece regarding the amount 

of expertise that we have on this campus. The task force is comprised of administrators, staff, and many 

faculty from around the campus who bring expertise to this particular set of issues. And not just from 

engineering and sciences, but across the whole spectrum—there are social scientists—a wide variety of 

faculty expertise. The reason to hire the outside consultant is that we are not the only campus that is 

facing these issues. There is a fairly small group of consultants that are working with multiple universities 

so to gain the expertise that they are getting from working with other universities is valuable. We are not 

handing this over entirely to a consultant but we are using the consultant to broaden the perspectives that 

we bring to the process. 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: I have a comment. Of late there has been a rise in the sniping of our 

Chancellor. The first one I saw, some weeks ago, was by an Emeritus Professor and I decided to forget it. 

The next one was from a professor on this campus who said that a public statement made by the 

Chancellor regarding a panel that was supposed to, or maybe it already has, discuss BDS, the attacks on 

BDS, and the attacks on American democracy. In that treatment, the professor was quoted as saying that 

he took the statement to be a personal attack on him. And I said to myself, well, that’s interesting. I’ve 

known the Chancellor for some time in different contexts and he doesn’t do personal attacks. Maybe it 

was some other Chancellor Subbaswamy that he was talking about. Eventually, I looked at the statement. 

I have it here if anybody would like to look at it. There is no personal attack in that statement.  

 

And then another article came out. This article is titled “Western Mass Jewish Voice for Peace Denounces 

Chancellor’s BDS Statement.” I’m not going to go through it, but if you’ve read the article and you 

haven’t read his statement, I urge you to read his statement. Things are attributed to him in the article that 

are not in his statement.  

 

The Chancellor doesn’t need me to defend him. He can do it way better than I can. He is the spokesperson 

for the campus and he was acting in that role when he made this statement. In case you are wondering 

about my politics regarding the issue, having to do with boycotting and divesting and sanctioning with 

respect to Israel: My parents were both Jewish but that has virtually no effect on me. My religions 

association is with the mystics from all religions, who all say the same thing. So far as politics concerning 

Israel and the Palestinians, I am pro-Palestinian and I am pro-Israeli and I think what’s going on over 
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there can be quickly understood by noting that whenever the United States gives a huge amount of money 

to Israel for its self-defense, it requires that Israel spend 75% of that money with U.S. defense industries. 

As far as I’m concerned, if the U.S. wanted the situation to change there, it would change. The U.S. 

doesn’t want the situation to change there because of bucks. And that’s my politics and now I’ll stop 

haranguing you. 

 

C. PRESENTATION ON CURRENT OPEN ACCESS INITIATIVES 

MARILYN BILLINGS, HEAD, SCHOLARLY COMMUNICATIONS, THE LIBRARIES 
  

(15 MINUTES; QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 

 

Senator Marilyn Billings: We have had several questions from faculty members about what’s going on 

globally and nationally regarding open access to scholarship and what is happening with the various 

publishers, so I was asked to come and give a quick update on things. I’ve also adopted some of the 

comments that Leslie Button gave to the Research Council last week as well as comments and slides from 

my colleague Josh Bolick at the University of Kansas.  

 

As we all know, scholarly communication, scholarly publishing, is in the midst of significant shifts. Take 

a look at this slide and you can see with the solid green line that serial expenditure percentages have 

increased dramatically since the 1980s up to the present time. What does that mean? That journals and 

database subscriptions have risen far in excess of inflation for decades. Library budgets? Not so much. 

They pretty much stay at a level funding or are going down. So, this is a universal problem that is being 

experienced at every institution that I’m aware of. We have cut unused and underused resources and now 

libraries throughout our country are starting to cut more heavily-used materials. This is all by way of 

some background information for you; you probably have heard this information in the past and know 

that this is all just a band-aid. Any money we put into this doesn’t really fix the underlying problem.  

 

So we have within our libraries institutional big deal packages. These have been part of our collections 

landscape since 1996 and has one great advantage: that we have a single platform to search a substantial 

amount of the journal articles and other materials that we are looking for. The disadvantages of such a big 

deal package: their costs have also increased exponentially. We get locked into multi-year license 

agreements that are actually unfair to our scholars and to the public because it excludes things such as text 

and data-mining, the rights of our authors to their works, and many other kinds of attributes. Until we as 

faculty and librarians did our open access policy vote in 2016, faculty almost always lost the rights to 

their papers after publication. I don’t know about all of you, but when I’ve done articles, I get that letter 

from the publisher to sign away (my rights) so that they will publish it. I don’t really look at it. It has the 

implication that the actual rights that you have to your work are signed over to that publisher.  

 

So, what are some of the impacts of these big deal packages? As you can see, there is very limited 

flexibility now in our collections budgets because so much of it is taken up now by licensing these big 

deal packages. We don’t have as much ability to support emerging and changing institutional needs or to 

invest in new open knowledge systems that we see coming along. Faculty scholarship is then behind these 

paywalls with little or no reuse rights – including the ability to share papers with our classes, lab websites, 

colleagues, etc. There is actually very little correlation between the demand for the content and the cost of 

the packages because publishers tend to incorporate little-used content in with a few of the larger impact 

materials.  

 

There are now five commercial publishers, after some mergers have taken place, which control the 

majority of the market. Of these five, UMass Amherst libraries participates in three of them: Elsevier, the 

Wiley-Blackwell, and Springer/Nature. You will have access to these slides so you will be able to see 

change in cost over the years associated with each one of these publishers.  
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So what we are starting to see, and what some faculty have asked me about, are movements around our 

country and globally to cancel these big deals. That whole movement is starting to gain momentum. There 

are references in my slides to a couple of different articles that you may be interested in. You’ll note that 

this really started happening last year. SPARC which is the Scholarly Publishing and Academic Research 

Coalition of which UMass Amherst is a member, is starting to track the various institutions that are 

cancelling these big deals. I thought you might be interested in a quick list of institutions globally – I 

won’t read them – that are starting to work on these big deal cancellations. You can see that this is 

starting to happen all over the world. Even locally, here at UMass Amherst with our work with the Royal 

Society of Chemistry.  

 

So what are some of the things that we are looking at then to ameliorate or transform ourselves and move 

in a different direction? We are looking at how one would go about negotiating some sort of a 

transformative license. What we mean by that, is to shift away from these paywall-accessed databases to a 

system that supports open scholarship going forward. We want to advance more sustainable models that 

have fair and sustainable prices for the value-added services that they offer rather than what you saw with 

that green line of increase that is exponentially changing every year. We want to reassert the control of 

our own scholarship by having rights agreements in these packages that benefit all of us and the academy 

writ large. Our global and local scholarship ecosystem needs to have that kind of collaboration in order to 

facilitate new knowledge creation going forward.  

 

Some specific questions that I have received include: What’s going on with this Plan S that’s happening 

over in science Europe beginning in 2018? It’s requiring scientists and researchers who benefit from 

state-funded – in Europe it’s state-funded – research organizations and institutions to publish in open 

repositories or open journals by 2021. You might wonder what’s happening here in the states.  

 

MIT has started developing this framework for publisher contracts. In October they announced this 

particular framework. You can read through its core principles on the slides. We in our libraries looked at 

them to determine if this was also something that we would endorse as a framework for working with 

publishers going forward. We did agree that we would endorse these types of principles and that we as an 

entity will start working on a UMass Amherst framework for these publisher contracts. Anybody 

interested, please talk to me.  

 

So this takes us onto open access, to our scholarship, our research, our curriculum, and other materials. 

What is that, and how are we going to continue to support that kind of work?  Some of you know that I’ve 

been involved in this kind of work since 2006. I wanted to put this up here to remind all of us that we as 

faculty have an open access policy, which means that we have the right to put a copy of our work in our 

own digital repository here at UMass Amherst. It’s called ScholarWorks. Then it’s open. 

 

So here is an example here in this country of some work that’s been happening in California. What the 

real cost of knowledge has been. They have been working diligently for a few years now on how they 

would go about boycotting large publishers that have taken over the ownership of our own scholarly 

content. So there’s three different citations here that you could take a look at for further information. It’s 

really empowering for all of us in the academy to see a state system like that in California start to move 

this needle so that we can have the access to the knowledge that we as an academy are creating.  

 

What are some of the things that we have done, are doing, and plan to do? As I mentioned, we have 

ScholarWorks. That was established back in 2006, so we have a lot of content from research centers, we 

have all our recent – since 2009 – electronic theses and dissertations, which is some of our most heavily 

downloaded content. There’s a nursing case study that is one of the highest downloads in the entire 

country. And we also have other kinds of materials for the research centers, for working groups, other 

kinds of things like that, as well as individual faculty works. We started in 2014 meeting with actual 
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academic departments about what is open access, what does it mean, and would be interested in voting 

ourselves to have an open access policy. 

 

And we did that in April of 2016. We also within the libraries in order to support this work, offer a whole 

suite of digital scholarship services, which I could go into if somebody wants to ask that question. As I 

mentioned, we endorsed that MIT framework in October of this year, and we are working locally to create 

a similar framework with our own stakeholders.  

 

Meanwhile, we are making preparations for working on these license negotiations that I was talking about 

earlier, and what we can do, ourselves, to find ways to work with these vendors to have better rights for 

ourselves and more fair prices for the value-added services that are provided. We are monitoring what’s 

happening with our research library counterparts who are already working on these transformative 

agreements and we’ll provide some regular updates to the Faculty Senate and to the Research Council and 

others.  

 

Some final thoughts: Make sure you stay informed. Please ask questions. We are starting to provide 

library workshops on a number of these topic areas, please suggest other topics that you would like to 

hear about. We are glad to come in and have conversations with academic departments. And listen to 

what’s happening within your own professional organizations. The global movement is heading towards 

open scholarship, as you saw with the numbers of institutions in other parts of the world that are already 

moving in this direction. Our scholarly outputs, be they research papers, working papers, data, curriculum 

materials, are all evolving towards open systems. And we are positioning our local efforts to fit into this 

global open scholarship ecosystem as well and as quickly as we can. That’s my update.  

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: It seems to me that the heart of the problem has to do with peer review. Right 

now the publishers have kind of a monopoly on peer review. We can put things into open access but they 

are not being peer reviewed. Chancellor Lombardy used to describe universities as collections of guilds, 

or guild-members, like the Psychology guild is represented in a lot of universities, and it seems to me that 

that guild needs to decide how to solve the peer review problem. The universities are the wrong unit and 

rather the guilds are the right unit for coming up with an alternative method of peer review so that the 

publishers just don’t have that monopoly anymore. 

 

Senator Billings: Right, so that’s one of the reasons that I put in to the comments about being actively 

engaged with your professional organizations. So, the peer review piece—the ScholarWorks software 

does have a peer review system embedded within it. So it can be no peer review, it can have one single 

blind peer review, it can have double blind peer review, which is what you usually have with journals, 

and so if a person is interested in creating a new open access journal, it has the entire infrastructure that 

you’d need for that, from the call for papers all the way through the work that the editors and the peer 

reviewers need to do in order to create an issue. There could also be a rolling submission system, there’s a 

lot of flexibility. There are also other systems that provide that same kind of peer review process. In 

addition I would add that there is movement towards open peer review. Some people like to think that you 

put an article out there, so I’m going to use Archive as an example, which is a pre-print server for physics, 

etc, and authors will put an article up there and there will be a number of other experts who will openly 

share their opinions of what has been shared in that new article pre-print that was just posted. So there are 

a number of different solutions that would include the peer review aspect. So you don’t have to worry that 

the publishers have a stranglehold on the peer review process.  

 

Secretary Peterson: There are two side problems to this, one is temporal: it’s a transition. For promotion 

and tenure committees to determine which open access journals or which platforms are really peer 

reviewed and will be taken seriously. The other piece is that open access does have a dark side—you have 

these people who start these real fly-by-night open access journals. I know about a fair numbers of them 

because I get these really random emails asking me to be on the editorial board of journals I would have 
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no business being on. So there is also the problem of figuring out who are the solid disciplinary-focused 

versus who are the fly-by-nights and this is going to be a piece of the process that is very important to 

scholars, in particular age cohorts, whether they are coming up for tenure or whether they are Associate 

Professors hoping to make full professor, and unless we can figure these things out, there is going to be a 

set of people who are going to be very nervous about moving into this new ecosystem, and rightly so.  

 

Senator Billings: So I would recommend that what some departments might be interested in—and there 

are some departments that have been more subject to these predatory journals approaching their graduate 

students form publication—have us come in and talk with the whole group of people. There are ways to 

discern which academic open access journals are of high quality and peer-reviewed. There is a directory 

called the Directory of Open Access Journals, https://doaj.org, which has a very strict criteria list of how a 

journal would become included in that directory. Those are all open access journals with numerous 

subjects and interdisciplinary areas. DOAJ is what I first recommend for people to take a look at. There 

are other resources that have lists of so-called predatory journals; they are regularly updated. We can 

work with all of you to help educate all of us about how to proceed in this open access ecosystem.  

 

Senator Marinos Vouvakis: My question here is: What is the maximum price that we are willing to pay, 

for example, for Elsevier? Obviously, the University of California system decided that whatever they 

were paying was too high. So what does this university think is too high for us? At what point would we 

decide to try the UC approach? And I don’t know if you can answer that.  

 

Senator Billings: That’s a really good question. I can’t answer that, that’s really a long conversation with 

a number of the stakeholders here at this university—the faculty, the librarians, the budget officers, and 

maybe Leslie Button might have some comments about this from her experience doing this work in the 

past, but it’s not something that we would address lightly or quickly. 

 

Senator Vouvakis: It is something, though, that a lot of faculty are very interested to know ahead of time 

because the last thing we want is to wake up one morning and hear an announcement that the university 

will drop out of X system… 

 

Senator Billings: Oh absolutely. I don’t think you’re going to find that happening. Have you ever seen 

the library just jump somewhere? It’s not usual. We have these long, deliberative kinds of consultations 

with faculty. We are here for the faculty and students. And we know you are really interested in this—if 

there are other faculty interested in this topic please let us know because we will be wanting to have focus 

groups and meetings about exactly these kinds of questions.  

 

Senator Calas: Perhaps this is the same thing that you were addressing, but perhaps slightly different. In 

my field and I think probably in other fields as well, the big issue is not how much you publish but how 

much you get cited. In terms of journals that have a high score in their citation index, and therefore being 

cited, having Academy of Management Review or ASQ or whatever this journal is, it makes a big 

difference. A junior faculty member these days has to rush for five publications before they finish their 

PhD, and they have to concern themselves not only with the number of publications but actually that they 

are in this list that my department and probably other departments have of premier journals. And these 

premier journals are often involved with these big deals, so how do we reconcile that? When you cancel a 

subscription to any of those, how do access that?  

 

Senator Billings: Yes, that’s another complicated question to answer because as many of us know as we 

change ecosystems and you are in this transition you have to have complementary kinds of metrics and 

assessment tools in play. So, one of the things that we’ve been working on is an area called alternative 

metrics. So that we are looking at those kinds of metric assessments for our scholarship in tandem with 

the more traditional citation metrics, whether it is H index, or any of the others that we would follow, so 

that we can start to glean how these new alternative metric tools will be able to take advantage of where 

https://doaj.org/
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we get cited and how often. I find that with the work that I’ve been doing, If I have these alternative 

metrics it is actually citing my individual articles and not going to the journal title—and I really want to 

know how much my actual work is being cited. It is pretty interesting to see how this is going forward. 

There’s a lot more work to do here. I encourage anyone else in the libraries here to add anything. 

 

Senator Laura Francis: It would be an interesting conversation to have at a departmental level. There are 

a lot of problems with H index or with citation indexes about how they are constructed and what their use 

is, so just maybe comparing the different options there are for assessing scholarship and impact could be a 

useful conversation. I was also going to say, part of the question is not just do we cancel or not cancel 

because the cost is up, right, part of the issue that the University of California was negotiating was what 

our faculty can do with their work. For instance, can faculty have access to do text and data mining of the 

work so you can isolate, for instance, which proteins are getting used a lot more often? You would need 

access to an API to do that; we would need Elsevier to make that API accessible and easily usable. Right 

now we don’t have a lot of leverage with them. Establishing a framework of the kinds of uses that we 

want would move us beyond simply paying to access, to a framework where we are paying to have 

different kinds of rights including access, including use rights, and including our faculty having rights to 

do things with their own scholarship, whatever is appropriate in that discipline. So really looking at the 

way these transfer agreements have ended up handing over control of academic work to publishers. This 

is kind of a new approach to looking into those things. Open access is one piece of the puzzle to try to fix 

that, but it’s not that our goal is open access per se, our goal is full utilization of scholarship to maximize 

the value of our scholarship to everyone. Open access is one piece, research is another piece, so I would 

like to not reduce it to “will we cancel or keep it,” but rather “how can we maximize our negotiating 

leverage?” 

 

Senator Tom Roeper: I rarely speak when I am absolutely sure I am not sure what I think, but this is a 

case where I have been contemplating this issue for about 25 years and I’m not sure. However, let me 

speak from the other side since I’ve been editing a series of books for Springer, which you guys get, and 

all the books are much too expensive and facilitating downloading of chapters is very important, but 

there’s a value in this situation that I feel has not yet been acknowledged. So, if you are an editor of a 

series, you have a number of concerns. One of my concerns is to get things published that are not so 

easily available. We recently published a series of papers on recursion in Amazonian Indian tribes. This 

has some public currency, but actually, not that many downloads result. The tribal leaders do have 

internet access in some cases but they aren’t downloading these papers in great quantities. So maximizing 

the download is not my goal. Maximizing peer review is also not the goal. I wish this value were 

somehow reflected in the overall perspective we have. Many of us are working in earnest to make ideas 

available to people, and all of the number games that are going on seem to me to be working against that. 

 

Senator Billings: After being in my field for 15 years or so, what I see happening is that those people 

who have not been able to get their voices out there and be heard, even though they don’t have a lot of 

downloads, that’s fine, we are looking to provide access to the voices that have not been heard in the past. 

So, the Amazon tribes—I was just there in March—those civilizations are in danger of disappearing. We 

want to capture the pride and the scholarship and their culture before it disappears. I was actually talking 

with people there about they might go about doing that. So yes. I think it’s a both/and.  

 

D. ANNUAL REPORTS 

 

Annual Report of the Campus Physical Planning Council, presented in Sen. Doc. 20-023 
 

Senator Ray Mann: I am from the Campus Physical Planning Council, here to report on last year’s 

activities. During the summer of 2018, we participated in the hiring of a new Director of Campus 

Planning Richard Yeager and Director of Design and Construction Mireya Cudemus Jones, so some of 

the year was spent just letting them get acclimated to the complexities of the UMass system. Andy 
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Mangels has already gone over some of the major projects that we were keeping track of through the year, 

so I won’t go into those now. We had a lot of extensive meetings and fly-throughs to review those 

projects. The other big one on our plate was the public-private partnership initiative for, say, a thousand-

plus undergraduate beds on the campus in front of Haigis Mall possibly. That is new, uncharted 

territory—to bring in a developer to provide housing for the university. Also the graduate housing, it will 

be affecting North Village, so you’ll probably be reading about that in the news. We have been engaged 

with that process in an advisory capacity. But also trying to navigate how much input we get for an 

outside entity. 

 

Other call outs: the Collegiate Labyrinth is an interesting idea that is being put forth by Madeleine 

Charney for a meditative labyrinth on the campus. They are working on that. There’s a parking master 

plan which now tracks every single parking spot on the campus and shows that the student ride-share is in 

fact bringing down the demand for parking which is good news. But we also recognize the shortage of 

parking. Moving forward, we are trying to look at better coordination with the Chancellor’s Sustainability 

Advisory Committee and looking at the climate action plan to see how we can more closely encourage 

sustainable action especially as some of the major construction projects wrap up on this campus we are 

looking at a whole slew of renovations and retrofits and are trying to track how closely we can encourage 

sustainable retrofits. Also I encourage faculty to contact us if they have input. Facilities and Planning also 

encourages contact about issues that faculty might be noticing on campus.  

 

Senator Gonen Dori-Hacohen: Thank you for the report. I have two stories to tell. One of them is from 

one graduate student in our department who in the first week of this school year needed to find a new 

house for herself because she was led to believe that she would have a university apartment. And another 

from another graduate student of mine who was not sure if she would have her apartment on a month-to-

month basis during this school year. So, my question is, planning about apartments and building should 

be something of a long-term case and not a month-to-month activity. Students shouldn’t need to be 

concerned about if they have an apartment or not in the next month. I wonder how much the planners of 

these buildings, especially of student apartments, are taking into consideration the voices of the students? 

How much are they involved in the planning? How much do we care about their living situations? It 

shouldn’t be that my students tell me, “Yeah, I may be evicted in a month and I don’t know what to do.” 

 

Senator Mann: So far as the council is concerned we have not been directly involved with those sorts of 

issues but certainly as we go through this public-private partnership for housing issue, we are coming to 

understand a lot of the issues that are affecting undergraduate and graduate students. Certainly this should 

be something that we find channels of communication, to understand that the long-term effects of housing 

issues have a real impact on students. 

 

Annual Report of the University Ombuds Office, presented in Sen. Doc. 20-024 
  

Carol Booth: Our annual report is posted on our website which is www.umass.edu/ombuds. I welcome 

you to read it, I welcome comments. We provide, as you know I hope, informal conflict resolution 

services. We also keep track of trends on campus, report things to leadership when things may be unfair, 

places where we find undue impact of a policy on a particular group, such as graduate students or staff. 

We see faculty, staff, or students. As people get to know us better, get to know how we operate better and 

our belief in confidentiality and neutrality, we are working with more and more groups of people, more 

departments or leadership groups who identify dysfunction, miscommunication, all kinds of issues within 

their group. For several years in a row, we have identified that the major problems people have are in 

interpersonal relationships and, of those, primarily in evaluative relationships. Students and faculty, 

faculty and chairs or leadership, as well as peer issues. Our recommendations are generally about 

improving communications. This year specifically we have focused on improving the quality of listening. 

I was very interested to read the poem that you (Bogartz) started with and also to hear your description of 

some of the communication tensions on campus. Those are the things that we deal with all the time. We 

would welcome hearing from any of you. We continue to serve approximately the same number of 

http://www.umass.edu/ombuds
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people. We are seeing somewhat fewer students which is great, because that says to me that some of the 

other offices that students would ordinarily consult with like the Academic Honesty and Grievance Office 

or the Dean of Students are really raising their levels of communication and understanding more about 

what we do and what we don’t do, so that people aren’t getting shuffled around. I’m happy to answer any 

questions if anybody has any. 

 

Secretary Peterson: You did mention at one point in your report that you were no longer using your older 

user satisfaction survey instrument. It was not clear in your report what you were doing instead—I 

assume you are still looking for feedback? 

 

Booth: Yes, the ways that we have tried systematically –sending out follow-up survey, asking for other 

ways of getting feedback from people—really are not successful. A lot of that is because we don’t 

necessarily complete an arc of activity with somebody. People consult with us, we may coach them 

through some things, we may talk about communications, we may make sure that they know what their 

options on campus are, but we are often not around at the end of the event to find out what happened. We 

do get lots of good feedback from people, emails and thank you’s and things like that but nothing that we 

can plug a measure into. So the answer is that we are not doing anything systematic to try to pull 

information back from people. The other part of that is of course that we are confidential and cannot 

demand anything from people. 

 

Secretary Peterson: So part of it is confidentiality, the other part is that you are a part of a longer process, 

and are not involved in it the whole way through, so how people felt about the over-arching interaction 

wouldn’t necessarily reflect on your office anyway. 

 

Booth: That’s exactly right, thank you.  

 

 

Annual Report of the University Press Committee, presented in Sen. Doc. 20-025 
  

Jim Smethurst: I’m Co-Chair of the University Press Committee, I wanted to say just a few things and I 

will answer any questions if anyone has them. As Marilyn Billings said, we are in a pretty challenging 

environment in terms of academic or scholarly publishing, including on the book side of things as well as 

the journal side of things. There are a lot of changes having to do with technology, funding, and I guess 

what you would call reading habits. Within that framework, we actually had a pretty good year this year, 

you can read the report. Our sales are down a little bit but within the expectations that we had. We 

actually had a slight surplus in our budget this year. It went pretty well for us, all things considered. Just a 

couple of quick highpoints: Acquisitions were strong in general for the press, we have a number of new 

series, one in my own field of African American intellectual history really got online this year and it’s 

really quite exciting, to me anyway. A lot of this is due to our acquisition editors, Brian Halley and Matt 

Becker who was promoted to Editor in Chief this year. It remains a very strong collective and group of 

people from start to finish. One thing that we’re excited about is something called the Greenhouse 

Collaboration. This is along the lines of some of the things that Marilyn Billings mentioned—we got 

money from the Mellon Foundation to research peer review and publication in collaborative, 

nontraditional and digital humanities work. In fact, that’s where our director, Mary Dougherty is right 

now, she is, as my mother would say, hobnobbing with her fellow wizards about this very subject. That’s 

it from us unless there are any questions.  

 

 

Annual Report of the Research Library Council, presented in Sen. Doc. 20-026 
  

Charlie Schweik, Chair of the Research Library Council: Hi I’m with Environmental Conservation and 

the School of Public Policy. I had a thought and comment earlier and didn’t get up in time—could I take 

just one second related to that carbon mitigation and the consultant? I’m actually co-leading a new effort 
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on campus called the All-Campus Makerspace. Thanks to the Provost’s office, thanks to the Chancellor’s 

office, thanks to Facilities, we now have an active space in Ag-Engineering. We actually have the Carbon 

Mitigation Taskforce advising a first cohort of students working on the problem of how do we get to net-

zero energy. It’s a really exciting initiative. We’re just starting it, but it is exciting that our students are 

helping us figure this problem out, in collaboration with the Taskforce. Sorry I didn’t say that during the 

comment period. 

 

Related to the Research Library Council, for members who may not know about this council, I’m chairing 

it, we have at least one faculty member from each school or college on campus, and as MJ noted, we have 

a couple of vacancies. We also have 9 ex-officio members or designees: the Chair of the Research 

Council, me, the Provost’s Office, the Dean of Libraries, and so on. I’ve got to say, I’ve been involved in 

this council for 7 years maybe – we’ve got a really dedicated group of people working on this. It’s a really 

fun meeting. I enjoy going to it. The meetings in generally involve 3 different things, typically. One is to 

allow for the faculty represented there to ask library representatives questions or bring up any issues. 

That’s an important message for the senators—we are still trying to figure out a communication system 

for faculty issues and student issues regarding the library, and how the Council can help bring those 

forward. If any senators have any ideas about that, please talk to me. The second is an opportunity for the 

Dean of Libraries to discuss any issues that are going on with the Libraries’ activities. That commonly 

covers strategic planning, collections, finance, staffing, services and those types of things. Third, is an 

opportunity for the Library staff to present special updates on projects that they are working on and get 

feedback from the Council. That tends to be what goes on at every meeting. Now, the report we’ve 

handed in: a couple of the things that were talked about last year we’ve got a presentation from the Dean 

of Libraries on the 2019-21 strategic plan and the fiscal year 2020 budget. We had a discussion about the 

UMass Libraries first time participation in what’s called the Ithaca Faculty and Graduate Student Survey, 

which is a national survey of libraries. Our campus response rate was five times the national average. 

That information is helping with planning. We are also doing something that reminds me a bit of when 

the campus moved from Blackboard to Moodle—there is now an effort to work with the Five Colleges 

and others on FOLIO, the Future of Libraries as Open Project, which as I understand it, is an open source 

platform for library services. I’ll close with that. Regarding the presentation we saw today—I’m 

constantly amazed at the quality of the staff, their efforts, and their care for the campus. Thank you.  

 

 

 

E. NEW BUSINESS: CONSENT AGENDA—COURSES  

 

[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                                                  CCMS #                    CREDITS 

  

ANTHRO 101  Biology, Culture and the 

   Human Experience                      6160   4 

M&I-ENG 458  Introduction to Connections 

   In Medicine, Biology and 

   Engineering        6016   3 

SPORTMGT 461 Sport Analytics                        6219   3 

SPORTMGT 462 Advanced Sport Analytics            6170   3 

ANTHRO 682  Adv. Quantitative Methods 

   In Anthropology             6314   4 

JOURNAL 604 Advanced Data-Driven 
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   Storytelling              6290   3 

M&I-ENG 658  Connections in Medicine, 

   Biology and Engineering            6017   3 

EHS 704  Journal Club in the 

   Environmental Health Sciences           6287   1 

 

 

Secretary Peterson presented Motion 10-20, That the Faculty Senate approve the courses ANTHRO 

101, M&I-ENG 458, SPORTMGT 461, SPORTMGT 462, ANTHRO 682, JOURNAL 604, M&I-ENG 

658 and EHS 704 as recommended by the Academic Matters, General Education, and Graduate Councils. 

 

 The motion was adopted unanimously.  

 

 

F. NEW BUSINESS: CONSENT AGENDA—ACADEMIC PROGRAMS  

 

[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 Priorities, Program and Budget and Graduate Councils 

concerning the Creation of a Certificate Program in Sustainable Building Construction,as 

presented in Sec. Doc. #20-027 

 

2. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning the Revision of the Degree Program in 

 Biochemistry (MS) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-028 

 

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

 Councils concerning a Program Name Change:  University Without Walls (BA) to 

 Interdisciplinary Studies (BA) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-029 

 

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

 Councils concerning a Program Name Change:  University Without Walls (BS) to 

 Interdisciplinary Studies (BS), as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-030 

 

5. Special Report of the Graduate Council and Program and Budget Council concerning the 

 Creation of a Dual Masters Program in Master of Regional Planning and Master of Science 

 In Geography (MSP/MS Geography) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-031 

 

6. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning the Revision of the Degree 

 Program in Informatics (BS) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-032 

 

Secretary Peterson presented Motion 11-20, That the Faculty Senate approve (1) Creation of a 

Certificate Program in Sustainable Building Construction, as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-027; (2) 

Revision of a Degree Program in Biochemistry (MS) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-028; (3) a Program 

Name Change: University Without Walls (BA) to Interdisciplinary Studies (BA) as presented in Sen. 

Doc. #20-029, (4) a Program Name Change: University Without Walls (BS) to Interdisciplinary Studies 

(BS), as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-030; (5) Creation of a Dual Master’s Program in Master of Regional 

Planning and Master of Science In Geography (MSP/MS Geography) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-031, 

and (6) Revision of the Degree Program in Informatics (BS) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-032. 
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 The motion was adopted unanimously.  

 

 

G. OLD BUSINESS  

 

1.   Special Report of the Academic Matters Council and the General Education  Council 

 concerning Revision of a Degree Program in Anthropology (BA), as presented in Sen Doc. 

 #20-016 (Postponed from the October 17, 2019 Faculty Senate Meeting) 

 

Secretary Peterson presented Motion 12-20, That the Faculty Senate approve the Special Report of the 

Academic Matters Council and the General Education Council concerning Revision of a Degree Program 

in Anthropology as presented in Sen Doc. #20-016. 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: To jog your memory, this motion was postponed last time because some of us 

raised concerns about whether this motion was actually discussed in the Anthropology Department. We 

did not here back about whether this motion was actually approved by the Anthropology Department, I 

would still like to get that answer, and then I would like to raise my concern further.  

Professor Benjamin Bailey, Communication: I’m a professor in the Communication Department. I got 

an email from my colleague in Anthropology, Krista Harper, who asked me to read this statement on her 

behalf:  

The Department of Anthropology has requested changes to its major requirements to correct a problem 

with how the ARR counts courses taken as fulfillment of the intercultural/international requirement. This 

glitch has enabled students to double-dip more international/intercultural courses with gen-ed than the 

Anthropology faculty had intended, resulting in students being able to take up to three fewer 

international/intercultural courses than intended. The changes we are proposing were discussed with the 

Anthropology faculty and decided on by the department, not the college. The glitch was discovered by an 

advisor and when it was brought to the attention of the Undergraduate Studies Council, the faculty asked 

for this modification in order to align the ARR with the major requirements decided upon by the 

Anthropology Department faculty.  

Senator Dori-Hacohen: And now to the concerns. So this university has a policy that states “As many as 

three courses from the student’s major department can be applied to gen-ed requirements: Junior Year 

Writing, Integrative Experience, one course applied to another gen-ed requirement, and one course 

applied to a diversity requirement. There is no limit on gen-ed or diversity courses that can be counted 

toward major requirements. Now this is a university-wide policy, as it applies to the gen-ed. Now we have 

three departments asking for exemption without clear explanation, at least as presented in the proposal, as 

to why we need to have an exemption from the policy. It is somewhat strange that we now allow every 

department to come in and ask for an exemption from a policy with very little explanation. Either we have 

policies that regard everyone or we are going to have many exemptions coming from departments all over 

the university, basically vacating any policies that we have by asking for an exemption. There were other 

ways to deal with the loophole other than asking for exemptions. Therefore I do not understand why an 

exemption was asked for rather than a way that leaves the policy intact and instead changes the major 

requirements. Thank you. 

Associate Dean Lynn Phillips: I’m the Senior Associate Dean for Education and Student Development in 

SBS, and I just wanted to read two sentences from the proposal that was put through by Anthropology. 

My predecessor, Julie Caswell, worked with Anthropology, Communication, and Sociology on their 

proposals and was in correspondence with MJ Peterson extensively. Julie reached out to Claire Hamilton, 

co-chair of the General Education Council about whether a department could limit double-counting in this 

way and Claire replied, I’m reading from the proposal, on 8/23/2018: “If students are taking multiple 

courses within their major that are also gen-eds, that’s fine with Gen Ed but only three will count towards 
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satisfying the gen-ed requirement. If a department wanted to limit gen-ed counts within their major that 

would be fine with Gen Ed.”  

So they are not asking for a change in policy; when they decided upon their new major requirements, they 

wanted to ensure that their students, in addition to their former major requirements, would take additional 

intercultural or international requirements. It was a glitch in the ARR that prevented this, they are not 

asking for an exception, they are asking for what has already been allowed to be coded into the major 

requirements.  

 The motion was adopted. 

 

2. Motion to Reconsider the Special Report of the Academic Matters Council and the General 

 Education Council concerning Revision of a Degree Program in Communication (BA), as 

 presented in Sen. Doc. #20-017 

Secretary Peterson presented Motion 13A-20, That the Faculty Senate reconsider the separate Motion 

concerning Revision of a Degree Program in Communication (BA) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-017. 

 

Secretary Peterson: Senators will recall that this was actually voted on at the last meeting. A motion to 

reconsider is a request that the Senate go back in time to the moment before the vote, consider the matter 

again, and take a second vote. But none of that happens unless this motion to reconsider is adopted. A 

motion to reconsider is debatable. Obviously, in discussing a motion to reconsider you have to discuss 

why the reconsideration is being proposed. I will simply say that there was some additional information 

presented after the motion was adopted that the Faculty Senate Rules Committee thought needed to be 

taken into consideration.  

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: Understand at this point we are talking about the motion to reconsider. 

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: Presiding Officer Bogartz, I rise for a parliament inquiry. I would like to know 

who made the motion to reconsider and when was it made? 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: The motion to reconsider was made just now by MJ Peterson.  

 

Secretary Peterson: So there are two moments you are wondering about. One is why the motion was 

listed on the agenda. And the motion being made now. I am making this motion.  

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: According to the rules a motion to reconsider can be made only by members 

who voted erroneously on the motion in question. Further, it can be made either the day of the voting or 

on the following day. Since neither of these were followed, I think the motion should be vacant.  

 

Secretary Peterson: The definition of following day is the next meeting. In terms of a vote on the thing, I 

now have to specify that I was one of the people who voted against the motion in the original voting.  

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: Presiding Officer Bogartz, can you remind me whether the Secretary of the 

Senate is a voting member of the Senate?  

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: Presiding Officer is checking.  

 

Secretary Peterson: This is a matter of the Faculty Senate Bylaws. He is asking whether I am a voting 

member of the Senate. 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: And are you? 
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Secretary Peterson: My understanding of the Faculty Senate Bylaws is that I serve as an ex-officio 

senator, but any senator ex-officio who has a faculty appointment is a voting member.1  

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: Yes, we have scores of them, deans and vice chancellors and so on who are 

voting members. The chair rules that MJ Peterson is entitled to vote. 

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: And so we need a second for the motion to reconsider. 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: Senator Webley has seconded. The motion has now been moved and 

seconded. 

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: Okay. I am somewhat puzzled by the motion to reconsider. We could basically 

reconsider every motion that comes before this Senate from now on, which I’m not sure is a wise thing 

for the Senate to have. That is to say, every two Senators from now can reconsider every motion that the 

Senate decided upon in the following meeting, which would lead to the Senate having a hard time 

approving many things. Every decision can be questioned, at least at the next meeting. I think the motion 

to reconsider is a highly questionable procedure to use. Therefore I think it should be denied. 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: I would like to point out that ordinarily we abide by Robert’s Rules of Order, 

and a motion to reconsider is contained within Robert’s Rules of Order. So there’s nothing unusual or 

unorderly about that kind of a motion. So you’re not arguing against the motion we have made to 

reconsider, you are arguing against reconsideration against any motion. You think there is something 

wrong with that. And that’s not the rules we abide by. 

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: The Presiding Officer has said that it is not unusual or unorderly. I did not say 

that it is not orderly. I believe it is highly unusual to have a motion to reconsider; I think it’s the first time 

we have had this motion during my tenure as a senator, which is not long. I believe that some other 

senators may recall such requests, but it is definitely not usual.  

 

Senator Marta Tymoczko: I have a question here. Is it your intention that if we pass this motion, we will 

immediately consider the reconsideration, or is this your intention that it opens the pathway to reconsider 

in future meetings? 

 

Secretary Peterson: My understanding of a motion to reconsider is that it is open up for consideration of 

the former motion immediately, if it is adopted.  

 

Senator Tymoczko: Okay then I have a further question: Are there people here who will argue in favor of 

the reconsideration? 

 

Secretary Peterson: Yes there are, there are people from the department here. 

 

Senator Tymoczko: Okay, how many are there? 

 

Secretary Peterson: Two, at least.  

 

Senator Tymoczko: Two. I guess I would weigh in and say that the Senate is a little unprepared to deal 

with this, suddenly, so I am uncomfortable with voting in favor of the reconsideration immediately. Could 

we postpone it to the next meeting? 

                                                           
1 The definition of Faculty Senate membership, including the listing and voting rights of ex officio members is in 

Article 4 of the Faculty Senate Constitution, not in the Bylaws. This note added after the meeting. 
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Secretary Peterson: What we can do, because as the Rules Procedure say, you can discuss the substance 

of the problem as you are debating the motion to reconsider, so we could hear from the people from the 

department. That might give you illumination and might allow people to feel more confident about voting 

today. If they don’t, we can postpone. But could we hear from them? 

 

Senator Tymoczko: Well, I think that’s the question, that is, I’m uncomfortable about us having a 

discussion when the whole Faculty Senate wasn’t given information about the outcome. 

 

Senator Steven Brewer: I just have a question for the Presiding Officer: Was this motion included in the 

agenda when the agenda was posted one week ago?  

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: I got it, that’s how it appears in my slides for this meeting, yes, I got it from 

the agenda and placed it here. 

 

Senator Brewer: And therefore, like every other motion that appears on the agenda, it’s been public for a 

week. Anyone that had concerns or questions about it could have made sure to come to this particular 

meeting or asked further questions about it. This is not a surprise or something unexpected, this has been 

a regular part of the agenda for the entire week that the agenda has been published. Is that correct? 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: That is correct. Senator Dori-Hacohen this is your last recognition with 

respect to this motion. 

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: So here is my puzzlement: the motion was made today, although it was public 

last week. So was the motion made today or last week?  

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: It was public on the agenda that was presented to members of the Senate. The 

motion was made today but the indication that the motion was going to occur occurred a week ago. 

 

Professor Bailey, Communication: I’m not a member of the Faculty Senate but it sounded like new 

content would be useful before you vote on the reconsideration. I’m the Undergraduate Program Director 

in Communication. I was part of the process that made the original changes in our departmental 

requirements several years ago. In making those changes, we inadvertently opened a loophole. The 

Anthropology Department, when I read Krista Harper’s words, described it as an ARR glitch. To the 

department faculty who discussed these changes to the major, the intent was clear. Their intent was not to 

create this obscure glitch that most people even with ten minutes of talking might not get their minds 

around. I am quite surprised that it actually came back through as a change in the major. To me it looked 

like an ARR glitch. It is true as Gonen has said before, we did not discuss this glitch and vote on it as a 

faculty. To my sense it doesn’t even make sense as a major change, but it has come up that way. I just 

heard everyone say “Aye” for Anthropology, when you were relieving them of their glitch.  

 

Professor Allison Butler, Communication: I’m a faculty member and the Chief Undergraduate Advisor 

in Communication. I wanted to add a little context. The Communication faculty voted in 2017-2018 to 

support the International/Intercultural Education. A couple of our advisors found during NSO in fall 2018 

that the requirement was already automatically being completed in students’ registrations. It took us a 

little while to figure it out. As we understood it, as both Benjamin Bailey and Krista Harper have said, it 

was an ARR glitch. Initially we thought this just needed a recoding or something. Then we learned that 

this had happened in the Anthropology and Sociology departments and this became a bigger project, but 

this is to actually honor the intention of the faculty’s vote. When SBS discontinued Global Ed, it was an 

opportunity for department’s to have departmental requirements to support a robust global experience. 

Our faculty, Benjamin and myself included, voted in support of the IEE with the intention and assumption 

that (these requirements) would be unique to the department. Which is what we are trying to get back to. 
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This is why we don’t believe this is a change that we have left the faculty out of, but rather is honoring 

what the faculty voted for.  

 
Presiding Officer Bogartz: The chair will entertain a motion of the previous question. 

 

Senator Tymoczko: Wait, I would like to make an amendment. Since it wasn’t precisely stated in our 

agenda that not only would we vote to reconsider but that we would take the decision today, I would like 

to make an amendment to have us reconsider the motion and if it passes to have the discussion at our next 

meeting.  

 

Senator Anthony Bentham: I’m from Sociology. I’m not an expert on Robert’s Rules of Order, but we 

did consider a motion to reconsider in my department at one point and my understanding is that once you 

have a motion to reconsider, if it is approved, you immediately go back to the original motion to consider 

it, so I don’t see any point in delaying this any further. 

 

Presiding Officer Bogartz: I’m going to rule the motion for amendment out of order. In Robert’s Rules of 

Order, it says “The effect of adoption of the motion to reconsider: is immediately to place before the 

assembly, again, the question on which the vote is to be reconsidered.” Secretary Peterson said she 

thought that was the case, and so does Robert. Is there further discussion? 

 

 The motion to reconsider was adopted.  

 

Secretary Peterson presented Motion 13B-20  That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision of the 

Degree Program in Communication (BA) as presented in Sen. Doc. #20-017.  

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: The change that is presented as a glitch was not discussed by the faculty. It is not 

really a glitch; it can be considered not a glitch. It can be considered something that is important, it can be 

considered many things, none of which were discussed. The administration of the department and the 

administration of the college decided to overlook the governance of the department which requires a 

discussion of any change to the curriculum of the department  -- face to face discussion – and then an 

email vote on the change. None of that happened. The UPD can tell us that it was a glitch, but the system 

requires it to be a change of the curriculum and the governance of the department requires that any change 

of the curriculum be discussed face to face and then voted on. It doesn’t require it to be a small change or 

a glitch change, it says that change needs to be voted upon so that people can discuss it. This was never 

discussed. I met with the UPD, I told him it may be seen as a glitch but I can conceive of it as something 

important to the curriculum. I was denied the ability to say that because an administrator decided not to 

bring it to a vote. One of the Faculty Senate’s goals is to make sure that faculty governance is abided by, 

and this was not the case here. With all of the good intentions of everyone involved, governances was not 

followed. We need to make sure that governance is followed.  

 

Senator Wilmore Webley: I think we need to see this for what it is. It appears to me that this proposal has 

passed through the proper channels, through all of the academic councils and was approved – that’s the 

only way for it to be on the agenda. It appears to me that some departmental issues are being aired at the 

Faculty Senate. If there are departmental issues, those should be worked out at the departmental level so 

that when something comes to the Faculty Senate for a vote, we don’t have this back and forth of 

department personnel trying to litigate their issues in the Faculty Senate. This is a legitimate motion, we 

have been through it, we know exactly what it is. I think what needs to happen now is that we need to 

vote on the issue and the department needs to work out its issues at the departmental level.  

 

Associate Dean Lynn Phillips: This time I’m speaking as a Communication faculty member. I just want 

to reiterate that what the faculty did initially vote on, and agree to, was to change our major requirements 

such that we would have our existing major requirements that we had for years and then we would add to 
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it an Intercultural/International requirement that would add three more courses to those major 

requirements. This proposal enables that to happen without students skipping over that and saying “Well, 

I did it through Gen Ed,” which would not then add to the major requirements and would not satisfy what 

the faculty agreed to.  

 

Senator Calas: This is not my problem, but I think there is a larger question, which is what is the right of 

the faculty and what is the right of the administration. The question of this motion having been brought to 

the Senate meeting—apparently the other two departments did vote, as faculty, to approve this change. 

But the Communication Department did not vote, supposedly, according to the bylaws of their 

department. So that motion should not have been here to start with. So we are voting on a motion because 

we are asking it to be reconsidered when the original point was that actually the motion should not have 

been in the agenda at all because it was not voted on by the department. So I think that in fact the original 

motion is not in the agenda because it should not have been there to start with, regardless of what else we 

can say about it. I also want to go home, but I think this is a very important issue that we should think 

about. Because if my department brought something to the Senate that we never discussed – even if it 

reflected our intentions because it was what the faculty originally agreed to, it wasn’t because this is 

definitely something else that was a remedy for something that wasn’t originally understood in that way. 

And so, it is also the process that is important here. It is part of the requirements for faculty members to 

be able to vote – and you seem to have a pretty clear procedure for doing it. So from my perspective the 

real problem is that this motion was brought to the Senate to start with in last month’s agenda.  

 

Professor Butler: The faculty did vote on this in the 2017-18 academic year. This wasn’t perceived as a 

revision. We voted on the IIU requirements. This reinstates it to what the faculty did vote on.  

 

Professor Bailey: So right now our undergraduate experience for our majors is being diluted. It is being 

held up by this glitch. Only at the most technical level is this a change in degree requirements. The intent 

of the faculty, the understanding of what they want for their undergraduate’s education is being held up 

by this.  

 

Senator Dori-Hacohen: The original vote on the IIE was in 2015-2016 in the department, not 2017-2018. 

And the Glitch that was found in 2018 was never voted on by the department. The intention was voted, 

but this proposal was never voted on in the department.  

 

Senator Vouvakis: I want to vote but I do not understand what you mean by technical glitch. Is this 

something that the registrar…? I abstained from the last two votes, but I do want to vote, so I’d like to 

understand: what do you mean by “glitch”? 

 

Professor Butler: We thought it was a SPIRE error. With all due respect, there are times when SPIRE 

messes up and puts classes in the wrong places. We initially thought in the summer of 2018 that it was a 

technical error. That was our starting point. It took a few conversations before we realized it was bigger 

than just a misfiled class, and that was when we started our communication with some of the other SBS 

departments that had changed their requirements, specifically Anthropology and Sociology. And then we 

realized it was bigger than a misfiling of a particular course or a particular set of courses. Unfortunately, 

we have seen some things that are truly just misfilings – that’s what we’ve spent the time in the past year 

trying to remedy, with the support of the college in terms of going back to the intention. We really quite 

frankly saw it at the very beginning as a misfiling which SPIRE on occasion does. We see it frequently in 

advising—we have 1200 students in our major and we see it a lot. Often they are things we can fix on our 

own, in this case we realized it was something we couldn’t fix on our own, which is when we started 

communicating with Anthropology and Sociology.  

 

Secretary Peterson: I want to speak to the general problem of the ARR which is a system is connected to 

SPIRE that looks at a student’s courses and tells the student which requirements they have already met 
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and which requirements they must meet. I am one of two campus advisors for the Five College 

International Relations Certificate. That certificate cannot be programmed into the ARR. We have to 

advise the old school way—offline, on paper, because the ARR is set up on an algorithm. When it sees 

certain course attributes—and Gen Ed is one of them—it counts that first. And then it counts others. If the 

Five College International Relations Certificate were on the ARR, a student would never complete it 

because the courses would be counted somewhere else. So what our colleagues are saying is a technical 

glitch is in fact a problem of the way that the ARR – which is very useful, but you’ve got to get it 

programmed right – functions.  The reason they have to come back here is because the Registrar’s Office 

is unwilling to recode the ARR for a major without okay from the Faculty Senate. So the proposals went 

to the Councils, they were approved there, and then it came forward to us. In terms of chronology, it is 

true that it is likely that the original vote on the change in the major was in 2015-16. You will all 

remember that the consideration of that set of changes in SBS was long extended in the Faculty Senate, it 

took almost a year for it to come through. So everybody’s perceptions of when things were voted are 

actually simultaneously correct.  

 

Professor Bailey: A tiny bit of explanation of how this worked. For years I have told faculty and 

hundreds of students that one course can count for Gen Ed and your primary major at the same time. 

It turns out that was wrong. I was told that by the advisors who came before me. It was a Gen Ed rule that 

limited the number of departmental courses that could come into Gen Ed. We falsely thought that there 

was a barrier somehow automatically that limited the number of Gen Ed courses coming into the major. 

There was not such a barrier. That became apparent after we adopted the new Intercultural/International 

Education requirement. So it is the barrier that everyone in the faculty assumed was there but actually 

wasn’t there that caused the problem.  

 

 The motion was adopted. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 5:25pm.  

Respectfully submitted, 

MJ Peterson  

Secretary 

 


