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AGENDA 

I. Chair’s Report – Anne Kelley 
A. Update from UCPB meeting on December 3 
B. Update from Division Council meeting on December 3 

II. Consent Calendar
A. Approval of the agenda

III. Course Buyout Policy       Pg. 1-11
On November 11, Provost Peterson submitted a revised course buyout policy in
response to the Senate’s comments earlier this semester.
Action requested:  CAPRA to review the Provost’s revised policy.  Committee’s
comments will be compiled by the committee analyst and transmitted to the Senate
chair by the deadline of Friday, December 13.

IV. Committee on Research’s Memo on Library 2020 Space Plan  Pp. 12-16
On November 15, COR sent a memo to the Senate Chair outlining its concerns over
the Library’s 2020 Space Plan.  Senate Chair has invited all Senate standing
committees to comment on COR’s memo.  Deadline for comments is Friday,
December 13.
Action requested:  CAPRA to review COR’s memo.   Committee’s comments will be
compiled by the committee analyst and transmitted to the Senate Chair by the
deadline of December 13.

V. Systemwide Review       Pp. 17-33 
A. Proposed revisions to policies on Self-Supporting Graduate Degree Programs 

(SSGPDP).  CAPRA and Graduate Council are the lead reviewers. 

https://ucmcrops.ucmerced.edu/portal/site/56d776c3-5f05-4bbd-a0b7-a60db91479d3/page/04102694-7aa7-4c49-a833-ae1eb16e266f


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC SENATE – MERCED DIVISION 

Action requested:  CAPRA to review the proposed changes to SSGPDP.  
Committee’s comments will be compiled by the committee analyst and transmitted 
to the Senate Chair by the deadline of January 13, 2014. 

VI. Other Business
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November  8,  2013  

TO:       Ignacio  Lopez-­‐‑Calvo,  Chair,  Academic  Senate  

FROM:    Thomas  W.  Peterson,  Provost  and  Executive  Vice  Chancellor

RE:    Course  Buyout  Policy  

The  attached  course  buyout  policy  has  been  revised  and  vetted  by  the  deans.    We  would  like  to  
thank  DivCo  for  their  comments  on  the  earlier  version  of  the  proposed  course  buyout  policy.    
In  response  to  your  comments,  we  have  revised  the  policy  to  address  several  of  your  concerns.    
Specifically,  we  have  addressed  the  following  points:  

1. The  price  of  the  buyout  is  consistent  with  the  policy  that  6  equivalent  courses  per  year  is
a  100%  teaching  load  for  a  lecturer.

2. As  UC  Merced  does  not  currently  have  departments,  it  was  felt  that  the  money  would
be  returned  to  the  schools  through  the  Deans.    At  their  discretion,  some  portion  of  that
money  may  be  negotiated  to  either  the  individual  faculty  member  or  the  relevant  unit

3. The  exception  for  special  awards  is  handled  under  the  Exceptions  section,  where  it
states  that  they  may  be  approved  by  the  Chair,  Dean,  and  EVC.

4. This  point  is  also  addressed  as  in  (2)  above  in  the  section,  "ʺUse  of  salary  savings  from
external  course  buyouts"ʺ,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Dean,  some  fraction  of  the  released
salary  funds  may  be  returned  to  the  PI.

To  address  the  last  3  points  raised  by  DivCo  under  the  Program  perspective,  additional  
language  was  inserted  to  ensure  that  the  Chairs  and  Deans  consult  with  the  graduate  group  
chairs  to  assure  that  the  graduate  curriculum  is  not  adversely  affected.    In  addition,  the  section  
"ʺPolicy:  Minimum  Teaching  requirements"ʺ  now  explicitly  states  that  Schools  or  academic  units  
may  have  more  restrictive  policies.  

As  we  stated  in  our  September  6  memo,  we  will  put  this  policy  in  place  for  five  years,  with  a  
re-­‐‑evaluation  of  the  policy  at  that  time.      
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Version	
  1.0 11/9/13

Who	
  is	
  eligible? Senate	
  faculty	
  with	
  extramural	
  grant-­‐funding

Purpose

Allows	
  faculty	
  members	
  to	
  expand	
  time	
  (via	
  course	
  buyout)	
  and	
  funds	
  available	
  for	
  research	
  and	
  
scholarship.	
  	
  It	
  also	
  sanctions	
  sponsors	
  covering	
  legitimate	
  costs	
  of	
  faculty	
  effort	
  in	
  research	
  during	
  the	
  
academic	
  year	
  thereby	
  freeing	
  up	
  university	
  research	
  funds	
  to	
  invest	
  in	
  other	
  forms	
  of	
  scholarly	
  
activity.	
  	
  	
  	
  

Course	
  Buyout:	
  Maximum	
  #	
  courses 1	
  annually.	
  Also	
  restricted	
  to	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  3	
  courses	
  over	
  a	
  5	
  year	
  period.	
  Particular	
  Schools	
  or	
  
academic	
  units	
  may	
  have	
  more	
  restrictive	
  policies.

Course	
  Buyout:	
  Cost 1/6th	
  of	
  9-­‐month	
  salary	
  +	
  benefits	
  per	
  course	
  	
  (3-­‐4-­‐unit	
  courses	
  only).	
  This	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  6	
  
equivalent	
  courses	
  per	
  year	
  being	
  a	
  100%	
  teaching	
  load.	
  

Policy:	
  	
  In	
  Residence	
  &	
  Service	
  
requirements

Course	
  buyout	
  participants	
  expected	
  to	
  remain	
  in	
  residence	
  for	
  the	
  duration	
  of	
  the	
  course	
  buyout	
  and	
  
must	
  continue	
  to	
  be	
  fully	
  engaged	
  in	
  a	
  normal	
  portfolio	
  of	
  service	
  commitments	
  to	
  department,	
  
campus,	
  and	
  profession.

Policy:	
  	
  Funding
Faculty	
  member	
  must	
  have	
  extramural	
  funding	
  to	
  pay	
  for	
  external	
  buyouts.	
  Course	
  reduction	
  normally	
  
occurs	
  in	
  actual	
  semester	
  of	
  buyout,	
  but	
  regardless	
  the	
  research	
  effort	
  must	
  be	
  contributed	
  and	
  
certified	
  during	
  the	
  semester	
  that	
  the	
  sponsor	
  funds	
  are	
  used.

Policy:	
  	
  Sabbatical	
  leave Program	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  used	
  in	
  conjunction	
  with	
  sabbatical	
  leave.	
  	
  Sabbatical	
  leave	
  credit	
  continues	
  to	
  
accrue.	
  

Policy:	
  	
  Minimum	
  Teaching	
  requirements

After	
  consultation	
  with	
  the	
  unit	
  chair	
  and	
  graduate	
  group	
  chair,	
  the	
  Dean	
  should	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  
faculty	
  member	
  	
  teach	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  course	
  that	
  significantly	
  contributes	
  to	
  the	
  program	
  (e.g.,	
  required	
  
or	
  undergraduate	
  course),	
  or	
  general	
  education	
  and/or	
  represents	
  significant	
  service	
  (e.g.,	
  large	
  
survey	
  courses).	
  Schools	
  or	
  academic	
  units	
  may	
  have	
  more	
  restrictive	
  policies.

Approval Requires	
  Chair's,	
  Dean's,	
  and	
  EVC's	
  approval

Exceptions By	
  request	
  and	
  must	
  be	
  justified	
  and	
  then	
  approved	
  by	
  Chair,	
  Dean,	
  and	
  EVC

Use	
  of	
  salary	
  savings	
  from	
  external	
  course	
  
buyouts

In	
  the	
  case	
  that	
  the	
  faculty	
  member	
  chooses	
  to	
  reduce	
  teaching	
  load,	
  100%	
  of	
  state-­‐funded	
  salary	
  
dollars	
  released	
  by	
  the	
  course	
  buyout	
  will	
  be	
  retained	
  by	
  the	
  School.	
  	
  The	
  first	
  call	
  on	
  the	
  released	
  
funds	
  will	
  be	
  replacement	
  of	
  unmet	
  teaching	
  needs.	
  	
  Conversely	
  if	
  teaching	
  release	
  is	
  not	
  taken,	
  then	
  
at	
  the	
  discretion	
  of	
  the	
  Dean,	
  some	
  fraction	
  of	
  the	
  released	
  salary	
  funds	
  may	
  be	
  reinvested	
  in	
  
appropriate	
  research	
  and	
  scholarship	
  expenses	
  of	
  the	
  faculty.

Reporting Deans	
  must	
  report	
  annually	
  to	
  EVC	
  on	
  amount	
  of	
  dollars	
  released	
  and	
  how	
  the	
  funds	
  were	
  used.

Course	
  Buyout	
  Policy:	
  External	
  Buyouts	
  from	
  Extramural	
  Funding
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A ,  M E R C E D

ACADEMIC SENATE, MERCED DIVISION UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED 
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ANNE KELLEY, CHAIR MERCED, CA  95344 
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BERKELEY  •  DAVIS  •  IRVINE  •  LOS ANGELES  •  MERCED  •  RIVERSIDE  •  SAN DIEGO  •  SAN FRANCISCO     SANTA  BARBARA   •   SANTA CRUZ

September 19, 2013 

To:  Ignacio López-Calvo, Chair, Division Council 

From: Anne Kelley, Chair, Committee on Academic Planning and Resource Allocation  Anne Kelley 
(CAPRA)    

Re:  CAPRA’s Comments on the Draft Course Buyout Policy 

Per Division Council’s request on September 6, CAPRA reviewed the attached draft course buyout 
policy. 

CAPRA discussed the policy at its September 17 meeting.  The committee agreed that buying out one 
course per year is reasonable.  However, the committee was not unanimous in its opinion on the 
provision that faculty members must teach an undergraduate course that significantly contributes to the 
major. 

Some CAPRA members pointed out that a graduate program may be negatively impacted by faculty 
members not teaching a course especially since graduate courses cannot be taught by lecturers.  
Moreover, the decision regarding the level of courses that faculty members should teach ought to be left 
to the individual programs rather than be mandated in a policy. 

Other CAPRA members reiterated the importance of high-quality faculty teaching undergraduate 
courses and were in favor of the stipulation in the policy that faculty members must teach one 
undergraduate course. 

Some CAPRA members also felt that the cost to buy out a course (1/6 of 9-month salary plus benefits) is 
unreasonably high.  Since the hole in the instructional program caused by a course buyout will usually 
be covered by hiring a lecturer, either directly to teach the bought-out course or to teach another course 
after teaching assignments are reshuffled, it does not seem reasonable for the cost of buying out a course 
to greatly exceed the cost of hiring a lecturer for one course.  Members felt that the cost of buying out a 
course should be a fixed dollar amount that accounts for the cost of hiring a lecturer for one course, 
perhaps plus some small additional amount for administrative overhead. 
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CAPRA thanks you for the opportunity to comment on this policy. 

cc: CAPRA members 
DivCo members 
Senate office
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A ,  M E R C E D

OFFICE OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED 
IGNACIO LÓPEZ-CALVO, CHAIR 5200 NORTH LAKE ROAD 
senatechair@ucmerced.edu MERCED, CA  95343 

(209) 228-7954; fax (209) 228-7955 

 

BERKELEY    •    DAVIS    •    IRVINE    •    LOS  ANGELES    •    MERCED    •    RIVERSIDE    •    SAN  DIEGO    •    SAN  FRANCISCO     SANTA    BARBARA      •      SANTA  CRUZ

October 1, 2013 

Provost/EVC Thomas W. Peterson 

RE: Course Buyout Policy 

Dear Provost/EVC Peterson, 

The Academic Senate completed its review of the Course Buyout Policy and Division Council 
discussed the policy at its September 24, 2013 meeting.  Division Council is not in favor of the 
policy as it does not address the comments provided in a memo dated June 8, 2012 to then 
EVC/Provost Keith Alley by AY 2011-12 Senate Chair Susan Amussen.   

Attached please find AY 2011-12  Senate  Chair  Amussen’s  memo  to EVC/Provost Alley, and 
AY 2013-14 Senate committee comments.   

Sincerely, 

Ignacio López-Calvo, Chair 
Division Council  

cc: Division Council 
Senate Office 
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A ,  M E R C E D

OFFICE OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED 
SUSAN AMUSSEN, CHAIR 5200 NORTH LAKE ROAD 
samussen@ucmerced.edu  MERCED, CA  95343 

(209) 228-7954; fax (209) 228-7955 

 

BERKELEY  •  DAVIS  •  IRVINE  •  LOS ANGELES  •  MERCED  •  RIVERSIDE  •  SAN DIEGO  •  SAN FRANCISCO     SANTA  BARBARA   •   SANTA CRUZ

June 8, 2012 

EVC/PROVOST KEITH ALLEY 

RE:  COURSE BUYOUT POLICY 

Thank you for soliciting DivCo’s comments on the draft policy for course buyouts.   We assume 
this was at least in part a response to the proposal made by the SSHA faculty, which built on a 
GRC memo based on extensive research into the practices of other UC campuses on this topic. 
DivCo was pleased to see that a draft policy exists, but we have questions about its operation 
both from the perspective of faculty who seek to buy out a course, and from the perspective of 
undergraduate and graduate program leads.    

From the faculty perspective, the policy appears to discourage, rather than encourage, faculty to 
obtain grants that buy out their teaching, at least compared to other UC campuses.   We do not 
think this is wise for a fledgling campus trying to encourage extramural funding.  

1. Price of the buyout: According to the research undertaken by the faculty, 17% is the
highest amount charged in the UC system.  For example, Riverside asks only for 10% of
salary for a one course buyout, and 25% for two courses.

2. What happens to the money?  At other campuses, the money is either given to the
Department/Academic Unit, or split between the Department and the Dean.   Unlike
every other UC campus, the proposed policy gives all the money to the Deans, and none
of the money to the unit.  The policy should specify that some portion of the funds
obtained through a course buyout should be used for teaching needs in the academic
program, and that some portion be given to the academic unit as is done at all other UC
campuses.   On many campuses, those units can also use some portion of the funds to
augment the faculty member’s research funds. Some such flexibility gives faculty more
incentive to include such funds in their grant proposals.

3. While we understand the general restriction to buying out no more than one course a
year, the policy needs to contain an explicit proviso which allows flexibility when
faculty members receive awards with particular requirements: for instance, Spencer
Foundation grants, or NIH Career awards, would require a complete release from most
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or all teaching obligations. This might be phrased as “Exceptions to this policy can be 
made, in consultation with the Dean and Program leads, for awards (such as NIH 
Career Awards) that require more release time than this.” 

4. The policy provides no incentive to request AY funds in a grant proposal without taking
a teaching reduction.  On some campuses, at least some portion of such funds would
come back to the faculty’s research funds as an incentive to bring more extramural
funding to the university.  The exclusion of this possibility is short-sighted, as both the
campus and the faculty member can benefit from additional extramural funds.

From the Program perspective, we need to be sure that the deans consult not just with “chairs” 
(which usually means, in our context, Academic Unit chairs) but also the leads of graduate and 
undergraduate programs with which a person is affiliated. 

1. If a faculty member is teaching a required course, or an elective course that impacts
students' progress towards degree, there needs to be a provision ensuring that either the
course is being taught by someone else, or that it is not necessary that semester, such
that there is no negative impact on students.

2. Teaching requirements: The teaching requirements specified in the policy seem more
appropriate to SSHA than to the other Schools, where faculty who have bought out one
course will only teach one course that AY.   In that case, it makes sense for the Dean and
relevant program leads (graduate and undergraduate) to determine where a faculty
member’s teaching is most important. The provision that the faculty member must teach
an undergraduate course fails to recognize that a graduate program may be adversely
impacted by a faculty not teaching a course, and graduate courses may be more difficult
to cover than undergraduate ones.  Particularly given our small size, it is possible that it
will be more important that a faculty member teach a graduate course than an
undergraduate one.  This is an area where flexibility will be important.

3. The policy should note that particular Schools or academic units may have more
restrictive policies than those specified in the campus policy.

Sincerely, 

Susan Amussen 
Chair  

cc: Divisional Council  
Senate Executive Director Susan Sims 
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UC Merced Campuswide
Who is eligible? Senate faculty with extramural grant-funding

Purpose Allows faculty members to expand time available for research and other scholary work

Maximum # courses 1 annually. Also restricted to no more than 3 courses over a 5 year period. Particular Schools or 
academic units may have more restrictive policies.

Cost 1/6th of 9-month salary + benefits per course  (3-4-unit courses only)

Policy:  In Residence & Service 
requirements

Buyout participants expected to remain in residence for the duration of the course buyout and 
must continue to be fully engaged in normal range of service commitments to department, 
campus, and profession.

Policy:  Funding Faculty member must have extramural funding to pay for external buyouts; Buyout funding 
reduction must occur in actual semester of buyout.

Policy:  Sabbatical leave Program may not be used in conjunction with sabbatical leave.  Sabbatical leave credit continues 
to accrue. 

Policy:  Teaching requirements
In the buyout year, faculty member must teach at least one undergraduate course that 
significantly contributes to the major (e.g., required course), or general education and/or 
represents significant service (e.g., large survey courses).

Approval Requires Chair's, Dean's, and EVC's approval

Exceptions By request and must be justified and then approved by Chair, Dean, and EVC. The Deans and 
Chairs  will also consult with the Program leads.

Use of salary savings from external 
course buyouts

100% of state-funded salary dollars released by the course buyout is retained by the School.  The 
first call on the released funds will be replacement of unmet teaching needs.

Reporting Deans must report annually to EVC on amount of dollars released and how the funds were used.

Course Buyout Policy: External Buyouts from Extramural Funding
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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  C A L I F O R N I A ,  M E R C E D

ACADEMIC SENATE, MERCED DIVISION UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED 
COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH  5200 NORTH LAKE ROAD 
RUTH MOSTERN, CHAIR MERCED, CA  95344 
rmostern@ucmerced.edu (209) 228-4369; fax (209) 228-7955 

 

BERKELEY  •  DAVIS  •  IRVINE  •  LOS ANGELES  •  MERCED  •  RIVERSIDE  •  SAN DIEGO  •  SAN FRANCISCO     SANTA  BARBARA   •   SANTA CRUZ

November 15, 2013 

To:  Ignacio López-Calvo, Chair, Division Council 

From: Ruth Mostern, Chair, Committee on Research (COR) 

Re:  COR’s Comments on the Library’s 2020 Space Plan 

At its November 6 meeting, COR reviewed the Library’s 2020 Space Plan which is appended to this 
memo.  COR strongly believes that an excellent and adequately funded Library is critical to the research 
mission of UC Merced.  We hope to see the Senate develop a collaborative, positive relationship with the 
Library, and we trust that Senate support can assist the Library in obtaining resources adequate to a 
research university as it continues to serve the campus’s research mission.   

However, COR has serious concerns with the Library’s 2020 Space Plan and wants to convey these 
concerns to Provost Peterson and Vice Provost for Budget and Planning Feitelberg.   

First, the Kolligian Library was purpose-built for library use and COR is surprised that that Library is 
proposing to develop new spaces instead of restoring the KL building to its original purpose.  
Furthermore, we believe that it would serve the Library and campus purposes most efficiently if library 
services were consolidated in one building.   

Second, COR notes that the primary focus of the Space Plan concerns the development of study hall 
spaces.  COR suggests that another unit should manage the planning of study halls, as COR feels that is 
not a core Library function.   

Third, the Library's 2020 plan is based on an assumption that print resources will grow incrementally at 
a rate of 5-7,000 newly published volumes per year.  However, this is not a consensus position of the 
Library's stakeholders.  There are significant deficiencies in the Library’s core legacy print collection.  
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The Library Working Group is discussing how best to develop a print collection appropriate to a 
research library.  The Library’s Space Plan needs to account for this. 

Finally, the Library’s 2020 Space Plan does not make any reference to an expansion in Library staff and 
equipment (e.g. scanning and recording facilities that are needed for digital project development), nor to 
the needed core IT infrastructure that is required for expanded bandwidth and data curation.   

We hope to see the Library Space Plan revised to take into account the concerns of the Library’s 
stakeholders and to better align with the mission of a research university. 

cc: COR Members 
Senate-Administration Library Working Group 
Senate Office  
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Library	
  Space	
  for	
  UC	
  Merced:	
  A	
  Vision	
  for	
  2020	
  

The	
  UC	
  Merced	
  Library	
  currently	
  provides	
  spaces	
  for	
  the	
  campus	
  community	
  to	
  study,	
  do	
  
research,	
  and	
  collaborate;	
  in	
  addition,	
  it	
  provides	
  a	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  space	
  needed	
  for	
  campus	
  
events.	
  As	
  of	
  2013	
  the	
  Kolligian	
  Library	
  Building	
  seats	
  approximately	
  900-­‐1000	
  and	
  
contains	
  physical	
  collection	
  storage	
  space	
  for	
  up	
  to	
  200,000	
  volumes.	
  Given	
  the	
  current	
  
collection	
  size	
  of	
  110,000	
  print	
  books,	
  a	
  historical	
  print-­‐collection	
  growth	
  rate	
  of	
  5,000	
  to	
  
7,000	
  volumes	
  per	
  year,	
  and	
  the	
  expected	
  emergence	
  of	
  the	
  e-­‐book	
  as	
  the	
  preferred	
  format	
  
for	
  scholarly	
  publishing,	
  it	
  is	
  unlikely	
  that	
  UC	
  Merced	
  will	
  need	
  additional	
  stack	
  space	
  by	
  
2020.	
  Similarly,	
  the	
  compactness	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  2020	
  campus	
  footprint	
  coupled	
  with	
  the	
  
availability	
  of	
  remote	
  access	
  to	
  the	
  library’s	
  digital	
  information	
  resources	
  means	
  there	
  will	
  
never	
  be	
  a	
  need	
  for	
  freestanding	
  branch	
  libraries	
  or	
  subject/departmental	
  libraries	
  
occupying	
  one	
  or	
  more	
  floors	
  of	
  campus	
  buildings.	
  	
  

However,	
  by	
  2020	
  the	
  UC	
  Merced	
  campus	
  will	
  need	
  additional	
  library	
  commonspace	
  to	
  
support	
  individual	
  study	
  and	
  group	
  collaboration,	
  both	
  of	
  which	
  are	
  crucial	
  to	
  student	
  
success.	
  With	
  the	
  2012-­‐2013	
  campus	
  population	
  of	
  5,700	
  students,	
  existing	
  library	
  space	
  is	
  
already	
  proving	
  inadequate—during	
  regular	
  academic	
  terms	
  the	
  library’s	
  seats	
  were	
  
frequently	
  occupied	
  at	
  rates	
  of	
  50%-­‐70%.	
  These	
  extraordinarily	
  high	
  occupancy	
  rates	
  are	
  
due	
  to	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  1)	
  the	
  library	
  provides	
  attractive	
  spaces	
  for	
  study	
  and	
  collaboration	
  and	
  
2) there	
  are	
  few	
  other	
  places	
  on	
  campus	
  where	
  students	
  can	
  go.	
  While	
  it	
  is	
  good	
  that	
  library
space	
  is	
  well	
  used,	
  such	
  high	
  rates	
  of	
  occupancy	
  contribute	
  to	
  a	
  noisy/busy	
  environment,	
  
overload	
  the	
  wireless	
  network	
  infrastructure,	
  and	
  put	
  extra	
  strain	
  on	
  library	
  services,	
  
furniture,	
  and	
  fixtures.	
  Obviously,	
  without	
  additional	
  spaces	
  similar	
  to	
  those	
  now	
  available	
  
in	
  the	
  library,	
  the	
  campus	
  cannot	
  support	
  a	
  2020	
  student	
  population	
  projected	
  to	
  be	
  43%	
  
larger	
  than	
  the	
  2012-­‐2013	
  population.	
  	
  

Creating	
  Library	
  Commonspace	
  at	
  UC	
  Merced	
  
A	
  solution	
  to	
  the	
  campus’s	
  2020	
  library	
  space	
  problem	
  is	
  to	
  plan	
  for	
  and	
  build	
  two	
  or	
  three	
  
5,000-­‐square-­‐foot	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  to	
  be	
  incorporated	
  in	
  future	
  buildings.	
  	
  We	
  
coined	
  the	
  term	
  “library	
  commonspace”	
  to	
  describe	
  a	
  space	
  roughly	
  similar	
  in	
  size,	
  
ambiance,	
  and	
  functionality	
  to	
  the	
  current	
  KL355	
  space,	
  but	
  with	
  two-­‐to-­‐three	
  
collaborative	
  workrooms	
  included	
  in,	
  or	
  adjacent	
  to,	
  the	
  main	
  commonspace.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  current	
  square-­‐footage	
  of	
  library	
  space	
  available	
  for	
  study	
  and	
  collaboration	
  is	
  
approximately	
  70,000	
  square	
  feet,	
  so	
  an	
  addition	
  of	
  10,000	
  to	
  15,000	
  square	
  feet	
  
represents	
  a	
  10%	
  to	
  20%	
  gain	
  for	
  the	
  campus.	
  While	
  this	
  increase	
  falls	
  short	
  of	
  
corresponding	
  to	
  a	
  43%	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  student	
  body,	
  such	
  factors	
  as	
  increased	
  reliance	
  on	
  
online	
  courses	
  and	
  additional	
  un-­‐programmed	
  and	
  public	
  spaces	
  in	
  new	
  campus	
  buildings	
  
will	
  take	
  some	
  pressure	
  off	
  of	
  library	
  spaces.	
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The	
  purpose	
  of	
  each	
  library	
  commonspace	
  is	
  to	
  directly	
  support	
  the	
  learning	
  outcomes	
  of	
  
UC	
  Merced	
  students.	
  Each	
  commonspace	
  will	
  achieve	
  this	
  by	
  providing	
  an	
  appropriate	
  
combination	
  of	
  individual	
  and	
  collaborative	
  spaces	
  as	
  well	
  access	
  to	
  appropriate	
  
information	
  resources	
  and	
  technology.	
  	
  

Physical	
  Configuration	
  
Each	
  library	
  commonspace	
  will	
  occupy	
  approximately	
  5,000	
  assignable	
  square	
  feet,	
  with	
  
the	
  configuration	
  of	
  furniture	
  and	
  rooms	
  within	
  each	
  space	
  influenced	
  by	
  how	
  it	
  is	
  intended	
  
to	
  be	
  used	
  and	
  to	
  what	
  extent	
  it	
  balances	
  support	
  for	
  individual	
  study	
  with	
  support	
  for	
  
collaborative	
  learning.	
  Flexibility	
  will	
  be	
  key	
  in	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  all	
  library	
  commonspaces;	
  
even	
  so,	
  it	
  is	
  inevitable	
  that	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  will	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  re-­‐configured	
  every	
  
seven-­‐to-­‐ten	
  years	
  to	
  address	
  changing	
  needs.	
  	
  

Technology	
  
Each	
  library	
  commonspace	
  will	
  be	
  outfitted	
  with	
  appropriate	
  technology	
  to	
  support	
  
student	
  learning	
  outcomes.	
  This	
  includes	
  digital	
  technology,	
  of	
  course,	
  but	
  it	
  could	
  also	
  
include	
  print	
  or	
  other	
  technologies.	
  As	
  with	
  furnishings,	
  the	
  technology	
  in	
  library	
  
commonspaces	
  must	
  be	
  flexible	
  and	
  provided	
  with	
  regular	
  upgrades	
  as	
  needs	
  and	
  
technologies	
  change.	
  That	
  said,	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  are	
  not	
  computer	
  labs	
  and	
  should	
  
never	
  be	
  treated	
  as	
  such.	
  	
  

The	
  design	
  and	
  technology	
  of	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  could	
  be	
  influenced	
  by	
  the	
  academic	
  
focus	
  of	
  the	
  campus	
  buildings	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  are	
  housed.	
  One	
  can	
  imagine	
  that	
  a	
  library	
  
commonspace	
  located	
  in	
  a	
  largely	
  humanities-­‐focused	
  building	
  might	
  include	
  technology	
  
specifically	
  designed	
  to	
  support	
  work	
  in	
  the	
  digital	
  humanities,	
  while	
  a	
  similar	
  space	
  in	
  a	
  
heavily	
  engineering-­‐focused	
  building	
  might	
  incorporate	
  advanced	
  computer-­‐aided	
  design	
  
technologies.	
  

Library	
  commonspaces	
  should	
  also	
  serve	
  as	
  locations	
  for	
  readings,	
  guest	
  lectures,	
  
receptions,	
  and	
  other	
  special	
  events	
  so	
  long	
  as	
  such	
  use	
  does	
  not	
  excessively	
  interfere	
  with	
  
the	
  overall	
  purpose	
  of	
  supporting	
  student	
  success.	
  This	
  reflects	
  the	
  current	
  use	
  pattern	
  of	
  
KL355.	
  

To	
  prevent	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  from	
  being	
  converted	
  into	
  cube	
  farms	
  or	
  computer	
  labs	
  
the	
  first	
  time	
  the	
  host	
  building	
  experiences	
  a	
  space	
  crunch,	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  must	
  be	
  
managed	
  as	
  campus-­‐wide	
  resources	
  rather	
  than	
  falling	
  under	
  the	
  direct	
  control	
  of	
  any	
  
single	
  administrator	
  or	
  faculty	
  group.	
  

Connection	
  to	
  the	
  Library	
  
In	
  consultation	
  with	
  other	
  stakeholders,	
  UC	
  Merced	
  librarians	
  should	
  play	
  a	
  lead	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  
design	
  and	
  equipping	
  of	
  library	
  commonspaces	
  and	
  have	
  responsibility	
  for	
  their	
  day-­‐to-­‐day	
  
management.	
  While	
  it	
  is	
  possible	
  that	
  a	
  librarian	
  could	
  be	
  permanently	
  officed	
  in	
  a	
  library	
  
commonspace,	
  it	
  is	
  more	
  likely	
  that	
  librarians	
  will	
  support	
  these	
  spaces	
  via	
  real-­‐time	
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audio/video	
  technology.	
  It	
  is	
  also	
  possible	
  that	
  librarians	
  will	
  keep	
  regular	
  office	
  hours	
  in	
  
library	
  commonspaces	
  and/or	
  accept	
  appointments	
  to	
  consult	
  with	
  students,	
  faculty,	
  or	
  
staff	
  in	
  a	
  library	
  commonspace.	
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