
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE  
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz called the 749th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on May 7, 2015 
at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227, and began by reading “Nothing Gold Can Stay” by Robert Frost: 
 
Nature’s first green is gold, 
Her hardest hue to hold. 
Her early leaf’s a flower; 
But only so an hour. 
Then leaf subsides to leaf, 
So Eden sank to grief, 
So dawn goes down to day 
Nothing gold can stay. 
 
A. ANNUAL REPORT 
 

2013-2014 Annual Report of the Athletic Council, University of Massachusetts Amherst, as presented in 
Sen. Doc. No. 15-051. 

 
The report was received. 
 
B. PRESENTATION FROM THE JOINT TASK FORCE ON STRATEGIC OVERSIGHT (JTFSO) 
 NANCY COHEN, BRYAN HARVEY AND AMILCAR SHABAZZ, CO-CHAIRS 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 

The Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight (JTFSO) presented the following PowerPoint slideshow:  
https://www.umass.edu/senate/sites/default/files/Report%20of%20the%20Joint%20Task%20Force%20on
%20Strategic%20Oversight%20%28JTFSO%29%20PowerPoint-05-07-15.pdf. 

 
Senator Max Page:  I have a question about timing because it seems like these two things are going on at 
once – the strategic planning and budgeting.  In some ways, wouldn’t it make sense to do strategic planning 
first to figure out what exactly we are trying to do and accomplish, and then figure out a budget model that 
matches that?  Because, in fact, you are already talking about next year’s planning, which I am pleased 
about; about A&S and how that fits in.  Yet, next year we will be implementing a testing of a model that is 
to be implemented the following year.  I am trying to understand the sequencing of this.  It seems like 
strategic planning should come first, and then we can go to a budget model. 
 
Nancy Cohen, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight:  The budget model is designed to 
support the strategic plan.  Because both of those require a significant amount of preliminary work, both 
need to be happening so we are ready to support that strategic plan.  Support has already been coming in a 
variety of ways.  It’s not like nothing is happening until a certain date, but that this can support that in a 
certain way. 
 
Bryan Harvey, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight:  I would agree completely, and think 
that is how it is rolling itself out.  With campus-level planning – trying to get a sense of general ideas – and 
unit-level planning – rolling out in various ways.  We are a year away from a first opportunity to make a 
decision on the budget process.  I think it is going to turn out exactly as you described. 

 
Amilcar Shabazz, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight:  The effective use of resources, 
productivity, and the attractiveness/competitiveness admissions yield – we had the most reds and pinks in 
those areas.  What is our sense of what accounts for that?  
 
Co-Chair Harvey:  That was part of our discussions.  Because we currently have an admissions process that 
is largely centralized, unless you are one of the professional schools, it wasn’t that surprising that there 



wasn’t much attention at the departmental level; you can see there were exceptions.  With the use of 
resources, there are many reasons.  The productivity part hasn’t had as much discussion, but there will be 
more discussions, and we have some great plans.  It may be sequencing, but it is hard to say. 
 
Co-Chair Cohen:  Those were great questions, which we also discussed in JTFSO.  Because we were trying 
to take a high-level view, we weren’t really talking about the content of each of those at the departmental 
level.  Our hypothesis is that a lot of faculty worked on these plans, but they are not as involved in the day-
to-day allocation of resources and working on the yield, which may need to change.  These are all things on 
which to look further to see what is happening. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate acknowledges with appreciation the continuing work of the Joint Task  
38-15  Force on Strategic Oversight in fulfillment of its charge to:  (1) Make recommendations to the  
  Chancellor with respect to a high-level Strategic Plan; (2) Complete the new Strategic Plan,   
  building on the Framework for Excellence but also moving beyond it; and (3) Monitor the   
  subsequent development of administrative and academic unit plans, and lead the discussion of and  
  response to them. The Phase III process in AY2014-15 has included the completion of a Diversity  
  Strategic Plan, further development of a Resource Allocation Model and Process, and initial review  
  of departmental and school/college, unit plans. The Faculty Senate applauds the collaborative  
  approach that JTFSO has maintained and endorses its continuing evaluation of Phase III progress,  
  including continuing work related to academic, curricular and administrative unit planning and  
  resource allocation processes in the upcoming year. 
 
The motion was adopted. 
 
C. PRESENTATION FROM THE JOINT TASK FORCE ON RESOURCE ALLOCATION (JTFRA) 
 ELIZABETH CHILTON AND TIMOTHY ANDERSON, CO-CHAIRS 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 

The Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation (JTFRA) presented the following PowerPoint slideshow:  
https://www.umass.edu/senate/sites/default/files/Report%20of%20the%20Joint%20Task%20Force%20on
%20Resource%20Allocation%20%28JTFRA%29%20PowerPoint-05-07-15.pdf. 

  
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate:  My question concerns the strategic investment pool.  I do not 
recall discussing the process for that.  I am unclear as to how we would go about making recommendations 
or how recommendations will be developed regarding investments from the strategic investment pool, 
assuming such a thing exists. 
 
Elizabeth Chilton, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation:  Currently, strategic 
investments – for example, tenure-track faculty lines or new program development – are highly centralized 
decisions.  They are somewhat ad hoc and not transparent in terms of understanding how certain decisions 
are made; why some things are funded and others are not.  It is difficult for units to predict and 
understand where they align with central strategic priorities. 
 
If there were a more transparent budget process where the relationships among academic units, A&S units, 
and central priorities was articulated – while strategic investment decisions would still be the responsibility 
of deans, the Provost, and the Chancellor – there would be a more formal process for both informing those 
decisions and ensuring that they are communicated as to how they align with strategic priorities.  It doesn’t 
change the process of making decisions, but it changes the information that goes into making those 
decisions and is communicated back out to the campus. 
 
Kumble R. Subbaswamy, Chancellor:  Let me just add to that response.  If you look at how some funds have 
been allocated – in terms of fellowship investment and applied life sciences, as examples – where money has 
gone based on the planning process, alignment of interest with the state, investment of choice, and so forth, 
those have been made and, in fact, last year I shared with all appropriate bodies where those funds were 



expended in terms of investment.  The Rules Committee had seen it and, certainly, the chairs and everyone 
else – in terms of academic and support units – had seen it. 
 
In the Provost’s area, this happens through pulling up requests from the colleges through the deans who, in 
turn, have conversations at the department level and so forth.  So it isn’t that it is some mysterious box 
over there where everything gets done.  Rather, where this is headed is a more regularized process, where 
these things just don’t seem as mysterious; they really are not.  In terms of the strategic investment pool, it 
has to be clear that, all along – for example, for now I don’t know how many years going, the Amherst 250 
Plan idea of always making sure there is a high priority given to adding to new faculty lines – has been one 
of the priority decisions.  So one of the first things that comes off and gets set aside – so far – has been 
increasing the tenured faculty line.  It has been a high priority, so it has been in the strategic investment 
pool.  How that has been allocated has been handled by the Provost’s Office through consultation. 
 
We will always have some strategic investments.  We will continue to make them, even in hard times.  
Otherwise, you can’t make progress as an institution, be timely and responsive to what is going on in the 
outside world, serve our students, etc. 
 
Timothy Anderson, Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation:  You have touched upon one of 
the key elements, because it is strategic investment.  It is where decisions are really made – where dialogue 
has to take place to make the best decisions.  So it really is a nexus of strategic planning and budgeting at 
JTFSO and JTFRA that this really comes to fruition.  It is a two-way street.  You are going to have 
conversations among faculty, department heads or chairs, to reach some kind of strategic priority.  Those 
conversations will take place with the deans, the colleges, all the way up to the University.  Likewise, the 
University may have some strategic initiatives that it wants to put in place.  It will be a two-way 
conversation, but, in the end, we will have some real budget numbers and estimates that are the best we can 
do with the information we have, with context added to that conversation.  We won’t be able to do 
everything, so we are going to have to be strategic.  There will be a process in place so we can have those 
conversations.  That is the vision of it.  The mechanics are yet to be fully thought out. 
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate:  We have spent a lot of time talking about how the processes 
might work with respect to what we might call the regular budget, and we have always alluded to a 
strategic investment pool.  I do not think we have talked about the process by which the strategic 
investment prioritization occurs.  It is not that we have a lack of high priority options when it comes to 
strategic investments; they are all over the place.  For example, it might be diversity in student affairs as 
opposed to a high-profile research initiative in Computer Science or another area.  It is a difficult 
balancing act in terms of what is funded in a fairly small pool.  This indicates that there needs to be more 
community dialogue about this. 
 
Co-Chair Chilton:  I would add that when we showed the various spreadsheets, those are for past years – 
2013 and 2014 – and included strategic investments.  They weren’t teased out into a separate line, but they 
included separate strategic investments.  The colleges also make their own strategic investments that are 
embedded in those numbers.  So the idea is that, moving forward, it is going to look different.  Part of what 
we propose is asking how the model would be used to plan going three or five years into the future.  So far, 
we have only looked backwards.  Looking forwards, we might see something different in the parallel test. 
 
Senator Steven D. Brewer:  I would like to thank you for the work you have done this year.  I think it is very 
helpful, and I am pleased to see where the process is going in general.  I do have a couple of concerns I 
thought I would raise. 
 
I received a panicked email from my chairman a week ago, saying, “There is a JTFRA vote happening, and 
I hear that they are going to take away all of our RTF.”  So I had to reply and explain what I know about 
the process.  Being a Faculty Senate junkie, I know more of the details than most people.  But the fact that 
my chairman is unaware of what is going on speaks to the fact that we need to do a better job of trying to 
reach out and help people on campus understand the process.  I think you have done a great job so far, but, 
especially in the coming year, I think that is when we really are going to need to look at and know the 



details, and have a much broader conversation with the campus.  Perhaps you could provide some 
direction for departments about the kind of tracking or structure they might think about putting in place 
to help the departments engage with the JTFRA process in an organized way, especially with the shadow 
budgeting. I think that would be very helpful. 
 
Co-Chair Chilton:  That is a really good suggestion.  We completely agree.  Some of the things we included 
in our budget development process for next year are – May through September (and ongoing) – orientation 
and training at all levels, dissemination of modeling tools, types of strategies, scenarios for budget 
development, and how this will play out at the level of the department.  I think this is absolutely critical in 
the next phase, so thank you for that. 
 
Senator Brewer:  The one other observation is that I have had some Senators contact me, expressing 
concerns about the way administrative costs are represented.  They tend to be abstracted as a charge-back 
to the academic agencies.  So there is a lot of transparency about where the academic costs are, but the 
administrative costs are somewhat harder to see.  While having a conversation with Julie Buehler, she 
pointed out that she would like to see more transparency because – not speaking for her, necessarily – it 
sounded to me like she was saying that, if people can see where we are spending the money when people 
talk about needing more services or wanting things to work better, it makes it much easier to point and say, 
“Well this is how much we are spending.  If we need to spend more, we can increase that.”  Providing more 
transparency often helps people understand where the limitations are.  She said it would be great to do 
that, but that there needs to be work put into place to make that possible.  So I would simply like to 
reinforce the idea that, if we try to provide more transparency, it would reduce some of the suspicions 
people have about the administration and help make the case for where and why we need to make certain 
investments. 
 
Co-Chair Chilton:  Thank you.  That is a great suggestion. 
 
Laura Briggs, Member of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation:  One of the things, it seems to me, 
that has been confusing about the process is that, thus far, we have not engaged in producing a resource 
allocation model.  In other words, all we have done is produce a model of how we are spending money.  
Because of the RCM experiences at other universities, it appears as if it were a resource allocation model.  
In other words, we have just kicked the decision-making can down the road a bit, to say, “How will we 
make decisions about how to allocate resources in the future?”  Or, rather, this is a model of resource 
allocation, not for resource allocation.  This gets to Secretary May’s question about how the strategic 
investment pool will be invested.  As you say, there are strategic decisions embedded at every level of this 
budget. 
 
I want to say a couple of things about what it is.  It is not a model for resource allocation.  It is a portrait 
for describing the budget; it’s a narrative.  It has been my experience, having lived through an RCM 
process at a previous university and now sitting on this Task Force for 19 months, that I want to express 
my great appreciation to my colleagues’ desire to separate this from an RCM process.  That is to say that 
there is nothing that is going to automatically drive any decision making through this budget model.  
Nevertheless, it is derived from an RCM process and, as such, it is particularly good at showing us certain 
things and less good at showing us other things.  I want to argue for continuing to push on making it better 
at showing us other things that we care about.  Specifically, it is good at showing the relationships between 
faculty salaries and enrollments at individual colleges.  It is good at showing the cost of graduate education.  
It has not been good at making transparent the cost of administration, and I want to be clear about what is 
at stake in making that clear.  I agree that it could certainly benefit certain A&S units if we did that. 
 
I feel greatly indebted to Christopher Newfield, his book, Unmaking the Public University, and subsequent 
blog, which have caught the attention of the Obama Administration and called our attention to the fact 
that, in public universities in general, administration is one of the great drivers of rising costs.  What we do 
not know is whether that is true at the University of Massachusetts, and we have not modeled that.  
Newfield has persuaded me that administration has driven costs tremendously in the UC and Cal State 
Systems.  Their administrations have a great deal to answer for about whether that is an appropriate use of 



resources.  It seems to me that we would all benefit from figuring out the extent to which that is or isn’t 
true at the University of Massachusetts, and in what units or what ways. 
 
I have two specific questions:  (1) How do we make next year’s conversation about resource allocation 
models – not just budget models – democratic and transparent; how do we go forward with that 
conversation?; and (2) How do we go forward with making this question of A&S units more a part of the 
budget model?  What the budget model now is particularly good at is showing us administration as a cost 
to the colleges – and colleges are generating revenue through tuition dollars – but how do we look at that? 
 
Bryan Harvey, Associate Chancellor and Chief Planning Officer:  I think that was an excellent four-minute 
version of what is intended in this next step as we try to get inside – as you know, a lot of the tables roll up 
expenditures, and don’t let you get into it to see what is really going on.  There is a subcommittee that I 
would urge certain members of JTFRA to volunteer for, because that is where this will occur.  There are a 
lot of things we can look at; there is benchmarking according to how others do things, there are trends over 
time.  All of these tools have to be brought to bear on this.  I think it was two meetings ago that we said a 
little about this…  It is hard because there are so many different things in administration and we don’t 
have a set piece or structure of how to look at them, so we have to invent that.  I think that is really the 
meat of what that next step has to be able to show.  If it doesn’t, then we haven’t gotten anywhere. 
 
Senator Max Page:  When this started, it was a very clear decision to have an administrator and a faculty 
member serving as co-chairs.  Now both of you are in high levels of administration.  Is there a plan to have 
different co-chairs for JTFRA?  That was the original plan. 
 
Co-Chair Chilton:  Tim Anderson and I were appointed as co-chairs.  We look to others to make that 
decision as to who will be the appropriate people to represent JTFRA. 
 
Secretary May:  Initially, Elizabeth Chilton was the faculty co-chair and Tim Anderson was the 
administrative co-chair.  Since that has happened Elizabeth has been appointed to an administrative 
position.  I think in the future, it would be appropriate to reconsider JTFRA’s leadership; it is, indeed, a 
Joint Task Force. 
 
Senator Page:  Great.  My other question is about timing.  The idea is that, if it were to pass, then this 
model will be tested next year.  If there are major changes that come about in the testing or further 
discussions that happen, how will that new model be developed and tested?  My sense is that the idea was to 
test the model next year, and then implement some version of this the following year.  That is the timing 
question I am wondering about. 
 
Co-Chair Chilton:  My understanding – and I think we have talked about this in JTFRA – is that, if 
something came out of that process that really was surprising, or if we felt we needed to take a step back, or 
if we needed to get more information, what we have built into next year in the tentative timeline is that in 
November, 2015, we would give a progress report, probably here if we were invited.  Then, depending on 
what we have learned between now and November 2015, we would do other ones in March and April 2016.  
I know that the Chancellor has said many times that, if we are not ready to put something into motion, then 
we will take the extra time it needs to ensure that this is right for the campus.  That is my understanding.  I 
do not think we are under a deadline. 

 
Report of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 15-052 with Motion 
No. 39-15. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate:  receive the report of the Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation as  
39-15  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 15-052; express its thanks and appreciation for the contributions of  
  the Task Force members and the many participants in its many meetings with constituencies  
  around campus; and endorse the recommendations relating to development of a Strategic Budget  
  Allocation System, namely parallel testing of the proposed Strategic Budget Allocation Model  
  during academic year 2015-16 and development of a Strategic Budget Allocation Process along the  



  lines indicated in the JTFRA report with a view to having the elements of the process well-enough  
  defined that they can be tried out in formulation of the March revised budget indicated in the  
  parallel process test timeline.  The Faculty Senate recognizes and applauds the fact that JTFRA is  
  a collaboration among faculty, administration, and students, and has engaged with a broad set of  
  campus constituencies in its work; and it looks forward to continued collaboration and vigorous  
  discussion of both the Resource Allocation Model and the wider Resource Allocation Process  
  designed to ensure that the Model is used in ways that advance campus values and priorities. 
 

Senator Page:  I would like to make three points about why I would urge the Faculty Senate not to approve 
this because I do not think it is done yet.  First, I would never have started with an RCM model.  Even 
though we are not doing an RCM model here, pure and simple, the echoes of it are still there. 
 
That said, there is a lot of work that has been going on, but there are still three important flaws in the 
model.  This was produced by good people; all well-meaning people.  Just like the Iran policy produced a 
few months ago, it was produced by good people thinking they were doing the right thing, and it ended up 
not being right.  So there are three flaws that I think could be fixed, partly because it seems like there are 
already plans to address some of them through a discussion over the coming year.  We are not just 
approving an on-going discussion, we are approving a model that will be tested. 
 
The three key points all relate to how the administration costs are incorporated. As Laura Briggs said, we 
have not yet developed a model to analyze the rising costs of administration, or to develop a process to 
understand that. It sounds like that process is finally beginning, and I greatly appreciate listening to the 
comments that have come out of it here. Any budget model should have started with that question, since it 
is one of the fundamental questions facing public higher education over the past 20 years, as Chris 
Newfield has shown.  
 
Number two is the allocation of administrative costs to academic units. The spreadsheets use the fairly 
blunt instrument of the headcount to allocate administrative costs to academic units. But when you look at 
it, you get these bizarre readings where Development and Alumni Relations spends over $1 million on SBS 
and $203,000 on Nursing. That, to me, is not transparent in the sense that I don’t know exactly what that’s 
telling us at all. I can’t believe that fact that that’s the dollar amount spent on Nursing. Has the 
Chancellor’s Office really spent the same amount of money on the College of Information and Computer 
Science as well as on the School of Public Health? That’s hardly a helpful or transparent way to 
understand the administrative spending that is actually being done. 
 
My third point is the failure to allocate administrative costs to auxiliary units. That means that all of the 
administrative costs are being allocated to the academic units. This is a false and non-transparent 
understanding of where the money is being spent. I have heard that the auxiliary units all pay an overhead 
and therefore are covering their costs. That is just not true. Obviously, there is an example in Athletics 
which has a $16 million deficit. Additionally, we know, from the FBS report that I worked on, that a fair 
amount of money, time, and energy from the Chancellor’s Office and from University Relations have been 
spent on just the one particular sport. The notion that we do not spend any of our administrative and 
support spending on the auxiliary units just isn’t transparent. Whether you agree on FBS football or not, if 
you want to get a true picture of how the budget is spent, you would want to allocate that in some way. The 
result of not allocating it is to put more administrative costs on the academic units, making them look more 
in deficit. That is just not giving us an accurate picture.  
 
Fortunately, I feel really pleased with the discussion. I see there are plans for a subcommittee to meet as 
this model is developed over the coming year. What is nice about that is that we might get a better model 
that is in line with the strategic plan that is being developed. Then we can test it the following year, and see 
if it fits with our strategic plan and make a more accurate document. Thank you. 
 
Senator Monika Schmitter: I still have many reservations about this. I think it primarily has to do with the 
fact that the budget model is put forward before the process. I think that what we are talking about here, 
and why the chair of Senator Brewer’s department is calling him and asking what is going on, is that when 



you put this RCM-like model out there, and people hear it, they freak out. I love the last paragraph of the 
report, which talks about quality. I think quality is so important, and we don’t want to lose it. I think the 
problem is that when you hear enrollment-driven ideas about budgeting, it is immediately frightening if 
you care about enrollments. Maybe it is because I am in the humanities and I see this so clearly: a small 
classroom equals better education. Good graduate programs have students who are funded. A system like 
this model seems to turn these values upside down, but seeming to punish programs that have graduate 
students who are funded, because it costs money. It seems to punish a program that doesn’t have the 
highest enrollments for whatever reason, the way you teach in that particular field being an example.   
 
I know that everyone on the Task Force is aware of these issues, but I think the problem is that the budget 
is out there and people are talking about it. There is real alarm among the faculty that I know. They are 
trying to get their enrollments up immediately by cutting out tests or changing their classes in an effort to 
be more attractive to students. I think that is the wrong attitude. I think that if we have the process part in 
place, before we start testing the monetary budget, we will be in better shape. We need to have that process 
part, but wait before acting so we can see both ends of this, as well as the full picture that includes the 
administration and the auxiliary units. 
 
Senator Carey Clouse: Many of these questions are well-meaning, but they are not questions. I do not think 
that anybody here has any doubt that everyone involved in this process is well-meaning. We believe that 
there is going to be a process in place that is intended to make us better, and I don’t think there is any 
doubt about that.  
  
I think that some of the issues that have been raised have to do with the fact that we have been totally 
wedded to this language, which is the language of private enterprise. Basically, it is a business model that 
we are talking about here. The language we are using is impeding understanding. For example, the word 
‘transparency’ is a dangerous word when used in the way we are using it. We are actually paying attention 
to how we have become like everyone else—everybody talks about transparency and wants to be 
transparent. It has basically become a word that we cannot take seriously anymore. What does 
‘transparency’ specifically mean when we are talking about things like budgets or investment or the phrase 
‘destination of choice.’ It sounds as if we are trying to sell a hotel rather than a university of which we are 
proud. I think that process absolutely matters, and people understanding what we are doing and 
understanding that this is not about a budget that is punishment is important. But the language we are 
using is what is leading people to think about it in that particular way.  
 
So I would say that we need to start looking at this a little more carefully. We can start with how we 
actually articulate these ideas—what we really want to say about what we are doing, rather than being so 
easily seduced by the language of business enterprise. Thank you. 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: I just want to make a couple of points. First, this is a process that the Joint Task 
Force members can talk about—I only come to the meetings when I am asked, and I only speak when I am 
asked. So this is not a process that is orchestrated to only give it the sheen of transparency and 
collaboration.  
 
Second, the Task Force has worked very hard and made many changes and put a lot of thought into this. 
Ultimately, you will remember that the budget and allocation issues are really the purview of the 
administration, but I am committed to a collaborative process and to try to make both the process better 
and the institution better. In that spirit, we have let this process take as long as it takes. It’s been 19 months 
now and it is still on-going. We still have opportunities to make sure things make sense for us. So I ask, if 
you stay where you are and keep on continuing in the same way, the good work of the Task Force 
notwithstanding, you are essentially saying that you don’t want even the modicum of transparency that this 
would bring. Currently, the system is a lot worse. This is progress in my mind. We are taking little steps, 
and we are fortunately not under any external deadline or timeline. But we also have to understand that 
there is a lot of inertia in the academic process, and we have to try to find some balance. I think that the 
Task Force has done a remarkable job trying to achieve that balance to keep moving forward while also 
being cautious. 



 
I urge you to say that we are still controlling the process and that we should take that next step. I will tell 
you that my administrative units are very worried about it just as the academic units are, because we don’t 
know what this means. By the way, all of this information is still available for those who want to access it. 
The numbers are on the websites, but they need interpretation, and we will interpret them for you. Rather, 
the Task Force will interpret it for you.  
 
And to answer the concerns about administrative costs: as soon as there is a news story about 
administrative costs rising and causing problems, the Trustees certainly do their job. They ask us to lay out 
all the pertinent information, campus by campus and system-wide, and that information is available as 
well. You can see that the University of Massachusetts is, in fact, on the lower side of expenditures. The 
norm is established by comparing yourselves to similar institutions.  
 
Lastly, in response to one of the objections, the notion of revenue—I did not invent it. The budget shortfalls 
and the search for out-of-state students to bring in revenue had already happened. And that is the reality. 
The reality is that millions of dollars in our budget comes from tuition and fees. I think that there are 
important changes and improvements that will come from taking these steps. The Joint Task Force has 
done a remarkable job, in my opinion, making sense of a complex thing and breaking it into small steps 
and making it palatable. The information about administrative costs will be coming, and will be in the 
public domain. So, I urge you to not wait any longer and to accept the recommendation presented by the 
Rules Committee, because I think we need to make progress and then we’ll learn more. Thank you. 
 
Senator MJ Peterson: I have a good deal of sympathy for concerns that, in going forward to test a fairly 
specific budget allocation model before we have developed a significant clarity on a budget allocation 
process, could be putting the cart before the horse, except for one thing. Since the current budget allocation 
model is fairly opaque, we have no way to test a more participatory process, without some set of believable 
data, without some organization of it in a way that ordinary human beings might begin to comprehend, 
unless we are using something similar to the model. So I don’t think that we can put off testing the model 
for a year while we develop the process, because we’re not going to be able to know how well the process 
works unless is has something to chew on. Now, that said, if we decide the process is not well enough along 
or that the model needs some really massive changes, we could say “next May” and hold off for another 
year. But I think to hold off on the model testing now while we wait for the model to get fixed up in various 
ways that everyone agrees it needs fixing and the fixing is going to start and has already started—I think 
we need to move forward, on this plan, in this sequence.  
 
As far as the word transparency is concerned: I know that there is concern about the overlap of business 
vocabulary and other vocabularies. Some feel that a word drawn from business is not really very 
appropriate. But let me remind you, as a political scientist, that transparency is a very political word. It is 
not merely a business word. It is a word that can apply to every aspect of human activity.  

 
Secretary May: I would just like to ask the Chancellor a question. Currently, we’re operating under the 
existing incremental model. Not too long ago, this body approved the creation of the College of Information 
and Computer Sciences. Then, a few days later at the symposium, it was projected that the new College 
would be increased by about 40 faculty over a period of time. How would the process of increasing a 
specific faculty work under the projected model rather than the current model? 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: First of all, I made the statement that even while we are discussing the other 
issues and going through the planning process, we will make decisions that will move this institution 
forward. In fact, about a year ago, I gave a long list of new initiatives and how they relate to the planning 
process. So, in the context of the Institute of Applied Life Sciences, there is the existing $1.5 million 
allocated each year for new faculty lines that is a long tradition since before I came here. We had 
previously had plans to open a pharmacology program and a Pharm.D. program, which we wisely 
abandoned. So we had these extra faculty lines built in this area that we reallocated for the Life Sciences.  
 



In this world, we have all noticed that Big Data is a big thing, apparently. Institutions are trying to figure 
this out, and it is a very multi-disciplinary thing. For example, you can be a humanist or a social scientist 
and still do work with Big Data. If you look across institutions and across academic programs, you can see 
that there are humanists, astronomers, computer scientists, and psychologists who are all working with Big 
Data, so, in effect, they are all part of Big Data or data science faculty. So, in that vein, we anticipate that 
over the next 10 years or so, we will add 40 faculty lines through recruiting. That’s a rough estimate based 
off of what has happened in the past four or five years, looking at who was hired and where they belong. As 
dramatic as that sounds, and I’m glad it had such an impact because we wanted to show that we intend to 
work on a very high level in data science, it is meant to be working in the general realm of a very 
interdisciplinary field. Forgive me for talking about things like “investment of choice,” but the state will be 
making investments and we are in a very good position to get part of those investments in data science. This 
is the nature of how we run the University in terms of advancing its goals and aligning it where we can. The 
initiative came from within the college because data science is an area that we have tremendous strengths 
in.  
 
Presiding Officer Richard Bogartz: From a stance of neutrality and without taking a position on the motion, 
I would like to point out that nowhere in the motion is there mention that we adopt a specific model; we are 
not adopting a model with this motion. Also, I would like to point out that at the end of the motion, the 
Faculty Senate said to “look forward to continued collaboration and vigorous discussion of both the 
Resource Allocation Model and the wider Resource Allocation Process designed to ensure that the Model is 
used in ways that advance campus values and priorities.” That’s part of the motion. 
 
Senator Susan Krauss Whitbourne: I do not have a lot to add to what has been said by Senator Peterson and 
most recently our Presiding Officer, but I do think that this is moving us forward in such a way that either 
everybody will be unhappy or everyone will be happy. You’re never going to make everyone happy—
someone is always going to be unhappy, no matter what you do or don’t do. This is partly about 
transparency, but this is also about anxiety and change. Change produces anxiety. Yet, if you look back on 
the many anxious moments that people have had at this University, it was not apparent to us at all how 
things were being decided. Change that you are being told about is less anxiety-producing than change that 
you do not know how it is brought about. I believe that there has been a very honest effort to make 
transparency happen and to involve people in the process. People who want to join committees and task 
forces are more than welcome to do that. I haven’t heard of anyone rejected from wanting to work on this, 
or of any exclusionary language. It seems inclusive and collaborative to me. People with opposing views—
all views are welcome in this process. This is how we are different than a corporation. To me, the costs of 
waiting are outweighed by the benefits of moving forward in a measured way that will allow for testing. 
We’ve been saying this for a while, that we need to do testing because we need data. We are not making 
that definitive step, we are making a decision to allow the collaboration to proceed, and collaboration is the 
word that strikes me as most important in all of this.  
 
Senator Page: Unfortunately, I have to disagree with my good friend Professor Whitbourne. The costs of 
moving forward with a flawed model are far greater than waiting another nine months before 
implementing a model. That’s the problem. I think we are moving forward, and I’m all for moving forward 
and improving it, but this says that we’ve now reached the point that we’re going to test the model out. 
When you test a model, you firm up the assumptions behind the model. Many people across campus have 
pointed out that the model is flawed in the ways I pointed out, not from any evil intent, but simply because 
no attention has been made to those key things. I think it is much better to improve the model over the next 
year, and then test it out to see if it matches our strategic plan. 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: I can guarantee that there is no perfect model. Next year, we can develop all we 
want, and someone else will stand up and say that it is a flawed model. So I think this will be an iterative 
process. Either you are happy with the way we are conducting this business and you will say “yes, let’s 
move forward” or you are saying that you don’t want change because you are afraid of change. 
 
Co-Chair Chilton: I was just going to say that the points that Senator Page made earlier, as evidence that 
the model is flawed—I disagree with them. I think that if you and I sat down and looked at all the 



spreadsheets that the Task Force has been looking at, and discussed it, we might still disagree, but we 
might not. But I do disagree that the model is flawed, and I do disagree with the specific points that you 
said. Since we are proposing to continue the process, I would invite you, over the course of the coming year, 
to come engage with us and share your concerns with the Task Force. I invite everybody to do this. Because 
maybe you are right and there’s a major flaw, but maybe if we could show you the whole picture, you 
might think differently. The spreadsheet I showed you is just a little piece, and it is a projection of what 
things would have looked like under the model if we had used it for 2014-2015. I do believe that your 
concerns, and the campus’s concerns, should be explored as we move forward next year.  
 
Senator Schmitter: I know this is not a popular thing to say, but I think that sometimes one should be afraid 
of change. I have had several colleagues come visit from the UK this year and things over there have really 
changed and have gotten really bad. You cannot do research there without saying exactly how it is going to 
benefit the economy. So one has to be really careful with things like this and where they are headed. I really 
think that enrollment-driven budgeting is extremely problematic. I just want to underline that, no matter 
what gets decided today, that that’s not where we are headed.  
 
Senator Amilcar Shabazz: I rise in support of the motion. It’s not about fearing change or embracing any 
kind of change, even flawed ones. In my second year here, as chair of my department, I saw 10% of my 
department’s budget go. It was gone, forever, despite every argument of value. It didn’t have anything to 
do with enrollment numbers. But it was gone. That’s a lack of transparency—that’s clear. But this is the 
here and now. And what you’re afraid of—what’s happening in the UK, what happened decades ago in 
Indiana—that isn’t here, under my watch. What I’m seeing, and I think it’s been conceded, is a number of 
well-meaning people at a table, opening up the Big Data to try to avoid a ‘big dig’ and trying to say that we 
are not a ‘big dig’ here. I see that as a good thing, as something to continue to embrace, and to continue to 
work toward something that we can all really be held accountable to and be proud of.  
 
Senator Clouse: I just wanted to clarify one thing about transparency. I learned many years ago from 
Gayatri Spivak that transparency doesn’t just mean what we usually think about it, but it also means 
something to see through, so you see nothing. You are not seeing what is right in front of you, but 
something that is so transparent that anything important disappears in the view you are trying to get. I 
think the ambiguity of the word is important for us because the idea that we are either afraid of change or 
all for it is like pretending that life is either/or. There is no way to have a moment of reflection or to think a 
little bit more about what we are getting ourselves into. I think, in many ways, being cautious or wanting 
more information is important. Going slowly into something that may have devastating consequences is 
important. I think we are very thinking people and are well-trained to be reflective and not prone to make 
impromptu decisions. Collaboration is a great word, and if we knew for sure that that would happen then 
we wouldn’t be afraid. But we don’t know for sure. Who is collaborating with whom, and who is making 
those decisions—these are questions that are important when we are doing this kind of decision-making 
process. The question of process and the question of outcome cannot be separated from each other. I do not 
think that any of us who try to be cautious are opposing change. On the contrary, we are pro-change, but 
pro-change with moments of reflection built in so we can reflect on what we are doing.  
 
Senator Brewer: I just wanted to take a moment to reflect on what the actual motion says, and that this is a 
reflection of shared governance. If you value shared governance, looking at the JTFRA process, which has 
a joint task force between faculty and administrators that have gone into great detail investigating these 
matters, and have brought forward a deliberative report that we can look at, I think we are moving 
forward very deliberatively, transparently, and in a way that you can see everything that is going on. There 
is plenty of opportunity to adjustment and development of both the model and the process as we go 
forward. In the end, we still have the opportunity to say that we don’t want to do this. But the idea that we 
would somehow derail the process here when it is still unfolding does not make a lot of sense to me. I think 
the motion that is before us is simply to recognize the hard work that the Task Force has put into it, and to 
say that this process of shared governance is one that is fruitful, and that we should move forward and see 
where it takes us.  
 



Senator A. Yęmisi Jimoh: My colleague, Senator Brewer, has taken some of the thunder, which is fine. I do 
want to say that all the motion is asking for is that we investigate the model and that we look at what the 
model will ultimately do. At the end of that, we can determine if the outcome is detrimental to any element 
or unit of the University. I can’t imagine that bring the case, but I also can’t imagine our going forward 
with a model that will somehow prove to be detrimental to any unit. All I’m saying is that the motion is 
merely asking for acceptance of the work and recognition of the possibility for the model to go forward and 
for us to investigate what the outcome will be from moving forward with the proposed model. I want you to 
recognize that nothing is set and, as others have said, this is not the model that you think it is. It’s 
something that is very, very different. Please keep in mind what we’re actually doing and what the motion 
is actually asking of us. Again, it is not asking that we make change. The final point is that it’s not 
necessarily about being afraid of change, but also being concerned about the damage and detriment of 
stasis.  
 

The motion was adopted. 
 
D. NEW BUSINESS 
 
1. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities, Graduate, Program and Budget and   
  Research Councils concerning the Establishment of a School of Public Policy, as presented in Sen.  
   Doc. No. 15-053 with Motion No. 40-15. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Establishment of a School of Public Policy, as presented in  
40-15  Sen. Doc. No. 15-053. 
 
The motion was adopted. 
 
2. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Program and Budget and Research Councils concerning  the 

Establishment of a Berthiaume Center for Entrepreneurship, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 15-054 with 
Motion       No. 41-15. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Establishment of a Berthiaume Center for Entrepreneurship  
41-15  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 15-054. 
 
The motion was adopted. 
 
 
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1. Principal Administrative Officers 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: First, I want to thank everyone for another successful year by many measures. 
We can look back and see all the wonderful things we’ve done this year, and, obviously, it is the faculty, 
staff, and students who work here who make those things happen. I am very glad to work and serve with 
you all. I also want to thank the Faculty Senate and its various bodies for all the intense work that has been 
going on. It is very important work, and I want to thank everyone.  
 
As we look toward next year, there are certainly a lot of changes, but also some dark clouds on the horizon. 
The state’s revenue picture does not look so great right now. The initial budgets that have been presented 
right now are looking rather austere from the perspective of the University. We will certainly be working 
with the legislature throughout the summer, hoping for a better outcome. I know that other organizations 
that are supportive of public higher education will also be joining forces.  
 
Of course, we have a new president, and I am very encouraged by his views on the system and the role of 
the flagship campus in advancing the system as a whole. I will continue to work with him to make sure he 
understands all the good things that go on on this campus and the needs of the campus.  



 
I want to briefly mention that the International Admissions Committee that we appointed as a result of the 
issues that arose out of the Iranian student admissions debacle has met, had very serious deliberations, and 
has produced a report. That report is being circulated for comment from all the interested groups. There 
are some issues with legal interpretations that two sets of lawyers disagree on, so we are trying to resolve 
that. I wanted to close the loop and make sure you are informed that that process has started, we are 
getting some clarity, and, as soon as we get that inter-lawyer debate resolved, we will post the information 
from that. 
 
I wanted to briefly say that, since I wasn’t here when the Diversity Strategic Planning Steering committee 
presented their report, I understand that some concerns were expressed about the potential for bias, 
explicit or implicit, conscious or otherwise, getting into the tenure evaluation process. I wanted to firmly 
state that this entire administration, starting with myself and Provost Newman and everyone else, is totally 
committed to diversity, inclusion, equity, and equality of opportunity as our core values—there’s no 
argument about that. I will be asking the Chancellor’s Diversity Advising Committee (CDAC) to collect 
data from the Office of Equity and Diversity about the progression of our faculty through the tenure ranks 
and the tenure and promotion process, so we can monitor any institutional bias, unconscious or otherwise, 
so we can correct anything that needs to be corrected. At the same time, I hope everyone remembers that 
any individual case is protected by privacy considerations. Nothing can be said in public, by administrators 
or anyone else for that matter, because Massachusetts’ law is very strict about protecting the privacy of 
personnel files. I want to reiterate our commitment to diversity and inclusion, and I’m going to have annual 
reports put out with collective data, because it is difficult to analyze any single cycle for institutional bias.  
 
So, I just want to thank everyone for a very successful year, and say that we just passed the $300 million 
mark in our UMass Capital Campaign as we get near to the end of the campaign in 2016. I wish you all a 
happy and productive summer and look forward to working with you next year.    
 
Katherine Newman, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: I want to echo the 
Chancellor’s last remark and say that I am grateful to everyone in this audience who participated in the 
many activities that unfolded in the Academic Affairs division. I thought I would bring you a sort of “hit 
parade” of all the things that we accomplished or started this year, and I’ve invited some of my colleagues 
to join me.  
 
Barbara Partee, Professor Emerita: This semester, Provost Newman appointed a panel of retired and senior 
faculty to make recommendations for a new structure that will give a home and a focus to continued 
research and creative engagement of active emeritus faculty with the University. Vice Provost Betsy 
Dumont and I are co-chairs of that panel. With this semester’s work well done, we are ready to bring a 
proposal to the Faculty Senate in the fall. Pending final approval, here’s how we see this structure. The 
Emeritus Academy will have a director who will report to the Provost, and it will have a council. Funding 
will come from the Provost. The Emeritus Academy will recognize research-active emeritus faculty as 
academy professors, and will provide support for their research. It will provide opportunities for the 
University to benefit from the accumulated wisdom and experience of active retired faculty in mentoring, 
advising, and other service to the University. The Academy will have lovely, refurbished space on the top 
floor of the Library, thanks to the Provost’s plans and vision, for seminars and individual study and 
workspace, though not full offices. With this space as its home, the Academy can be a vibrant community 
that includes lecture, research seminars, and workshops, and space to meet and work on campus. Academy 
professors will be able to apply for small research allowances and will have OGCA support for applying for 
external grants. The Emeritus Academy at UMass will have cooperative ties with the UMass Amherst 
Retired Faculty Association and the Five College Learning in Retirement to assure that the three 
organizations, whose functions partially overlap but whose missions are different, have a complementary 
and mutually supportive relationship. We thank the Provost for setting this in motion.  
 
Betsy Dumont, Senior Vice Provost: I was tasked with many jobs when I arrived in the office, but I think the 
most fulfilling one has been trying to work out this practical problem on the ground of hiring new faculty 
and making sure they have space to come into. A new faculty member, on day one, should be able to walk 



into a renovated laboratory or studio or fully functional office to get their work done. I think that all of us 
would agree that not having that for new faculty is a bad thing; it’s bad for new faculty, it’s bad for the 
departments, it’s bad for the institution. One of the things that was really exciting was pulling a whole 
bunch of people into a hiring and planning structure working group, and it’s included representatives of all 
the colleges, EH&S, Animal Care, IT, Research and Compliance, Design and Construction Management, 
and Space Management. It was really refreshing getting everyone in the same room talking about the same 
topic, because one has the feeling that these conversations happen but maybe not in a very coordinated 
way. We did two things: 1) We developed a hiring and infrastructure working group that met with a set of 
pilot faculty that had very difficult laboratory demands. We met those faculty when they first came on 
campus for their first visit, we got an idea of their research needs, and we were able to troubleshoot what 
could be potential problems for them if they were to come to campus. The good news is that we were able to 
avoid certain obstacles; it was a good thing that we were able to speed up the process; and 2) We’ve been 
working on a way to move the match between hiring and infrastructure even further back into the hiring 
requisition process. We’re developing tools for deans and department chairs to use to evaluate the goodness 
of fit between a proposed space for a particular flavor of research and a researcher coming in. Of course, 
we can’t do that 100% of the time, all the time, but we can get a pretty good idea of what somebody would 
want in a search and if we’ll be able to accommodate those needs. That gives us time to be able to get 
renovations going ahead of time. In the longer term, I’ve been involved in larger strategic discussions about 
space on campus, about getting a handle on where our pinch-points are, and our needs and problems. We 
are trying to think strategically how, in the long term, to use space most effectively on campus, so we can 
improve things for faculty who are already here and make generous space for new faculty to join us. It’s 
been a real pleasure to work with everyone on those projects. 
 
Provost Newman: We have also developed an electronic system to track each new hire who has these kinds 
of space demands. So we’re not only getting a handle on it conceptually, we’re also able to get fingers on 
where every hire is at that moment so that we are moving as efficiently as we can.  
 
John McCarthy, Vice Provost for Graduate Education and Dean of the Graduate School: I’ll be talking about 
three things that all emerge from strategic planning. The first comes out of the Diversity Strategic Plan. We 
have a very successful program of recruitment and retention of graduate students in the STEM disciplines, 
and we have been less successful in the other colleges. We hit a particularly low point in the SBS in 
recruitment for the doctoral programs; last fall, we only had four incoming underrepresented minority 
students. They had plenty of applicants, and made plenty of offers, but only got a 24% yield from those 
offers, so clearly something needed to be done differently. I worked with the interim dean of SBS, the 
graduate program directors, and the chairs of the departments to package the fellowship money differently 
to offer multi-year summer fellowships in addition to academic year fellowships, which complemented 
rather than replaced assistantships. I can report that we have 10 incoming underrepresented minority 
students in the SBS doctoral programs, with the yield of students who received these offers at 77%, which 
is fabulous. Because success breeds success, the Provost has given us an additional $100,000 in base funding 
so we can extend this to other colleges as well. The second thing that we have done pertains to the 
investment of choice part of the Strategic Plan, for the graduate school to provide more career preparation 
to graduate students. This has been the first full academic year with the Graduate School’s Office of 
Professional Development, led by the incomparable Shana Passonno. I can report that, during this 
academic year, we had some 2,000 participants in our events and over 1,000 unique participants in a wide 
variety of events all over campus. We’re also working on incorporating this kind of training into the 
curricula of our graduate programs, which is the best place for it to be. Also, we are working on using it for 
more trainings. The third thing I wanted to discuss is the “battle plan” for faculty recognition. This really 
came out of the doctoral program review, where it became apparent that our faculty, even with incredible 
achievements in grants and publications and so on, are relatively unrecognized by honorific organizations, 
particularly by the big national organizations that you need to be a member of to be nominated. We don’t 
have enough members of those organizations to do the nominating. The Provost and I are currently 
focusing on the Academy of Arts and Sciences; we have about 20 faculty that we want to push forward and 
get nominated. We’re very hopeful, and we’ll know in a year if we are successful. Thank you. 
 



Provost Newman: As many of you know, when we look at our statistics about undergraduates, we are most 
concerned about students who enter the University as undeclared majors. They have higher attrition rates 
and lower satisfaction rates and they feel—and I know, because I have had over 1,000 undergraduate 
students over for dinner this year—that when they come to a large university like ours and aren’t anchored 
to a specific point, they feel like they are floating, especially if their fellow students feel anchored. So we 
took this on as a challenge and Carol Barr led the way with a variety of new programs that she is here to 
explain and celebrate.  
 
Carol Barr, Vice Provost for Undergraduate and Continuing Education: This coming fall, we are 
implementing a new program with exploratory tracks. Of the 4,000+ incoming first-year students, 
approximately 26-27% of them are undeclared. About 1/3 of that number is because they applied to a 
restricted major but were not accepted to that major, even though they were accepted to the University 
because they had strong academic credentials. The other 2/3s indicated undeclared on their application 
materials. To respond to the strategic approach to student success, we’re trying to connect these students 
closer to an area of interest so they can ultimately select a major which makes the most sense to them. We 
created 8 exploratory tracks associated with the schools and colleges across campus, except for Nursing, 
and the incoming undeclared students are going to be placed into a College Exploratory Track as an 
undeclared student. Great praise is due to the deans of the schools and colleges for setting up these 
programs. As part of that, we have a central undergraduate advising staff that used to serve the undeclared 
population. We’re still going to have approximately 800-1000 second-year undeclared students, and we’re 
going to keep them as undeclared students, under their entering status. We’re keeping some staff centrally 
located to sift those students into a major in the coming year. The rest of the professional staff advisors are 
being distributed to the schools and colleges, and they will work directly with undeclared students but 
within these school/college exploratory tracks. Another piece to this is implementing—though not 
requiring—first-year seminars. The deans did a great job working with department heads to develop first-
year seminars. We have a record-breaking 57 faculty-led first-year seminars on the books for this fall. SBS 
has 45 first-year seminars, CNS has 49 in place, many majors have created first-year seminars for their 
incoming first-year students, and CHC has several in place. We are hoping that this fall, even though it is 
not a requirement, every first-year student is going to be in a first-year seminar. These will make a load of 
difference in connecting them to the campus, school/college, a major, and an area of interest. So the schools 
and colleges did great work, and we’re very excited about it. 
 
Provost Newman: So, the idea here is to have every first-year student part of a class that has less than 19 
students, since that first semester is a critical time. All the literature states that, if we get the first semester 
right, it will be a big help, even though students will probably change. About 50% of our students change 
their major, and they will be at complete liberty to do that. But the advisors they work with in the schools 
and colleges will maintain connection with the other advisors working with undeclared students to smooth 
the handshake as they move from one school/college to another. So I’m enormously grateful to the deans, to 
the faculty, the graduate students who will be involved in this program, and, for the first time, to the 
teaching postdocs. It turns out to be a really successful program in the sciences where many postdocs have 
no opportunities to teach at all, and they will now have a chance to teach, while helps them with their own 
job search in the long run. I should say that these seminars have been enormously generative. For example, 
CNS has developed 4 tracks, in psychology, the life sciences, and the physical sciences. SBS has done the 
same. And for the first time, we will have a way to help students who, for example, did not get into the 
Isenberg School-a robust way, a positive way, drawing on the expertise of our colleagues in Resource 
Economics to develop a really rich program that brings with it an exploratory seminar. So we hope this is a 
strategic way and an academically rich way to deal with the issues that we can see in the statistics.  
 
John Bryan, Associate Provost for Academic Personnel: Many of you probably know that two years ago the 
Provost’s Office launched the CHIP program—CHIP standing for Campus High Impact Position—and its 
intention was to create faculty positions that valued excellence in both teaching research and, at the same 
time, promoting diversity among the faculty. The first year’s approach turned out to not be terribly 
successful. It operated by generating an open-rank add without intentionally saying what we’re looking for, 
which were these excellence-promoting and diversity-promoting positions, but without any real positions 
behind them. As a result, we only ended up hiring one or two people. Last fall, with so many people having 



applied to positions that did not exist and had no funding—a very embarrassing situation to be in—Provost 
Newman revised the program significantly. The significant changes were that, first of all, in every assistant 
professor add that we had added in language that was necessary to comply with regarding regulations that 
said that the position would then actually be created. We also created a $400,000 pool for these CHIP 
candidates. We had 20 candidates that arose from existing searches. That means that we did not just make 
20 hires, but doubled that. The primary candidates in each search remained there, but the CHIP 
candidates were separated out of that pool and considered, once they had been vetted. Of these 20 
candidates, 13 were approved and moved to the departments for full vetting. Four were not advanced, but 
that was simply because funding was limited. Two remain under consideration, and those departments 
don’t yet have the authority to pursue those, largely because they just arose in the last week. One withdrew 
from consideration, and 1, the department considered to a point and then decided that they were not a 
good fit. Six faculty were actually hired so far and there may be more coming—we think that there are 2 or 
3 on the cusp. There were 4 who declined, even though they received offers from us. The hires were in 
Public Health, SBS, Engineering, and Isenberg, and a couple are still under consideration in CNS.  
 
Provost Newman: We, of course, don’t know if we get any money for new hiring next year because we’ll 
have to wait for the state’s budget situation to clarify. But it’s my intention here, whether we have a new 
budget model or we don’t, to have strategic objectives that we’re going to pursue anyway, as we do every 
year. One of mine will be to set aside 20% of whatever money I have for hiring new faculty through the 
CHIP program. I believe it has proven its worth and has created incentives the departments need to search 
harder and offers the freedom and ability to go after people who are exceptional talents and highly sought 
after. In addition to the CHIP program, which springs out of existing searches, the same pot of money can 
be used for Target of Opportunity appointments (TOO). 
 
An area of great concern in the world is STEM retention. At the very beginning, the STEM courses are 
very difficult courses, they serve as gateway courses to often very challenging majors, which in turn are 
gateways to some of the most highly rewarded professions in our country. We want to see all of our 
students prosper in those courses, and we know that we lose a lot of students in those courses. So the ExSel 
program is a program of mentors composed of student peer leaders who have been drawn from those 
classes (for example, introductory Chemistry, Biology, Math, Economics). We recruited students who took 
those courses last year who excelled and worked well with their peers to serve as peer leaders to work with 
groups of 10 or less students who were enrolled in those courses in this past spring. They worked on 
problem sets developed by faculty for those courses—faculty were hired in the fall to develop problem 
banks parallel to what they were doing in those courses. The peer leaders meet with the faculty to plan the 
work they do, which is really just collective problem-solving. It’s not graded, there’s no assessment at all, 
and it is entirely voluntary. I learned working with a similar program at my last job that it appeals to 
students totally across the spectrum—those who are struggling, those who are whiz kids, and everyone in-
between. By far, the biggest improvement in learning and performance happens in the students who are at 
the struggling end. But no one thinks of it as remedial, because it isn’t remedial—it is enrichment. I had all 
29 peer leaders over to my house for dinner and I am very pleased to report, and this is a compliment to 
faculty involved, that 27 out of the 29 are coming back next year. The other two are graduating. That’s 
100% of the peer leaders who were so enthusiastic about what they were doing for their peers that they are 
on their way back. Next year, were going to add, by popular demand, Organic Chemistry, Statistics, a 
second Biology class, and Computer Science. As far as we can afford it, we will be looking to expand this 
program as far as we can to provide our students in the STEM areas with the strongest and most robust 
support. We are also incredibly fortunate to have in my office a crack evaluation team. It is through their 
efforts that we are using random assignment methods that we hope will prove the causal connection 
between this program and the retention trends. We can look at every problem the students have done, and 
every exam they’ve taken, and can track through time how their first-year experience affected their 
experience in their sophomore and junior years. My overall hope is that, if we can prove that this has been 
successful, we will be able to go after some very significant funding and make this a universal signature for 
UMass Amherst in all the areas that students and faculty think it’s valuable.  
 
Lastly, I’d like to thank the Provost’s Advisory Council. This is a development this year. Twelve colleagues 
who have been incredibly helpful to me came from all the different schools and colleges. They helped to 



review and make recommendations on exceptional merit and distinguished professors. This was a way to 
try to involve the faculty in some of the decisions that are made in my office where I feel that their expert 
input is extremely helpful. They were incredibly stalwart and hard-working. Finally, I want to thank all of 
the deans, who were an extraordinary group of people to work with. They are an incredibly robust 
leadership team; I’m very pleased that John Hird is now a permanent member of that group, and you will 
all get to meet Gretchen Gerzina, our new CHC dean. I would also like to take a moment to thank Dan 
Gordon, whose term as interim dean of the Honor’s College was incredibly important to the success of the 
Honor’s College. Thank you, colleagues, for all your support and input this year.  
 
Julie Buehler, Vice Chancellor for Information Services and Strategy and Chief Information Officer: First of 
all, I’d like to say thank you for all the support you’ve given me throughout the year. We’ve taken on some 
big projects, and this group has been wonderfully supportive, and I wanted to acknowledge that. Secondly, 
I want to start to look ahead to the fall of next year. Alyson Gill has asked me to tell you about a whole 
series of pilots starting in August related to innovative technology. They range from low-tech, like video-
conferencing solutions all the way to adaptive technologies. You will get an email and it will have all the 
details if you’re interested, or you can call 5-TECH, or email Alyson or myself.  
 
Secondly, I wanted to say thank you about a specific incident that happened with IT; I also wanted to share 
some reflections and end with an offer to faculty about it. On April 14th, as some of you know, we had 25% 
of campus network down from 8-10 am, and we had an evacuation of Whitmore. I just wanted to reflect on 
some things about this incident. We had an employee injured in the process, and, thankfully, he went right 
to the hospital and left the same day, and is doing much better. But what happened that day was that all the 
labels we put on people—staff, executive, administration, faculty—left. Everyone just helped each other. 
We just had a debriefing session, and 50 people helped during that incident. It was amazing, the caring that 
came out from this community. It took my breath away. So thank you, if you helped and I hadn’t thanked 
you yet. A couple of things to reflect on: throughout the day, I received emails from faculty, and I honestly 
expected them to say “Hey, I was teaching a class and that wasn’t so great when the internet went down.” 
Instead, every single employee who approached me or wrote me asked, “How’s your employee?” the same 
was true of the Provost and Chancellor—the Provost was on site; she helped evacuate the building. I did a 
fellowship studying higher education, and I just have to say to each and everyone of you, do not take that 
for granted—that is very special. I also want to share a glimpse that you might not get to see often about 
my staff member, who is honestly a rather shy person. He’s like the stage crew in a theater production—he 
doesn’t like to be seen and he doesn’t want his name known. So the issue was a network issue in one of the 
closets, and a switch had to be turned to get it active and he didn’t get the switch turned. While they were 
taking him away, and I was texting him because I was off-site at a meeting, I asked, “How are you doing?” 
He said, “I’m fine, how’s the network?” Later that evening, I was reading an email that he sent in which he 
said, “I saw that the incident was on the news, and that I dishonored the campus at a time we’re trying to 
propel it forward.” I assured him that it actually brought the campus together. I share that with you 
because the next email was a big JTFRA/JTFSO conversation. We’re getting so used to using labels for 
people, and I just want to remind you that there are real people underneath who want to make the world a 
better place.  
 
I want to end with an offer: I have 4 IT directors who I am trying to teach more about the campus 
community in a broader way. I would like to have 4 faculty members volunteer to allow the directors to 
spend a day in their life, shadowing them. But here’s a twist: I would also like to have the 4 faculty 
members shadow the directors, because I have a fundamental belief that the more we learn about each 
other, the less likely we’ll be to use those labels. We can still discuss all the tough stuff, like compensation, 
services, and costs. But I think we’ll start to move away from those labels a little more. If you are 
interested, please see me. Thanks again, and I look forward to many more years working with you. 
 
Michael Malone, Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement: Thank you very much for a terrific year. 
I’ll just give you one data point. The end of the third quarter sponsored research awards are almost at $135 
million, about 10% more than we had at the same point last year. That is not an easy thing these days. 
Thanks to all the faculty and administrators. We’ll see how the year turns out, but thank you.  
 



2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate:  Just a few words: Thank you, everyone. Thank you, 
Chancellor, for the reception on Tuesday; it was very humbling. 

 
 3. The Chair of the Rules Committee 
 

MJ Peterson, Chair of the Rules Committee, moved to suspend the rules so that a Tribute to Ernest May 
could be presented. 

 
Service to the Faculty Senate, its Councils and Committees: 

Admissions and Records Committee – 1978-1980 
General Education Council – 1985-1986 
Research Library Council – 1997 
Senator 1980-1982 and 1987-2000 
Member of the Rules Committee – 1989 to Present 
Faculty Delegate to the Board of Trustees – 1989-1997 
Interim Secretary of the Faculty Senate – 1994 
Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate – 1997-2000 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate – July 2000 to Present 

 
Whereas for 37 years you have demonstrated deep commitment to shared governance and high dedication 
to the University through service in the Faculty Senate, its councils, and committees; 
 
Whereas you have served successively in every Faculty Senate leadership role, culminating in an 
unprecedented 15 years of service as Secretary, during which you orchestrated the Faculty Senate’s 
manifold activities with great skill; 

 
Whereas you have also served as president of the Intercampus Faculty Council of the University of 
Massachusetts system since 2003, promoting a greater measure of mutual awareness among the faculty of 
each of the five campuses; 

 
Whereas you have also served with distinction on a vast array of Faculty Senate- and Administration-
organized ad hoc committees, standing committees, and task forces addressing nearly every aspect of 
campus activity and operations with a view of fostering greater harmony among participants in the 
extensive faculty-administration collaboration that propels the campus to higher achievements; and 

 
Whereas you have freely shared with successive Chancellors and Faculty Senate leaders the deep 
knowledge of this campus, the University of Massachusetts system as a whole, and the dynamics of 
decision-making affecting both the system and this campus that you have acquired through your careful 
listening to developments here and in Boston; 

 
Therefore, be it resolved that the Faculty Senate, at its last meeting during your service as Secretary, 
expresses its profound gratitude for your outstanding contributions in the area of faculty governance. Your 
pivotal role in and vast contributions to campus governance cannot be overstated; your retirement leaves a 
yawning gap in our institutional memory. We are all indebted to you for your steadfast loyalty to the 
campus and its values. We wish you the best in the post-retirement phase of your life as a teacher and 
scholar of note, making the enduring achievements of Johann Sebastian Bach relevant to yet another age 
through your project on J. S. Bach in the Age of Modernism, Postmodernism, and Globalization. 

 
 5. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
  

Randall Phillis, Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors: I have some mixed things to share. 
So the good news is, as of Sunday, your salaries went up. The pay raises negotiated in the contract have 
finally taken effect. The catch is that the retroactive pay to July 1 hasn’t occurred yet. But the movement 



that has occurred has taken place through the efforts of people statewide, and I would like to recognize the 
MTA, under Barbara Madeloni’s leadership, and many other units statewide that have worked toward this 
goal. I think that one of things that is demonstrated by this, yet again, is that this process of seeking 
supplemental funding of our contractually-negotiated raises is not effective. If we could design a better 
process, we would all be better off.  
 
The other news is that there have been some tenure cases that have been declined at the level of the Provost 
in concurrence with the Chancellor. There are four such cases that had positive recommendations at all 
four levels below them. This is without precedent at this University, at least in my memory, and that of 
everyone I’ve talked to. We have serious concerns about some of the process issues and the standards that 
were applied. I just want to say that the union has not negotiated any change in the contract with respect to 
personnel standards. We will endeavor to enforce the contract vigorously in this regard. 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy: I just want to state that everything that has been done [regarding these tenure 
cases] has been done consistent with the contract. No changes in standards nor rules have been made. 
That’s my perception. Obviously, we will continue to have discussion in different forums, but I wanted to 
state, for the record, that we deny the allegations above.  

 

The 749th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 6:03 p.m. on May 7, 2015. 


