
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 698th Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on November 4, 2010 at 3:30 
p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227.

A. PRESENTATION BY NEAL ABRAHAM, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FIVE COLLEGES, INC. 
“DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN FOR THE FIVE COLLEGE CONSORTIUM”
(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)
(See attached)

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, noted that the Faculty Senate has been considering five year masters degrees 
and other post-baccalaureate certificate programs at the University, and asked about Five College faculty participation in 
these programs, even on the graduate level. Although there would be no problem managing these programs in large 
departments, many smaller departments benefit greatly from the participation of faculty from the other campuses. Some 
faculty members at the other campuses are advanced scholars in their fields and valuable additions to the University. 
However, undergraduate course numbers cannot be used to satisfy graduate-level degree requirements. The History 
Department has done a great job working this out structurally; are there any other ideas that smaller programs have 
thought of to work this out?

Dr. Abraham acknowledged the success of the History Department’s graduate-level Consortium work. It has now been 
more than a decade since the History departments came forward asking for a Five College graduate program in History 
rather than solely a UMass program. The real question was, “What would that mean?” In this case, it means that there is 
some funding provided by subscriptions from the campuses to provide backfill for faculty members from the other colleges 
when they teach graduate-level courses. Faculty expertise from the other campuses can be used to teach a graduate 
seminar at UMass and a faculty member from UMass would in turn teach an undergraduate course for that faculty 
member at his or her home campus. Also, there are 500-level courses in the UMass curriculum that are closely matched to 
advanced-level undergraduate seminars at the other campuses. If supplemented in an appropriate way—perhaps with an 
additional paper or a longer paper—these courses might meet the requirements of a graduate-level course. In some cases, 
UMass students are enrolled in a 500-level class that is taught at another campus. These are co-taught 
undergraduate/graduate seminars with only slight differences that satisfy the requirements of both the college and the 
graduate program. The opportunity, particularly with the accelerated masters programs, for the intercalated
undergraduate schedule with undergraduates taking graduate courses while they are still in their four undergraduate 
years, might open some eyes to intercalating the curriculum when there is a judgment that the caliber of the advanced 
undergraduate seminar is so close topically and in its expectations to the 500-level graduate course.

Secretary May noted the presence of such courses in the current catalogue, either 400/500 or 400/600, that work off of the 
same material base but have much higher expectations for the students taking them at the graduate-level. Secretary May 
continued with another question, stating that about a year ago, a discussion took place considering the possibility of 
Faculty Senate leaders or other faculty representatives engaging in a conversation in which Five College development 
would take place. Secretary May noted the acknowledgment of the proposal by Dr. Abraham but stated he could not find it 
in the document. 

Dr. Abraham stated that the proposal has made it on to the list of projects, although it is not in the document itself. Also on 
the project list is a proposal to more regularly have trustees from each of the five campuses’ Boards of Trustees meet to 
gain information and reassurance about the commitment to collaboration on the trustee level. Times and formats are being 
explored and there will likely be a request to the Rules Committee or equivalent bodies on each of the campuses to 
nominate or find a mode of selection for representatives from the campuses. These representatives would meet once a year 
or once a semester and serve as a sounding and advisory board to those who administer the Consortium. 

B. ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. Principal Administrative Officers

James Staros, Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, acknowledged that on November 3, 2010, the first 
University department was named in response to a major gift, the Mark H. McCormick Department of Sport Management
in the Isenberg School. Provost Staros hopes that this is the first of a number of such departments the University will be 
able to name as part of the capital campaign.
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2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, noted that many improvements and changes are in the proposal and/or process 
stage. Serious change in a relatively large organization is never easy and always expensive. As we are operating with a 
relatively fixed resource base, constant attention to cost/benefit assessment is required. Execution is also critical and 
requires a tremendous amount of planning and attention to detail, including mundane details. Presentations today and at 
the next three Senate meetings will focus on some of these projects:

Improving Commencement. Later in this meeting, you will be asked to approve the change in date for the Undergraduate 
Commencement from Saturday, May 14 to Friday, May 13 in order to accommodate a revised Commencement weekend 
schedule, which will prioritize the smaller School and College events.

Improving the New Student Orientation. As indicated in today’s message from the Chancellor, a new event is being planned 
to begin just before Labor Day weekend. New students will arrive on Thursday, September 1. Jean Kim’s presentation at 
our last Senate meeting provided the context for this event, but there is a lot of work to do to prepare for nearly 5,000 
students arriving September 1.

New Classroom Building and New Dorm Building. At the next Faculty Senate meeting, on November 18, there will be a 
presentation on these exciting new projects on which the light has now turned definitively green.

Strategic Planning. In its response to the Self-Study and Team Visit, our accreditor—NEASC—is requiring the campus to 
follow up on the Framework for a Strategic Plan with an actual Strategic Plan by 2013. At the Faculty Senate meeting of 
December 2, there will be a presentation by the Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight and Deputy Chancellor Todd 
Diaconn which will explain this process.

General Education Integrative Experience. The conversion from 3-credit to 4-credit Gen Ed courses is proceeding 
smoothly. A bigger challenge is now presenting itself: defining and implementing the “Integrative Experience” 
requirement which the Faculty Senate voted into existence last fall. There will be a presentation by the Gen Ed Council and 
Deputy Provost on this subject at the last Faculty Senate meeting of the semester on December 14. The Gen Ed Council has 
pretty much defined the academic parameters of the IE, which are posted on its website; the Program and Budget Council 
is working to define the budgetary parameters. We expect to present legislation including both parameters for approval by 
the Faculty Senate on December 14, so that schools, colleges, departments and programs will have the information they 
need to develop their actual IE programs in the Spring 2011 Semester. A cohort of transfer students will need to enroll in 
these IE’s beginning in AY2011-12 in order to meet graduation requirements.

5. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors

Randall Phillis, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, commented first on the recent election. Question three, 
which would have been a reduction of the state sales tax and a reduction of $2.5 billion in revenue to the state was defeated. 
That defeat was largely due to the efforts of unions including the Massachusetts Society of Professors and the 
Massachusetts Teachers Association. If the Question would not have been defeated, it would have been devastating to the 
cash flow in the state and the cash flow to the campus. In addition, faculty contracts were funded. A raise in paychecks can 
be expected for union members on November 12. The last paycheck increase was in July 2007. It has been a long, hard slog, 
and the MSP has worked hard to correct this, and though we are still behind colleagues at other campuses, this is an 
important win. The MSP and MTA worked extremely hard for many years to pull this off. 

As part of the campaigns the MSP has been engaged with, we have met with many legislators, and for the first time in his 
memory, Professor Phillis has heard legislators say that they “can see light at the end of the fiscal tunnel, and it is not a 
train.” The economy is recovering. Various newspapers such as the Globe have reported on the revenue increases coming 
into the state coffers. They are going up considerably for the first time in ages. There is a real expectation that there could 
be dramatic improvements in the state’s fiscal situation. The advice of the legislators, however, is that UMass and public 
higher education should position itself now to receive some of these funds. If we do not clearly make our case concerning 
why the University should receive additional state revenue, there is a chance we will not receive it. Many others are 
competing for these funds. This University is doing many things that clearly benefit the Commonwealth. We need to be 
sure that planning is done between the Administration, the Faculty Senate, and the Union to make sure that we are all on 
the same page and that we are all advocates for the same cause. We need to be able to argue successfully for state revenues 
as they return. 

Concerning volunteering time, Professor Phillis personally ran a pre-semester program this past summer for students. It 
was very successful; they were great people. It was an intensive orientation session called Biology Bootcamp. It was a good 
thing—students came, they made friends—but it required an incredible amount of effort. These students got nine lectures, 
three exams, and had an 8:00 a.m. class for four consecutive days. It was a lot of intensive work. Professor Phillis believes 
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this is an extraordinarily important and good thing to do. However, he has reservations about trying to pull this off in the 
planned, scaled-up model that would include 5,000 students. This project requires the engagement of Academic Affairs and 
the faculty to be fully successful. When the faculty is engaged—running seminars, engaging with the students, doing 
whatever it is those students need—that time needs to be considered something other than volunteer time. The plan right 
now is to have enough faculty volunteer to engage with 5,000 students in the summer. This is a blurring of Student Affairs 
and Academic Affairs, which is the purview of the Faculty Senate, and this issue needs to be carefully considered. When 
18-year-old students are kept very busy from eight in the morning until ten at night, things work well. But there is the 
alternative. 

Professor Phillis then expressed his eagerness for transparency surrounding the Presidential Search that is underway. 
UMass President Jack Wilson is retiring, someone else is coming in, there is a Search Committee working on it, and that 
search should be as transparent as possible, with candidates invited to give talks in a public forum where their ideas and 
arguments as to why they are deserving of the post can be heard. Professor Phillis hopes that the Board of Trustees does 
not conceal the process in any way or make it difficult to understand the positions of the candidates, encouraging the 
Faculty Senate to move to encourage the Board of Trustees to make the Presidential Search finalists subject to public 
review on all five campuses. 

Finally, there is an unusual situation at the MSP. There have been more grievances filed recently than ever in the Union’s 
history. There is a grievance about the fact that faculty research grants are being taken into account of the academic year 
salary. With the recent election at the national level, the entire notion that the National Institute of Health, the National 
Science Foundation, and the Department of Energy will somehow supply additional funds to pay the salary of faculty—
which should be paid by states—is unlikely. There are well over 50 faculty members signed onto this grievance. In the 
history of this University, there has never been this kind of joint grievance filed, and how the University proceeds in 
collecting revenue from enterprises on campus needs to be carefully considered. The Research Council has been 
considering this and it is an important issue for the Faculty Senate. 

7. The President of the Student Government Association

Brandon Tower, President of the Student Government Association, commented on the SGA’s attempt to fill all the 
undergraduate student seats on all the Faculty Senate Councils and Committees. About half of the seats were filled, and the 
SGA is not content with so small a turnout. He asked the Senate to encourage any students they know who would be 
interested in serving to fill those seats. 

8. The Student Trustee

Michael Fox, Student Trustee, apologized for not making the last two meetings, commenting on the lack of free time in the 
life of a student. Mr. Fox wished to echo Professor Phillis in celebrating the defeat of Question Three. Approval of the 
Question would have been incredibly destructive. The cooperation that went on between faculty and students on campus to 
fight Question Three was admirable, and these types of allegiances need to continue in the future. Additionally, it is in Mr. 
Fox’s interest to keep the Presidential Search transparent. There is currently only one student on the Search Committee, 
and Mr. Fox is ready to make his voice heard in stating that once finalists are determined, they should be public and 
subject to questioning from the campuses. These people are being considered to run the entire system, and all in the system 
should have a voice.

C. QUESTION PERIOD

Senator Max Page was uncertain of whom he was directing his question to, noting it could be Chancellor Holub, Senator 
Adrion, or even Student Trustee Michael Fox. Following up on some earlier discussions, Senator Page asked if it was 
known whether or not finalists will be made public in the Presidential Search and whether or not there will be 
opportunities for the UMass communities to hear the visions of those finalists. Secrecy at this point is understandable, but 
that also means that there are many rumors circulating, such as ones stating that the search will not be public, or that it 
will be decided by December, or that there is a fix for Marty Meehan. These are not productive to a good Presidential 
Search. Senator Page asked whether those in the central administration or on the Board of Trustees might have an answer 
to whether or not finalists will be made public.

W. Richards Adrion, Faculty Delegate to the Board of Trustees had no answer. 

Student Trustee Micheal Fox had heard that the search might be made public.

Chancellor Robert C. Holub stated that he is not on the Search Committee. His understanding, after talking to members of 
the Search Committee, is that a list of finalists will be made public. Whether that will be in December or not he did not 
know, but he believes the Search Committee was hoping to compile a list of finalists by December. These individuals would 
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be coming to the campuses and answering questions in public forums, although the exact venues are not known. Chancellor 
Holub could not know whether this will happen or not, but this is what he heard from the Search Committee. He then 
wished to present an opposing view. As Chancellor, he has tried to be fairly transparent, but he believes that those claiming
that transparency will get the best candidate are wrong. Chancellor Holub has been involved in systems both with very 
strict “sunshine laws” and those without them, and he believes that systems lacking strict rules governing transparency 
hire stronger candidates. The reason is simple: if a chancellor at one university is a candidate for the presidency of another, 
he or she would not want that information public because it would destroy his or her credibility at his or her current 
institution. Chancellor Holub stated that the best candidates will not be found with a transparent search, as ironic as that 
may sound. There is a disadvantage to transparency. He was not claiming that this will not be a successful search or that 
candidates of quality will not be in the running, but only that it be noted that those in positions of leadership at other 
institutions of higher education are very hesitant to be considered in a completely transparent search. The Chancellor 
noted his awareness that many present did not agree with him, but he believes it is the reality in higher education. With 
that said, he believes that the Search will be run in the way he initially indicated and that there will be a public 
announcement of however many finalists there are, and that those finalists will tour the campuses. 

W. Brian O’Connor, Presiding Officer, commented on his experience on the last Presidential Search Committee. He believes 
that the Committee did a good job, but echoed Chancellor Holub in noting how difficult it was to get some of the 
candidates to go public. He can see both sides. 

Secretary May recalled speaking with an official in the President’s Office earlier in the semester who said that up to the 
point of identifying the finalists, the search would remain as confidential as possible, but the AG would not agree that they
could keep the finalists confidential. Therefore, unless that agreement was changed, they will have to make the finalists 
public. Whether they tour the campuses or not is a matter of some discretion, and whether the Board of Trustees follows 
the recommendation of the Search Committee is another issue, because they are not obligated to do so. 

MSP President Phillis noted his appreciation at Secretary May’s comments and stated that if publicly releasing the list of 
finalists is the intended model for the search, then reinforcing that with a motion from the Faculty Senate on the Amherst 
campus would be fully appropriate. The Senate would not be contravening any of the missions, goals, or ideas of the 
search. Reinforcing this model would be a fine idea. There have been newspaper reports clearly stating that the Board of 
Trustees is already interviewing candidates on the “long short list,” some 15 or so names of semi-finalists. They will sort 
down to a handful through that interview process. 

Senator Page agreed that it should remain confidential at this point. When it comes down to the last few, however, he 
believes that there needs to be public access to the interviews in which the candidates share their views and field questions 
from the faculty on each campus, as they will have a significant influence on campus life. 

A motion to suspend the rules in order to introduce a motion concerning the Presidential Search was put forth by Senator 
Page.

The motion was seconded and approved. 

Senator Max Page presented the following motion: 

As it chooses a campus chancellor, the University provides for the several finalists for the position to visit the campus, meet 
with the campus community, and take questions from community members. This is a long-established practice.

Accordingly, as members of the Faculty Senate of the University of Massachusetts Amherst, we respectfully urge the 
following:

This practice should be extended to the current search for a president.

Thus, after the Presidential Search Committee has chosen three finalists for the position, and before the full Board of 
Trustees interviews them, the University should hold open forums in convenient locations so that the candidates can speak 
to members of the University community and community members can ask question of the candidates.

We address this request to the Board of Trustees. We also address it to Governor Patrick, Secretary of Education Reville, 
and Commissioner of Higher Education Freeland. They are committed to the principles of bottom-up participation in 
public decisions, civic engagement, and transparency. Holding such sessions is an application of these principles. 

The motion was seconded.
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Chancellor Holub questioned the notion that there would be three finalists. There could be two or four or five. He noted 
this as a flaw in the motion.

Senator Page suggested removing the number three as a friendly amendment, to no objection. 

Senator Richard Bogartz criticized the form of the motion, citing the excessive preamble that is presented as a part of the 
motion itself. 

Senator Steven Brewer offered the following phrasing: Whereas the University is choosing a new president; and at such 
time as finalists are selected for the position; we the Faculty Senate urge the Board of Trustees, Governor Patrick,
Secretary of Education Reville, and Commissioner of Higher Education Freeland, that before the full Board of Trustees 
interviews the finalists, the University should open forums, etc. etc.”

Chancellor Holub expressed his curiosity as to why these processes need to take place before the full Board of Trustees 
interviews the candidates, and not just before the Board of Trustees makes a final decision. He did not know what 
procedure would be followed concerning interviews, and said that it is possible that the Board of Trustees is interviewing
semi-finalists at this time. 

Senator Page replied that rumors have implied that a decision may be made at the next Board of Trustees meeting. 
Although Executive Vice President Jim Julian promised open process, there is concern that a decision will be made in early 
December. 

Senator Ralph Whitehead reminded the Senate of a September Boston Globe column by James Carroll in which the author 
encouraged individual interviews of candidates prior to a Board of Trustees decision. The article was, somewhat, in 
response to the University’s last presidential search. Although the compositions of the Search Committee and the Board of 
Trustees vary, there is some overlap. Subsequent to the Search Committees decision on finalists, but prior to the Board of 
Trustees’ vote, Carroll suggested that each finalist meet with every member of the Board, lessening the biases of Board 
members who may be familiar with some but not all of the finalists. This is similar to search procedures used at the campus 
level, and the suggestion was to extend those procedures to the presidential search. 

Secretary May asked the makers of the motion if they would be willing, pending unanimous consent, to synthesize the 
suggested comments and amendments in a meeting with the Rules Committee on Friday, November 5 before submitting it 
to the addressees. 

Chancellor Holub questioned the inclusion of Governor Patrick, Secretary of Education Reville, and Commissioner of 
Higher Education Freeland among the addressees when the search is being conducted solely by the Search Committee and 
the Board of Trustees. 

Senator Page responded by stating that the Governor, Secretary of Education, and Commissioner of Higher Education 
would likely be consulted in the decision. Moreover, they have stressed the importance open process and civic engagement. 

Chancellor Holub stated that with this sort of confounding of the Organization of Higher Education with the state, 
interference is being invited into an issue that should remain a matter solely of the Board of Trustees. Strategically, he 
believes this to be a poor move.

A motion was made by Senator Bogartz to remove all addressees other than the Board of Trustees. 
The motion was seconded.

Senator Whitehead responded to Chancellor Holub’s concerns by stating that Commissioner of Higher Education Freeland 
was a member the last Presidential Search Committee. During one meeting, he became so upset over the search process 
that he got up and left. He left with a suspicion of the way presidential searches are conducted. Commissioner Freeland is 
included as a historical member. Secretary Reville was present at a recent public forum, and when the issue of presidential 
search procedure came up, he noted his familiarity with the earlier meeting during which Commissioner Freeland walked 
out. The Governor is a reform governor and a strong advocate of transparency. He also appoints the members of the Board 
of Trustees, though not the Search Committee. He should be concerned that the University has the right kind of leadership. 
He can feel concern without interfering, and could apply the right kind of public pressure to prevent any possible 
deficiencies in the search procedure. Moreover, the Board of Trustees will not select a candidate who is unpersuasive with 
the Governor. His inclusion should be taken, somewhat, as a formality and reflection of historical realities.

Presiding Officer O’Connor complimented the accuracy of Senator Whitehead’s description of the previous presidential 
search. 
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MSP President Phillis remarked that the inclusion of the said individuals in this motion is not a request to change their 
roles in the search, only to encourage their full participation in the matter and recognize the transparency that is desired.

Senator Joseph Bartolomeo noted his support for the sentiments behind the motion, but, acknowledging his role as an 
English teacher, stated that words matter, and that he is reluctant to vote on a motion on which there is not exact wording. 
He encouraged allowing the Rules Committee to re-work the resolution. 

Senator Maria Tymoczko called point of order to address the amendment.

Senator Bogartz stated that including the Governor, Secretary of Education, and Commissioner of Higher Education 
weakens the Faculty Senate’s position by implying a necessity of assistance. 
A point of order was called by Senator Maria Tymoczko to address the amendment to remove all addressees other than the 
Board of Trustees.
The amendment was passed.

Senator Tymoczko put forth the substitute motion that the Faculty Senate go on record as requesting the Board of Trustees 
to have a transparent set of interviews with the finalists among the campuses, and that the Rules Committee provide the 
language for the resolution.
The motion was seconded and approved. 

The Rules Committee composed the following document:

WHEREAS the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees is engaged in the process of selecting the next President of 
the University; and

WHEREAS the policy for choosing campus chancellors has provided for a final set of candidates for these positions to visit 
the respective campuses, meet with the campus communities, and take questions from community members,

IT IS MOVED THAT the Faculty Senate of the University of Massachusetts Amherst respectfully urge the Board of 
Trustees to extend the same policy to the current search for a President. More specifically, after the Presidential Search 
Committee has chosen a final set of candidates for the position, and before the full Board of Trustees reaches a decision, we 
urge the Trustees to provide for open forums to be held in convenient locations so that the candidates can speak to and take 
questions from members of the University community. 

D. NEW COURSES

COURSE TITLE CREDITS

ANTHRO 220 “Introduction to Native American Indian Studies”                             4

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the course ANTHRO 220, as recommended by the Academic
12-11 Matters Council.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

COURSE TITLE CREDITS

CE-ENGIN 550 “Introduction to Bridge Engineering”              3
GEO-SCI 555 “Making Dynamic Digital Maps”                                    3
NRC 570 “Ecology of Fish”        4
PUBHLTH 583 “Global Health in the Developing World”                             3

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses CE-ENGIN 550, GEO-SCI 555, NRC 570 and
13-11 PUBHLTH 583, as recommended by the Academic Matters and Graduate Councils.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

E. NEW BUSINESS

1. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Change in Program Requirements for the 
Resource Economics Major, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-013 with Motion No. 14-11.
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MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Change in Program Requirements for the Resource Economics
14-11 Major, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-013.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

2. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Program and Budget Councils concerning changes
to Concentrations for Majors in Mathematics and Statistics, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-014 
with Motion No. 15-11.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Changes to Concentrations for Majors in Mathematics and
15-11 Statistics, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 11-014.

The motion was seconded and adopted.

F. OLD BUSINESS

Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning the 2010-2011 Academic Calendar, as presented in 
Sen. Doc. No. 07-050E with Motion No. 55-07.

Provost Staros pointed out that this change to the Academic Calendar came about as a response to several deans who felt 
that their School or College had been underprivileged in the assignment of facilities for College and School 
commencements in recent years. Nancy Buffone attempted to develop a schedule that would preserve the campus-wide 
ceremony for undergraduates and graduates as well as offering each College or School an appropriate indoor, air-
conditioned venue for their commencements. Last year, some commencements were held in tents. There has been much 
consultation around campus and in the community in developing this schedule. The purpose is to give each student the best 
possible experience. 

Secretary May summarized the motion, stating that the University-wide Undergraduate Commencement would be moved 
to Friday, May 13, with consideration to the fact that School and College commencement is generally more important to 
the students. 

Senator Bartolomeo noted that when this motion was brought up to the Rules Committee, the Committee asked the
Administration to flesh out the proposal in order to get a more detailed set of guidelines about communicating this change 
to students and their parents as well as providing appropriate accommodations for people whose plans would change as a 
result of this proposal and working with the Police Department, and that has all been done. The questions that Senator 
Bartolomeo had concerning this proposal were all answered, and he urged support for this proposal. 

Senator Marta Calas expressed concern about the order of the events, noting that the small ceremonies have always 
occurred before the main Commencement ceremony. She wondered how many students and parents would attend the 
smaller College and School ceremonies if they occurred after the main Commencement.

Provost Staros noted that there have always been families involved in ceremonies on multiple days, using the 
Commonwealth Honors College as an example, and noted that the majority of degrees and honors are granted at the 
College and School commencements, which will remain the focus of students and families. A greater concern is about 
attendance at the main Commencement. 

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate adopt the 2010-2011 Academic Calendar, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
55-07 No. 07-050E.

The motion was seconded and adopted. 

The 698th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:03 p.m. on November 4, 2010.

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

Respectfully submitted,

Ernest D. May
Secretary of the Faculty Senate
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From the 698th Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on November 4, 2010

PRESENTATION BY NEAL ABRAHAM, 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FIVE COLLEGES, INC.,

“DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN FOR THE FIVE COLLEGE CONSORTIUM”

The PowerPoint presentation given by Dr. Abraham can be accessed at 
http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs/Minutes/2010-2011/abraham.ppt

Dr. Abraham thanked the Senate for the invitation to the meeting. As most Senators know from 
reports done earlier this year and last, the Five College Consortium has been going through a 
strategic planning exercise. The start of this semester marked the release of a Draft Strategic Plan 
open for comment from the five campuses. The hope has been to gather the responses by this time 
(the end of October was the published goal). This presentation is a brief introduction to the plan, 
followed by comments and suggestions from the Senate. Comments have already been received from 
committees, faculty, and the trustees at one of the campuses. A particular mode of response has not 
been set for each of the campuses, but it is appreciated that members of the Rules Committee 
scheduled this presentation for the Senate. 

It is known that the Consortium is composed of five campuses; it may or may not be known that the 
Consortium has close to 10,000 total employees, 2,500 faculty members, and about 35,000 students. 
One of the largest initiatives, which predates even the formation of the Consortium, is library 
integration. Some would say that our libraries were more integrated when they only held print 
materials that could travel on the bus than they are today with so many electronic resources with 
licenses that restrain the exchange. We’ve moved from having our own buses to subsidizing the
Pioneer Valley Transit Authority buses to provide transportation for students and employees. 
Together, the Consortium schools (and therefore the Consortium) have established three different 
centers, 13 certificates, two joint academic departments, and one joint major. There are a variety of 
shared services. The point should be made that they are not all Five College programs in the sense 
that not all five schools participate in them. They are two-, three-, four-, and five-way contracts. This
is a reminder that as we think about Five College planning, the goal is to think about things that the 
campuses wish to do together. The definition of the Consortium is, simply, that we are the collective 
of all five and not necessarily limited to things that the five choose to do completely together. 

There are many communities of practice. Both administrative and faculty groups are working
together to track over 120 different list-servs in the various communities. There is a fair amount of 
traffic in that we use each other in what one might call micro-ecologies that are useful for small 
groups but likely not at the leadership level in the campuses. One of the great strengths of the 
Consortium is that by having a large set of participants, those that might feel relatively isolated on 
one campus find a larger community across the Valley.

The dollar value of all that we do would be about $50 million, but the amount of money we actually 
exchange is barely ten percent of that. Most of what we do, most notably the student interchange, is 
done without the transfer of any funds. We are now up to about 5,800 student registrations away 
from the home campuses per year, which is a 13% increase from two years ago. There are about 100 
faculty members who are teaching one course at a campus that is not their home campus. In the last 
academic year, UMass had a rough parity in terms of student interchange with Amherst College;
twice as many Hampshire students are coming to UMass as UMass students are going to Hampshire;
the Five College Center for the Study of World Languages runs as a somewhat independent group, so 
we have listed it as a sixth destination along with the five campuses as it does not draw on the 
resources of the UMass campus even though it is physically located here. Most interestingly, the 
outflow of students from UMass is up 47% in two years. Also interestingly, the outflow of students 
from Amherst College is up 27% over the last two years. Obviously, the percentage of total students 
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participating in the interchange is lowest at UMass, at about 0.08% of the total enrollment. It is 
12.3% at Amherst, Mt. Holyoke is next in terms of proportions of students enrolled, and at 
Hampshire it is much larger, almost by design; Hampshire students average almost one course per 
semester at another campus. 

The planning process began last April. The goal was to have it finished relatively soon so that we 
could get on to the initiatives. There were so many good ideas that came up during the planning 
process that our initial plan of 30 initiatives has been increased to 45. The plan may seem to be vague, 
or short on specifics. That was in part by design. There will be specific initiatives and projects, such 
as the 45 we are already engaged with. The plan itself was designed to be a vision for an optimal 
Consortium arrangement ten years from now. We wanted to put it far enough away that we are not 
challenged in our vision by the impediments we think we will run into along the way. We strove to 
mold a plan for a time beyond when many of us will have left. We attempted to imagine the 
Consortium optimally without the resource or personal opinion impediments that we might face. 

There is a section, currently at the end of the document, of foundational commitments. These are 
partially in response to the polling we did during the planning exercise, out of which a variety of 
issues arose. Many came up in September 2009, when the planning committee met with a number of 
department chairs and program directors across the Five Colleges. We asked what problems ought 
to be solved and someone said, “There ought to be a way for students to ride a bus from here to 
another campus.” There were also those that said, “It ought to be possible to take courses at another 
campus.” Others said, “It ought to be possible to borrow library resources” (which is a more 
nuanced issue because books can be borrowed but not all electronic resources can be). In general, 
these are things we have already taken care of. So we thought we should list the issues that are, in 
effect, off the table because they are parts of agreements that we have already made. Some 
department chairs asked about whether or not they will get credit if they teach students from 
another campus or if their deans will only look at how many students they teach on their home
campus? Some asked if they would get credit they taught a course at a different campus? And some 
were asking if we should start trading tuition dollars as it follows the students. This would take an 
enormous amount of time, not only in tracking students, but in determining which billing structure is 
appropriate and which registration numbers to use, whether the count would be pre-registration, 
add-drop close, mid-semester, or the number of grades. It is a great advantage that the $35 million or 
so is accepted without conflict. The issue is moderated by the fact that the Five College Consortium 
uses cross-registration as a means of providing services to all the campuses. The foundational 
commitments are listed, and it would be interesting to hear the reaction of the Senators regarding 
them, even though they are settled matters. Dr. Abraham stated that he takes the view of the Five 
College Dean’s Council and Business Officers and Directors (College Presidents and Chancellor of 
the UMass campus) in considering the foundational commitments settled.

There are three guiding ideals to the Strategic Plan. The first is seamlessness. We are trying to make 
the interchange and sharing maximally open and available with minimal barriers. The next is 
convergence. We want to make sure that “doing it together rather than doing it separately” is done 
thoughtfully and appropriately. We do not believe that we should only have one department of any 
given subject in the Valley, but there may be opportunities to do that where it seems to be the right 
thing to do; or there may be administrative convergences, where we may want to have one 
administrative department of a particular sort provide services to the other campuses. We should be 
thoughtful of these, and we should look for them because economies of scale may be achieved in 
administrative operations that allow resources to be directed to the academic missions of our 
institutions. Finally, we need to recognize that the scope of the Consortium is not only local in the 
sense of the Five Colleges, but that we have regional influence because other institutes of higher 
education look to us, and, in fact, we are a national model of cooperation for the benefit of the 
separate institutions, perhaps one of three or four consortia throughout the country.

The five categories of initiatives are academic excellence; Five College effectiveness, community, and 
identity; alignment of administrative services; uses of information technology; and outreach, to local 
communities such as Amherst, and regionally, to places such as Springfield and Holyoke. 
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A few of the strategic directions for each of these headings have been listed, and they are 
acknowledged with more detail in the written document. Effectiveness includes continuing to work 
on library resources; exploring ways in which our academic support services might be shared in 
areas where it would be difficult for all five campuses to maintain expertise, such as ADA services 
and support of student learning with disabilities, or even issues of compliance, where it will be 
unnecessary to have an expert on all the regulations on each campus; coordinating planning for 
paralleling programs to strengthen resource investment. Concerning community and identity, it is 
thought that we could do more to help students find community and identity opportunities on all the 
campuses. Another issue here is the lack of knowledge—among both students and faculty—in 
regards to the opportunities the Five College Consortium affords. We would like to do a better job to 
advertise the advantages of the Consortium. 

On the administrative side, there are a number of things that are being explored. This has always 
been an area of interest, especially to the Business Officers of the five campuses. One of the 
suggestions in the plan is that we ought to develop a reflex that researches Five College implications 
and opportunities before any large investment is implemented. For example, UMass is looking into a 
one-card system that would serve a variety of purposes such as dining service, room and building 
access, identification, and library services. We want this to be a Five College conversation. For 
instance, before selecting a vendor, UMass should consult the other campuses, as they might now or 
in the future be considering a similar move and the schools could work together, making it easier for 
students taking courses at another campus to gain building and resource access during their 
enrollment. That plan is being implemented in this case, but we need to make it the protocol, so that 
we do not get so far along with planning on one campus that it is too late to come back on it and a 
school realizes that they have been so specific that it is not possible for other campuses to benefit 
from their advancement. 

Information technology initiatives include staying in touch as we upgrade technologies in our 
classrooms, and exploring possibilities for better support services in course registration for both 
students and advisors. This could include a better-integrated catalogue of courses and perhaps an 
integrated directory of individuals. If you wanted to look up ethnomusicologists in the Valley, there is 
currently no way to do it unless that professor has self-identified as such. We imagine that we could 
compile our directories of faculty members from the campuses and tag them with faculty sub-
interests and fields of study and create a searchable database for those looking to partner with them. 
We also imagine that if we tagged our courses, noting certain courses as having an ethnomusicology 
component or an international relations component, for example, we would have less email traffic of 
people trying to figure out what courses are being offered with certain emphases. The database 
would be able to organize such subsets. Right now, we spend a lot of faculty time and energy—as well 
as goodwill—trying to compile interdisciplinary course lists. 

Concerning regional engagement, UMass has been a leader in recent years, particularly to 
Springfield, but there is also a well-developed six college outreach program to Holyoke. This 
outreach program joins the six campuses with community service organizations and a training 
program for students that helps improve their experience and improves volunteer retention.

The number of initiatives underway to achieve these goals is now up to 45. An important point to 
emphasize is that the power of the Consortium, which is actually very little, comes by way of the 
campuses having decided to participate or contribute, and the Consortium has no authority to 
dictate. A class that requires faculty approval for a student to obtain credit, for instance, will still 
require that approval, and the Consortium cannot change that. Suggestions and comments are 
welcomed, particularly addressing the document as a set of guideposts and a vision for how the Five 
College Consortium ought to move forward. The projects that are underway are ones in which 
consensus was reached among those playing a part in them. We will be sure to allow means to check 
in on the progress of the various initiatives.
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Five Colleges, Incorporated
 since 1966

 five members:

Amherst College
Hampshire College

Mount Holyoke College
Smith College

University of Massachusetts Amherst



Overview



• Integrated library catalog
• Shared library depository and last book 

 policy (with associate members)
~500,000 volumes

• Subsidized PVTA Transit for students and 
 employees: $1.5 million

• 3 Centers; 13 Certificates (minors);      
 2 academic departments; 1 major 



• Shared services:  public safety, student 
 health, special cataloguing, integrated 
 catalog management

• Shared employees:  recycling, risk 
 management, energy management

• Management Provided:  Library 
 resources, Fiber network

Joint Endeavors involve 2, 3, 4 and 5 
 member campuses.



• Administrative Communities of Practice: 
 directors, deans, business officers, 

 librarians, HR directors (total >50)
• Academic Communities of Practice: 

 departmental, interdisciplinary          
 (total >50)

• Faculty Seminars; Joint Lecture Series



Five Colleges, Incorporated
 36 employees; 30 joint faculty members; 
 5800 student cross registrations annually (+13%/2 yr); 

 100 faculty course exchanges annually

Consortium budget: ~$5 million 
 billed + $2 million in grants

BUT

$50 million value in shared 
 activities



Student Cross Registration as it 
 affects U Mass Amherst

2009‐2010 data
Outflow ‐

 
1090 

 
Inflow ‐

 
1451

(up 47% in 2 years)

 

(up 16% in 2 years)

AC
 

308
 

AC
 

274
HC

 
216

 
HC

 
437

MHC
 

185
 

MHC
 

426
SC

 
303

 
SC

 
314

FCCSWL
 
78



FCI Strategic Planning  April 2009 – November 2010

Developed after community‐wide conversations, 
a draft Strategic Plan is posted on our web site for 

 community comment:  
 www.fivecolleges.edu/sites/planning

 
.

Planned for adoption in December 2010.
Meanwhile over 30 initiatives are already underway.

http://www.fivecolleges.edu/sites/planning


Developing 
 a vision for the future

For planning purposes we proposed to 
 envision the consortium 

as best as it might become by 2020.



Foundational Commitments
Excellence in teaching, research, 

scholarly and creative work
Valuing diversity as the context for learning
Credit for whichever students we teach

Credit for where ever we teach
Subsidized transportation

No added cost for cross‐registration
Periodic program review



Key Ideals of the Draft Plan

Seamlessness:
 

maximal opportunity and minimal 
 barriers to collaboration, where pursued.

Thoughtful convergence:
 

synergistic program 
 development, resource sharing and cost‐

 containment, where appropriate.

Scope:
 

a consortium of local impact, regional 
 influence, national importance and global reach



Principal Categories for 
Strategic Initiatives in this plan

• Enhance Academic Excellence

• Strengthen Five College Effectiveness, 
 Community and Identity

• Align Administrative Investments, Share Services 

• Make Optimal Use of Information Technologies

• Extend Local and Regional Engagement and 
 Partnerships



Academic Excellence
• Foster intellectual communities

• Intercalate undergraduate and graduate programs

• Expand opportunities for faculty exchange
• Explore consortial

 
approaches to academic support

• Continue work to share library resources
• Coordinate development of shared and 

 complementary courses and programs

• Coordinate planning for parallel programs



Effectiveness, Community, Identity
• Maintain reasonably aligned academic calendars

• Reduce inter‐campus travel times

• Publicize Five College Certificate options
• Improve communication of opportunities 

 available through Five College cooperation

• Develop more multi‐campus student programs 
 to link students with common academic or co‐

 curricular interests

• Link information on campus web sites



Align Administrative Investments, 

Share Services
• Explore multi‐campus approaches whenever a 

 major investment is contemplated at one campus

• Streamline administrative and business 
 functions through collaboration, enhance services

• Take advantage of joint procurement for better 
 discounts

• Share expertise and best practices



Use of Information Technologies
• Coordinate selection of optimal video 

 conferencing and instructional technologies

• Improve electronic resources for course 
 registration and advising, including integrated  

 and cross‐referenced course catalog

• Negotiate shared licensing of electronic 
 resources to serve all institutions

• Explore opportunities for improved 
 coordination and service in all IT areas



Extend Local/Regional Engagement
• Expand coordinated community service – local and 

 regional, on the model of the Holyoke Compact and 
 Holyoke Bound (FC + HCC)

• Contribute to improving local & regional schools 
 through “Partnership Programs”

 
(TAH, STEM, …)

• Emphasize regional procurement 

(local investment, lower carbon footprint)

• Contribute to regional economic development



Details Will Be Found 

In The Specific Initiatives
(45 now underway)

As with all current Consortium programs, 
 participation in new program or project by 
 any member campus depends on approval 
 by the appropriate campus governance 

 groups or official(s).



Questions, Comments and 
 Suggestions 

Are

WELCOME
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