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Preface

“As the business community and MassINC have recognized, public higher education 
is crucial to our economy. We need to make public higher education a top priority of the Commonwealth.”

—Senate President Robert E. Travaglini
 
“With the majority of our skilled Massachusetts workforce being educated in our public institutions of
higher learning, our economic future depends on public higher education. …
We cannot allow states that have made public higher education a real priority to supplant us as one of the
central stations for the new economy train.”

—Sen. Steven C. Panagiotakos, Co-Chair, Senate Task Force on Public Higher Education



 
“We have to redouble our efforts to strengthen our public higher education system. If we don’t, we run the
risk of becoming a second-class state with a second-class economy.”

—Sen. Stan Rosenberg, Co-Chair, Senate Task Force on Public Higher Education
 
The Senate Task Force on Public Higher Education, co-chaired by Senators Panagiotakos and Rosenberg,
was established to examine the role of public higher education in developing the Commonwealth’s
economy and workforce. The Task Force solicited input from leaders within the business and academic
community who recognize the need to have a well thought out strategy for public higher education’s role
in the future of the Massachusetts economy and workforce.
 
Eighty-five percent of Massachusetts public higher education students upon graduation stay in
Massachusetts and work here. They are literally the Massachusetts work force of the present and the
future. With ever changing technology and communications, the Task Force sought specific proposals
and/or recommendations on how our public higher education system could better prepare our students with
the skills to meet the needs of the private sector to stay ahead of the economic curve.
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Introduction
Part One

Massachusetts at the
Turning Point

Having no other mines to work, Massachusetts has mined into the human intellect; and from its limitless resources,
she has won more sustaining and enduring prosperity and happiness than if she had been founded on a stratification of
silver and gold, reaching deeper down than geology has yet penetrated.

Horace Mann
First Massachusetts Secretary of Education (1837-48); founder of public education in America

Massachusetts is at a crossroads. With few natural resources, very limited agriculture, and a once-thriving
manufacturing sector that has now largely moved elsewhere, the Commonwealth has only one asset with which to
secure its future: its capacity for innovation.

It is a powerful asset. Massachusetts has long been known for its leadership in education, research and development,
and biomedical science. We have a highly educated workforce, access to capital, and an impressive information
infrastructure. We can boast the highest concentration of Ph.D.s in the world, and among the highest per capita
research expenditures in the country. In many ways Massachusetts is truly America’s “State of Mind.”

With these advantages Massachusetts should be poised for leadership in the new economy, where innovation and
enterprise are the criteria for success. And with that economic success should come opportunity for our people: to have
access to the more challenging, higher-paying careers the new economy offers; to take advantage of the quality of life
that a prosperous and forward-looking state can offer; and to be able to stay and succeed right here at home.



This is the future we would like to count on. But it is a future increasingly in peril. Massachusetts is losing its position
of leadership for two reasons:

First, other states, recognizing how high the stakes are, have moved aggressively to beat us at our own game.

Second, Massachusetts has failed to protect its position by making the key investments and policy choices the new
economy demands.

But now the Commonwealth finds itself at a moment of widespread agreement about both the need to take action and
the single most important strategy for securing our competitive advantage: strengthening public higher education.
Leaders in business and industry, elected officials, and families from Boston to Barnstable to the Berkshires are calling
for increased support for a public-sector engine with the capacity to propel 
the state’s Economy forward—and to sustain that momentum. To become a stronger knowledge based economy,
Massachusetts must take bold steps to increase the skills and build the credentials of its workforce.

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, based in San Jose, California, reported recently:
“Increasing the number of college graduates is more than an educational issue; it is also a key social issue. Residents
holding college degrees are the basis of a state’s ‘educational capital.’ High levels of educational capital provide the
foundation of a state’s economic development and the preferred quality of life for its residents (Policy Alert,
Measuring Up, 2000, 2002).”

Here is how Massachusetts “measures up.” These are the facts:

• Ranks 49th in the nation in state spending on higher education per $1,000 
of state income.
• Ranks 47th in the nation in state spending on public higher education per capita.
• Largest decrease in state funding for public higher education: a 32.6% reduction, adjusted for inflation,
between 2001 and 2004, out of the 50 states.
• The only state in the nation that is spending less on public higher education than it was spending ten
years ago.
• Students charges have consistently been above the national average, among the highest in the country
because of insufficient funding.
• Spends more on incarcerating its citizenry than it spends on educating them in its public colleges and
university, according to the MA Taxpayers Foundation.

For decades, business leaders, economists and non-governmental organizations have sounded warnings that
Massachusetts is not sustaining its knowledge-driven economy.

They have warned that more and more jobs requiring higher and higher levels of education are going unfilled because
of a shortage of qualified candidates. These are the same jobs that pay well enough to raise and support a family in our
high-cost, 
high-wage state.

For decades, social scientists and demographers have warned that some of the fastest growing segments of our
population—racial and ethnic minorities, individuals for whom English is a second language, and immigrants—are the
least well prepared to gain access to and benefit from careers in the knowledge-based economy. They are the most
significantly underrepresented in college preparatory courses and college classrooms.

For decades, policy makers and educational leaders have warned of a growing middle class “squeeze,” with even
relatively well-off families finding it harder and harder to give their children access to the quality higher education
programs that will allow them to be competitive in the new economy.

These trends are not unique to Massachusetts, of course. They exist, to one degree or another, in all the states with



whom we are competing for leadership. But there is one glaring difference between Massachusetts and our smartest
rivals, one powerful strategy they have embraced that we, to date, have shunned: investing in public higher education.

These other states are well aware that filling the jobs requiring the highest levels of preparation and creativity relies on
robust public research universities. They know that providing meaningful access to quality education is the special
strength of public 
colleges and universities. They recognize that only a diverse and vibrant public higher education system can ensure
affordable quality for all their citizens.

Vital contributions in each of these areas are made, of course, by the Commonwealth’s remarkable array of
independent colleges and universities. Indeed, there are few states that do not envy us our unique strength in private
higher education. But it is not enough. And ironically, the strength of our private institutions may even have blinded us
to the need for equally vigorous public campuses.

But there can be no doubt now that Massachusetts faces a daunting challenge with one hand tied behind its back.
Public institutions that served our state well in earlier times are not equipped to respond to the demands we place upon
them today. What was “good enough” in the past will be inadequate in the future.

This realization is sobering, but more sobering still is the sluggishness with which we have responded to so clear a
threat to our future well-being. Sixteen years ago the issue was placed squarely before us by the “Saxon” Commission,
a blue-ribbon panel of national leaders convened to consider the future of the University of Massachusetts. While
acknowledging Massachusetts’ early leadership in mini-computers and other first-generation technologies of the
knowledge economy, the Commission nonetheless warned that we risked becoming the “victims of our own success”:

“Over the past decade or two, while Massachusetts was mastering one wave of technological change, others were
mobilizing to meet the challenges of the next. The emerging industrial powers of the Pacific Rim now threaten
American leadership in a broad range of industries. In 1992 a united Europe will overnight become the largest
economic force in the world. Here at home, other states are gearing up to take Massachusetts’ place on the cutting edge
of economic change.

“Massachusetts is not responding vigorously enough to these growing challenges. Unlike the leading industrial nations,
and alone among the industrial states, Massachusetts has failed to recognize that its system of public higher education
is one of the keys to continued strength. The state has assumed that the advantages which created its recent prosperity
—world class private universities and a well-educated citizenry—will be sufficient for the even sterner competition
ahead. They will not. Demand for creativity is so intense that expanding industries like software development and
biotechnology do not know where to find their next generation of innovators. Nor is the pool of broadly educated
citizens growing fast enough to meet the new economy’s demands. The cost of such complacency—in term of both
economic growth and personal opportunity—is high, and will soon become unacceptable.”

Report of the Commission on the Future of the University 
“Saxon” Report

Sixteen years later, the case for world-class public higher education is even more compelling. We have endured two
deep economic recessions in which the fragility of the state’s economy has been all too apparent. We have seen major
investments in public higher education in competitor states. We have watched innovators who once called
Massachusetts home migrate to state’s with clearer strategies and better prospects. The case is clear. It is time to act.

Part Two

Smart Choices For a 



Knowledge Economy

This Task Force has consulted widely with public officials, business leaders, and experts from many perspectives.
Two clear and consistent themes have emerged from these conversations:

1. As a state, we have an urgent need to remain at the leading edge of innovation, and to attract talent and capital into
the state. In short, we need to make Massachusetts the place to be for the industries and technologies that will matter 
in the decades ahead.

2. As a community, we have specific obligations to our citizens: to ensure the broadest possible participation in higher
education; to make quality affordable to middle-class families; and to break down the barriers to higher education for
older, often part-time students who must refresh and rebuild their skills.

These two sets of needs—as a state and as a community—are not in conflict. In fact, they are the two sides of the same
coin. Massachusetts cannot be a center of innovation and a leader of the knowledge economy without the best-
educated workforce in the nation. And Massachusetts cannot sustain a public commitment to the policies and
infrastructure necessary to promote economic competitiveness unless all our citizens can participate in the benefits that
flow from them. As a state and a community we must have a common set of goals, and building a great system of
public higher education must be first among them.

But what does that mean in practical terms? What specific steps must Massachusetts take to build the strength of its
system of public higher education? Again, the Commission found considerable consensus among those with whom we
talked. We have identified five specific challenges.

1. Building Quality and Capacity. Over the past twenty years or so our public campuses have not simply failed to
benefit from wise investment; they have been staggered by a succession of sudden and deep reductions in the support
they 
receive from the state. Between 2001 and 2004 the campuses lost approximately 32.6% of their state support, adjusted
for inflation, according to the Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation. This loss came on the heels of a 1/3 loss in 1989-
1992 as Massachusetts struggled with economic recession and declining state tax revenues. They had not even fully
recovered from the first recession before the second hit. Institutions did their best to generate other sources of revenue,
but could not keep pace. The result: fewer faculty and staff, and fewer opportunities for students at a time when just
the opposite is needed. 

Difficult as the situation may have been in terms of operating the campuses and their programs, in many respects the
most glaring resource deficiency confronting our campuses relates to their aging and inadequate physical facilities.
The state constructed educational facilities of all kinds in the fifties, sixties, and seventies, but made no long-term
provision for their renewal and replacement. Decades later many have reached or exceeded their useful lives, but the
scarcity of funding for new construction means that they must be kept in use. This results in higher maintenance costs,
accelerating deterioration, or both. The situation is especially severe in terms of modern, competitive research
facilities. At the state’s flagship public research university, for example, the majority of research lab space is more than
forty years old, much of it completely unsuitable for the high-intensity uses it must support. Facilities needs are
busting the budgets of many campuses as they are forced to divert more and more of the funds they need to teach
students into building repair and replacement. The Task Force therefore recommends 1) that the state commit itself to a
long-term plan to bring state appropriations into line with what is needed to support quality education for the students
who need it; and 2) that the state fund, through the sale of general obligation bonds, the high priority projects
identified by the Board of Higher Education and the campuses.

2. Restoring Stability and Sound Planning. The economic upheavals of recent years had direct monetary costs for
public campuses and the students they serve, but the damage was magnified by the unpredictability and randomness of
the impacts. No organization, public or private, can effectively use its resources when commitments cannot be kept
and planning cannot be counted on. When faculty vacancies cannot be refilled, students are the ones who suffer. When
maintenance must be deferred, future costs go up. When campuses must rely on student fee payments to help close



sudden funding shortfalls, fairness and affordability are sacrificed. The Task Force therefore recommends a new
structure for managing higher education finances to buffer institutions and students from the effects of inevitable
changes in the state’s financial fortunes. These measures should make student costs fair and predictable, and allow
institutions to manage their resources wisely.

3. Fueling the State’s Economic Engine. Much of the Commonwealth’s capacity to compete depends on its ability to
develop new ideas, shape them into useful form, and bring them into the marketplace. At each point in this process the
public campuses have pivotal roles to play. The Task Force therefore recommends policies to promote basic research
and technology transfer, better understanding and coordination of statewide and regional economic needs, and sharply
focused educational and workforce development initiatives.

4. Opening Doors to Massachusetts Families. If we are to have the kind of workforce and society we want in the
future, we must break down the obstacles that currently limit participation in quality higher education in
Massachusetts. The Task Force believes that this can be done in part by controlling increases in student costs, as
described above. But costs will continue to grow, and families need more help to make a college education
manageable. As we did our work, we were aware that another group, empanelled by the Board of Higher Education,
was conducting a comprehensive review of the state’s existing student financial aid programs. We did not attempt to
duplicate their effort, and look forward to recommendations from that group consistent with the needs we have
identified. Given recent cuts in financial aid and the need for some immediate targeted aid, we are recommending an
increased appropriation in need-based financial aid and the creation of new programs targeting key industries and
occupations. In addition, we make several recommendations to improve the transition from high school to college.

5. Securing the Investment. The reforms recommended by the Task Force are urgently needed, but we recognize that
they involve major investment from the taxpayers. We therefore took it as our obligation to show how the people of
the state can have confidence that their investment will be properly directed. We do this in part by imposing specific
accountability requirements on the higher education system. For some years institutions have been required by law to
report annually on a wide range of performance indicators, and these existing accountability requirements are
appropriate and useful. We note, however, that they cover so wide a range of activities that it is difficult to maintain a
sharp focus on specific objectives. We therefore call for the Board of Higher Education (on behalf of the state and
community colleges) and the Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts (on behalf of the five UMass
campuses) to develop and submit accountability plans for each public campus responding to the objectives detailed in
this report. Individual campus plans are essential, because each is likely to make different contributions to the overall
strategy. Recognizing the importance of leadership and sound stewardship in promoting the strength of our public
campuses, we recommend certain changes to the way in which trustees are selected for our public higher education
system. In addition, we make certain recommendations to help the Board of Higher Education to be more effective in
building and maintaining a coordinated and efficient public higher education system.

1. BUILDING QUALITY AND CAPACITY

Funding for Excellence

A centerpiece of the Task Force’s work is the dual finding that a) Massachusetts is in urgent need of a world-class
system of public higher education, and b) that inadequate and unpredictable financial support has thwarted our efforts
to build such a system. Elsewhere in this report we detail recommendations to promote financial stability and
predictability. These strategies rely, however, on a major, long-term commitment of state support to address the
campuses’ current deficiencies and set them on a course capable of producing sustained excellence.

A key question is how to determine what the right level of investment might be. Fortunately, the groundwork for
answering this question has been in place in Massachusetts for a number of years. Since the mid-nineties, the annual
higher education budget requests to the Governor have been developed utilizing a funding “formula” administered by
the Board of Higher Education. The formula is similar to approaches used in other states, and breaks down a campus’s
activities into a number of specific cost components: teaching a student (at various levels), maintaining a square foot of
different kinds of facilities, supporting research labs, and so on. One advantage of this approach is that the various cost
components can be tied to recognized national norms (maintenance costs, student: faculty ratios, etc.). When the



components are aggregated, the formula therefore produces a reasonable estimate of what it should cost to operate a
campus of a given mission, size and composition at a reasonable level of quality.

Not surprisingly, the public campuses in Massachusetts are currently funded at a level far below what the formula calls
for. There has been a gap as long as the formula has been calculated, but at one point only a few years ago we seemed
to be poised to provide the necessary calculated funding. The subsequent economic downturn, however, not only
stalled our progress, but also resulted in a widening gap from which the campuses have not recovered. Today, the
formula reveals a need of $400 million in current dollars.

Closing this gap is obviously a major challenge, but also the critical step we must take if we are to position
Massachusetts for successful competition in the years ahead. Once the gap is closed, the cost of maintaining a system
of high quality will fall back into a normal and sustainable range, and our campuses will be capable of making much
greater contributions to the life of the Commonwealth. But because the gap has grown so large, the Task Force
proposes closing it over a period of five to seven years. While appropriations for higher education will have to be
somewhat higher than they have been in the recent past, and sustained at that level over a somewhat longer period than
has been our recent experience, this “ramping up” strategy should be feasible within current economic parameters.

The Task Force therefore recommends that the Commonwealth increase support for public campuses to the
level necessary for success by fully funding the formula over a 5-7 year period.

Of course, some campuses are currently better off than others, and in some cases existing strategies to cope with earlier
losses of state funding are in place that the Task Force does not wish to undermine. In the case of the state and
community colleges, the leadership within each segment has proposed a “parity and equity” approach to closing the
gap that would send more dollars in the earlier years to the campuses with the greatest funding deficiencies. Under
this approach all campuses would receive an “equity” allocation in each year, but the campuses with the largest
gaps would also receive a “parity” allocation to help them catch up. The Task Force endorses this approach, and
congratulates the state and community colleges for developing it.

In the case of the five-campus University of Massachusetts system, the process must work somewhat differently
because of the autonomy the system’s trustees enjoy in allocating the state appropriation among the various campuses.
This fiscal autonomy is important in allowing the trustees to manage the University sector effectively. At the same
time, transparency and accountability will be critical in sustaining the kind of long-term investment the Task Force
calls for.

The Task Force therefore recommends that the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees annually report
to the Joint Committee on Higher Education the campus-by-campus distribution of the state appropriation and
any other funds within its control. In addition, the Task Force recommends that the University of
Massachusetts Trustees be required to ensure that each of the University campuses will be fully funded at
whatever point in time the system is appropriated sufficient funds to do so.

 The funding formula for all campuses is driven in very large part by enrollment. The more students served, the higher
the resource requirement. The Task Force’s recommendations therefore would create a much tighter link between
enrollment and funding than has been seen in Massachusetts for many years. As the state ramps up its investment in
public higher education over a period of years, two enrollment-related issues will therefore need to be monitored:

1. The Task Force’s recommendation to “fund the formula”—that is, to use a combination of state and student
revenues to fill the gap that currently exists between needed funding and actual resources—uses current
enrollment within the system as a baseline. In the years ahead, however, many factors will be at work that might
cause shifts in student enrollment. We know, for example, that the projected number of high school graduates in
the state will rise for the next few years, but then decline to a level slightly below what we experienced in 2000-
01. During that same period, however, other shifts may occur: the percentage of high school graduates going on
to college may rise or fall; the kinds of institutions they wish to attend may change; the distribution of
population within the state may shift, and so on. 

The Task Force is not proposing that the Commonwealth make an open-ended funding commitment. It is



critically important that Massachusetts take a careful look at its needs for higher education and develop an
enrollment plan that identifies the scope and nature of the capacity we need. That enrollment plan, passed
through the funding formula, will guide the investment of future state support. The Board of Higher Education
will therefore be charged with developing an enrollment plan to be presented to the Governor and the
Legislature in time to inform the FY 2007 budget. 

2. Massachusetts law currently prohibits the use of state funds to support continuing education programs. This
policy was adopted decades ago in circumstances much different from those we face today. Some reasons have
been advanced to consider eliminating the distinction between continuing education and so-called “day”
programs: it can create barriers to part-time and working students who can’t take advantage of a regular
academic schedule; it might complicate faculty workload policies; and it can create pricing and course
availability anomalies. On the other hand, the Task Force is aware that many policies and structures have been
developed by campuses over the years to accommodate the distinction the law imposes, and changing the rules
without a clear understanding of the implications could create unintended and unwelcome consequences. In
addition, it is not completely clear how a change in the 
law regarding continuing education programs would affect the funding formula, or how the impacts might vary
by sector or even by institution. The Task Force therefore believes it is wise to approach this set of issues with
care. 

The community college system has expressed willingness to move forward with a planned phase-out of the
provisions of MGL Chap. 15A, s. 26 . The Task Force therefore recommends that these provisions be
repealed effective FY 2007, and that during the intervening year the community colleges work closely with
the Board of Higher Education to plan for the transition. The community college experience would be
monitored closely, and would help inform thinking about any subsequent changes to the policy.

In the course of its deliberations the Task Force also considered the experience the public higher education system has
had with the two-year budget cycle. While this approach has had some benefit from a planning perspective, the reality
that the 
legislature only makes budget appropriations for a single year at a time has meant that the two-year budgeting cycle is
confusing and results in some redundancy. 

The Task Force therefore recommends eliminating the two-year budget cycle and instead requires all public
institutions to submit a yearly budget request to the Board of Higher Education.

Endowment Incentive Program

The Massachusetts Public Higher Education Endowment Incentive Program matches private donations to public
colleges and universities with state-appropriated funds. Around the country, such programs have proven to be effective
methods of improving public colleges and universities and encouraging private giving. According to the Association of
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB), twenty-four states have instituted government matching fund
programs to support endowments, endowed chairs and professorships, student scholarships, capital projects,
technology efforts and research initiatives.

Though originally authorized only until July 2003, in the summer of 2004 the Legislature and Governor agreed to
extend the authorization to 2010, up to a maximum of $100 million. The actual availability of the state funds would
depend on annual 
appropriations, and in the first year of the extension $14 million was made available.

This has been a remarkably successful program, and it is in the interest of both the Commonwealth and the institutions
to fully utilize the authorized funds. The Task Force therefore recommends that a significant annual state
appropriation be made in each year, with the goal of fully funding the program.

Building for the Future: Capital Planning and Investment

University of Massachusetts
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The recent Mass Insight Corp./Battelle report speaks frankly about capital needs on the campuses of the University of
Massachusetts:

In the area of capital spending, the lack of funding for UMass is particularly striking. Outside of
maintenance payments, new capital appropriations to UMass are slim. In FY 2001, it amounted to just $23
million, FY 2002 $47 million, and FY 2003 $25 million. As a point of comparison, neighboring
Connecticut is nearing completion of a $1 billion UConn 2000 capital investment program, and a $1.3
billion UConn 21st Century Capital investment program will be starting up in 2005. Almost all of this is
state money. The UMass system maintains comparisons with other ‘peer’ systems, and finds that for
UMass state support for facilities is $689 per students compared to $1,291 at peer university systems,
including $1,320 at the University of California. A tried and true key to building a premier research
university is having an aggressive facility construction program.

Despite having significant means, Massachusetts has failed to make the effort to have a leading public university
system… What appears to be holding UMass back is wavering overall state support and a particularly limited state-
supported capital budget to expand research-related facilities.

According to UMass officials, capital needs are “possibly the biggest challenge to the University.” Expanding on this
issue, the officials said, “The image, reputation, capacity, and mission effectiveness of the institution require modern
and functional facilities.” The cost of current capital needs exceeds $1.7 billion. Aging facilities across the state need
attention. Deferred maintenance costs, a priority for all chancellors and the President, are pegged at well over half a
billion dollars.

The University of Massachusetts has developed a comprehensive capital program based on a broad-based assessment
of all its capital needs. The plan calls for significant deferred maintenance activity (i.e. repairing and rehabilitating
existing infrastructure); new academic, research, and student support buildings; and modern technology and building
improvements. In all, the plan specifies $1.7 billion in much-needed capital improvements. But despite its urgency,
that plan is not achievable under current policies and assumptions.

From 1997 to 2005, the UMass system undertook nearly $1.2 billion in facilities construction and renewal projects. But
of that, the state contributed only about twenty-five cents on the dollar. The vast majority of the funding was diverted
from campus operating budgets, robbing students of educational quality and driving up student charges. This is an
unsustainable strategy for funding basic facilities needs.

UMass officials have urgently requested that a new Higher Education Bond Bill be passed as soon as possible. Such a
bill is essential for UMass since all of its existing legislative authorizations for capital funding will expire by the end of
FY ’05.

The Task Force believes that the time has long since passed for the state to acknowledge its responsibility to secure the
enormous investment the taxpayers have made in higher education facilities, and to ensure that the next generation of
students and researchers will be provided the structures and support systems necessary to get their work done.

The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth borrow, through General Obligation bonds, $1.7 billion
over the next five years for the University of Massachusetts.

Construction Management Reform for UMass

 While capital funding is clearly critical, state action of another kind is also required. In its report examining barriers
that are preventing UMass from reaching its potential, the Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation (MTF) singled out
state policy on construction and leasing as a hindrance. The MTF called upon state leaders to remove a series of
financial and bureaucratic obstacles to educational excellence that can be addressed at no cost to the state. These
barriers include (1) inflexible funding mechanisms that prevent UMass from making the best use of the revenues it
collects and (2) management constraints that impose cumbersome central controls on capital construction and leasing.
MTF President Michael J. Widmer, testifying before the Task Force, said, “Removing the obstacles to educational
excellence that the state imposes on UMass is critical to our knowledge-based economy—and can be accomplished



with no added burden on the taxpayer.”

The MTF made two specific recommendations:

1. Transfer from the Division of Capital Asset Management to the UMass Building Authority the responsibility for
managing UMass construction projects built with state funds. The Building Authority already manages UMass projects
built with 
non-state funds.

2. Give UMass permanent authority to sign leases without further state government approval.

The Task Force agrees, and recommends transferring responsibility for managing UMass building projects
from the Division of Capital Asset Management to the University of Massachusetts Building Authority as a pilot
program for a period of five years. In addition, we recommend delegation of full authority for leasing of
facilities to the UMBA.

Massachusetts State and Community Colleges

In testimony before the Task Force, Judith Gill, Chancellor of the Board of Higher Education, presented a detailed
report on the capital program and priorities of the state and community colleges and related regional master planning
undertaken by the BHE.

The Guiding Principles for the process were:

• Fix it First—a commitment to asset preservation and renewal
• Address core academic missions
• Address the most critical capacity constraints
• Conduct planning with a regional perspective—identify efficiencies or opportunities, if any, to make best use of
regional resources
• Identify issues of statewide importance (and with statewide resource implications) for attention by the BHE

The key findings were: (1) student enrollment (FTE) is projected to increase to 87,000 FTE by FY11, up from almost
75,000 in the base planning year 2000; and (2) total capital needs for the ten-year planning period are estimated at $1.2
billion for 500 projects at 24 campuses, including:

• $281 million in highest priority major capital projects at all campus including capacity and major facilities renewal
• $470 million in second priority projects
• $83 million in Asset Preservation projects to be funded by college and BHE resources
• $151 million in Revenue bond financed projects, including: Cafeterias, Parking, etc.
• Libraries ($86 million)
• Athletic facilities ($60 million)
• Laboratory school facilities renewal ($13 million)
• Campus support investments ($22 million)

The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth borrow, through General Obligation bonds, $1.2 billion
over the next ten years for the Massachusetts state and community colleges.

 

2. RESTORING STABILITY AND SOUND PLANNING

One of the Commission’s most striking and consistent findings is the extent to which public campuses and the students
they serve have suffered from a “boom or bust” cycle tied to the state’s economic swings. The pattern is now familiar:
when the economy falters, state tax revenues fall or fail to grow fast enough to cover unavoidable cost increases. The
“discretionary” parts of the state budget—higher education prominent among them—see their state appropriations cut



deeply and disproportionately, as the state struggles to pay the bills it can’t avoid.

When this happens, our public colleges and universities are faced with a lose-lose situation: either raise student costs
to make up for lost state revenue, or cut the programs and people that students rely on. Usually they have to do both.
When the economy eventually gets back on track, and state appropriations start a slow recovery, the public campuses
try to stabilize or even reduce student charges. This strategy works to a point—until the next economic downturn
comes along.

We’ve seen this cycle twice in the past twenty years. In the late eighties a deep, pervasive recession sent higher
education appropriations plummeting for four years in a row. At UMass Amherst, for example, in constant dollars the
state appropriation fell by more than one-third between 1988 and 1992. In order to preserve its core strengths, the
University nearly doubled tuition and mandatory fees.

The cycle repeated at the beginning of this decade. Recession-driven losses of state tax revenue sent public higher
education appropriations tumbling down by one-third, adjusted for inflation, between 2001 and 2004 (from a base that
had not yet recovered from the previous recession). Large reductions in its workforce and other cost savings could not
close the gap, so tuition and fees were increased by more than 50%.

What are the consequences of such wild swings in state appropriation and student costs? What is the impact on
taxpayers and students and their families?

The taxpayers lose because such sudden and severe budget changes make it impossible for public campuses to manage
their resources effectively. Their ability to plan ahead is undermined. Cuts, when they come, randomly consume
whatever positions are vacant at that moment, regardless of their importance to quality education or sound
management. Building maintenance and equipment replacement schedules are disrupted, creating higher costs down
the road. Sudden financial loss is one of the things most families fear most, because they understand how it disrupts
lives and unravels future plans. Yet for the Commonwealth’s public colleges and universities, this kind of challenge
has become almost routine.

Students and their families lose twice: first, because they are confronted with rapid, unpredictable increases in the cost
of attendance; and second, because they feel the direct impact of cuts in programs and services. How can a family put
together a plan to pay for college when there is so little predictability regarding costs from year to year?

Imagine three Massachusetts children, born across the span of a single decade. The oldest applied to UMass Amherst
in fall, 1995, when tuition and fees (in today’s dollars) were about $7,000 a year. That child was lucky: by the time she
graduated, costs had actually fallen to about $6,000. The next child started a year later, and costs stayed low during that
child’s college career. But when the third child went to apply, tuition and fees had risen to more than $9,000. Total
cost for four years for the first child was $27,000, for the second child about $24,000, but for the last child at least
$36,000. Why should some students pay half again as much for the same education as others, solely because of the
accident of the year in which 
they were born?

Paying for college should not be a lottery, with some students getting a bargain and others paying a premium. We
know that costs will rise, but they should increase in a managed and manageable way so that families can make sound
decisions about saving and investment. But our experience with the boom-or-bust cycle makes it clear that
Massachusetts families are robbed of this predictability because public campuses have no reliable mechanism to buffer
them against the effects of economic downturns.

Changing the Equation: the Higher Education ”Rainy Day” Funds

Up until now, public campuses have had to ride the financial roller coaster for several reasons. First, the law does not
permit them to carry over state appropriations from year to year. If money isn’t spent within the fiscal year, then it
must be sent back to the state. This policy doesn’t protect the taxpayers. It promotes short-term thinking and end-of-
year spending sprees that undermine sound management. Second, while mechanisms are available to campuses to put
some money aside to be used later, in most cases there isn’t enough “extra” to make a difference. Campuses are



always trying to catch up from the last economic downturn, and can’t divert much revenue into savings for future
problems. Third, because they know the day will come when tuition and fees must be raised rapidly, campuses try to
keep prices down artificially when they can, making the boom-or-bust cycle almost inevitable.

Breaking the cycle requires a new approach to financing on the part of the state and the institutions. As the Task Force
proposes, the state must commit itself to closing the funding gap over time, so that campuses can stop viewing student
charges as the “dollar of last resort.” If the state meets its commitment, then campuses must handle tuition and fees in
a more predictable way. Student costs will continue to rise, but they should do so steadily and modestly. And if both
increased state funding and predictable student cost increases are in place, then campuses should be able to build, for
their own use and under their own management, stabilization funds that provide the capacity to use their resources
effectively and cushion themselves from economic forces beyond their control.

The Task Force proposes authorization of a ”Rainy Day” Fund for each public campus, capable of receiving both state
appropriated dollars and student tuition and fee revenue. When times are good, and revenues are growing, a portion of
that growth would be deposited in the fund. Over time that balance would grow, eventually reaching a level at which it
could buffer a temporary downturn in state appropriations triggered by economic conditions. Such a fund could never
be expected to replace major losses of state funding dollar for dollar. Together with prudent cost-cutting measures,
however, it could make it possible for a campus to weather an economic downturn without cutting into its core quality.

This is the same principle the Commonwealth follows for the general state budget. In good times deposits are made to
the state “Rainy Day” fund, and these savings are used in bad times to soften the impact on essential state services. In
theory, higher education could benefit from the state Rainy Day Fund. Experience has shown, however, that the state’s
fund is never large enough to respond to all the demands placed upon it. These state savings tend to be consumed by
debt payments, pension liabilities, health insurance, and other costs that cannot be avoided. Since the state Rainy Day
Fund was 
created in 1985, higher education has not directly benefited from it.

It therefore makes sense to create a separate fund limited to, and funded by, the system of public higher education. Not
only would this ensure that cushioning funds would be available when needed, it would also take advantage of higher
education’s multiple funding sources: the fund could receive not only a portion of growth in state appropriations, but
also a stream of deposits from modest and steady increases in student tuition and fees.

Rainy Day funds would grow over time, eventually reaching a point at which they could offset a significant loss of
state revenue. This is important because, looking back over the past few decades, major economic downturns have
consistently resulted in major losses of state support for higher education. The MTF notes that state funds fell by one-
third between 1988 and 1992, with another round of major losses in the most recent recession. Because campuses are
still in the process of recovering from those recent cuts, payments into Rainy Day funds would be lower in the first
two years of the new financing relationship proposed by the Task Force. Assuming the state meets its funding
obligations, each institution would deposit at least 10% (5% in the first two years) of its annual revenue growth from
the state and general student fees into the fund. This would continue for ten years, after which additional deposits
would be at the discretion of the institution.

One of the purposes of the Rainy Day fund is to give campuses flexibility in managing their resources. For that reason,
campuses would be authorized to withdraw any carry-over balances from their state appropriations that had been
deposited into the fund, even if the state was meeting its funding obligations.

If the state were not able to meet its funding commitment, then campuses would be authorized to tap into not only
routine carry-over balances but also the principal of the fund itself. Because economic downturns often last more than
one year, it would not be wise to allow a fund’s balance to be drawn down all at once. Each campus would be expected
to manage its reserves wisely, recognizing that it might be all that is available to help the campus weather the storm. In
all cases, expenditures from the funds would be treated as expenditures of state funds regardless of their original
source.

Making the New Relationship Work



 Retooling our public higher education system along the lines outlined here will require some significant changes. The
state, of course, must commit itself to long-term investments that will, combined with reasonable growth in
contributions from students and their families, meet the needs of campuses. Because we envision a different way of
approaching public higher education financing, we will also need to make some changes in how the financial pieces fit
together.

Currently, Massachusetts is almost alone among the states in how it handles tuition payments for public colleges and
universities. In almost every other state, tuition and fee revenues are collected and used by the campuses directly. In
Massachusetts, however, we still use an inherited system in which tuition revenues are sent by the campuses to the
state General Fund. In theory, these payments offset the state’s investment in the campuses. In practice, however, there
is no direct link between the amount of tuition remitted by a campus to the state and the amount of state funding the
campus receives.

In Massachusetts, campuses also tend to rely heavily on “curriculum” and similar fees—which are used very much like
tuition, and which actually total more than tuition—and which are retained for direct use by the campuses. Authority
for setting tuition levels is held ultimately by the Board of Higher Education, while authority for setting fees resides
with the institutions. This situation arose two recessions ago, when the state could not pass enough tuition revenue
back to keep the campuses afloat. But that division of authority no longer seems necessary, and complicates sound
management and planning.

The new financing structure will therefore clarify the relationship between the institutions and the Board of Higher
Education. The success of recent experiments with tuition retention at the University of Massachusetts, the
Massachusetts College of Art, and the Massachusetts Maritime Academy argues for a general policy of retained
tuition. This new policy would take effect for all students in all segments in FY 2007. Authority for determining the
amount of both tuition and fees will reside with the institutions, but within parameters consistent with the goal of
eliminating rapid changes in student costs. Tuition and general fees would be allowed to rise annually at a rate no
higher than the three-year average of the Consumer Price Index for the state. In the event that an institution encounters
extraordinary circumstances that would argue for student costs to rise more quickly than the established rate, the Board
of Higher Education would be authorized to act as a “circuit breaker” to consider such higher rates according to
criteria it shall establish during the first year following adoption of this legislation.

It is important to keep in mind that, under the Task Force’s new approach, student charges would no longer be seen as
so tactically important to campuses. If the state keeps its commitment to fund the formula, then student costs would
not carry the funding burden they do now, and can be allowed to grow at a steady and modest pace. If the state falls
short of its commitment, then campuses would have the flexibility to set their total student costs without restriction
until such time as annual state appropriations are restored to the necessary level.

Adjustments of several kinds will need to be made as Massachusetts makes the transition to this new financing
approach. First, the baseline state appropriation for institutions will be adjusted to reflect the implementation of tuition
retention. Institutions will be held harmless by having their appropriations reduced by the amount of the tuition they
would otherwise have remitted to the state, just as was done when tuition retention pilot programs were implemented
for the Massachusetts College of Art, the Massachusetts Maritime Academy, and for out of state students at the
University of Massachusetts. Second, because fringe benefit costs for “state” employees are funded outside
institutional budgets, this relationship will be permanently extended to include employees paid from retained tuition
revenue. Finally, campuses will be compensated for costs associated with collective bargaining agreements approved
by the state.

Once the campuses retain tuition, it will be important to ensure that any future increases in waived tuition caused by
state action are fully funded. Otherwise, the campuses will “pay the bill” (in the form of lost revenue), directly
undermining the financial assumptions underlying the Task Force’s new financing mechanism. Campuses will be free
to offer tuition waiver programs for their own purposes, of course, but these would be within the control of and funded
by the campus. The Task Force notes in particular that the new state-initiated John and Abigail Adams tuition waiver
program has the potential to grow rapidly in the years ahead. We therefore call for full funding of that program by the
state each year.



These financial recommendations are interrelated, so it will be important to consider them as a package with the
following components.

Authorize a Higher Education Rainy Day Fund for each public campus, capable of receiving both state
appropriated dollars and student tuition and fee revenue, and authorize the campuses to deposit unexpended
state appropriations into these funds. If the state meets its funding obligations, campuses would be required to
deposit 5% of the growth in state appropriation and tuition and fees into the fund for the first two years, and
10% in subsequent years.

Establish a general policy of retained tuition. This new policy would take effect for all students in all segments
in FY 2007. New or expanded tuition waiver programs initiated by the state should be fully funded, including
the newly established John and Abigail Adams tuition waiver program.

Tuition and fees will be considered together and authority for determining the amount of both tuition and fees
will reside with the institutions. If the state is meeting its funding obligations, the rate of increase for in-state
tuition and general fees will not exceed the three-year average of the Consumer Price Index for Massachusetts.
If campuses encounter extraordinary circumstances, they may request a higher rate of increase within
parameters and procedures set by the Board of Higher Education.

3. FUELING THE STATE’S ECONOMIC ENGINE

In his remarks to the Senate Task Force, Ray Stata, Chairman of the Board of Analog Devices, and a member of the
Saxon Commission, emphasized the need to improve the state’s competitiveness:

During the last 15 years, technological change has become even more pervasive and more rapid. There is
no doubt that Massachusetts has become a knowledge-based economy, with a greater percentage of
scientists and engineers in its workforce than any other state. And, competition from both foreign nations
and industrial states has intensified. Competitor states such as California, New York, and North Carolina
have aggressively supported their technology sectors through substantial, strategic investments in research
programs at their public universities…. 
If the Legislature stepped up to create new centers of excellence across the UMass system, that would have
an enormous long-term impact on the Massachusetts economy.

The urgency of the competition is revealed in the current race to establish leadership in stem cell research. According
to reports in The New York Times, Democratic leaders in the state Senate of New York have proposed spending $1
billion over ten years to fund a New York stem cell institute; in New Jersey, the Acting Governor has proposed
spending $380 million on stem cell research, following California, which will borrow $3 billion over ten years for stem
cell research. In Illinois, the legislature is considering ways to raise $100 million in new revenue for stem cell
research, while the governor of Wisconsin has promised $375 million for a biomedical institute. Closer to home,
Connecticut may allocate $10 to $20 million for stem cell research. All the states are concerned about losing their best
scientists to California and its stem-cell Gold Rush.

California Institute of Technology President David Baltimore recently warned “We no longer have a lock on
technology. Europe is increasingly competitive, and Asia has the potential to blow us out of the water.… India and
China are putting huge sums into modernizing their science infrastructure and universities. The proof of their success
is the number of U.S. companies opening laboratories in China.”

According to journalist Ted. C. Fishman, writing last year about the economic and educational boom in China:

“China will produce 325,000 engineers this year. That’s five times as many as in the U.S., where the
number of engineering graduates has been declining since the early 1980s.… The case for the ability of
American industry to stay ahead of its international competition rests on the national gifts and resources
that the U.S. devotes to innovation.”



In the innovation economy, human capital—well-educated, adaptable citizens with a strong stake in the economy’s
success—is the critical asset. But of all the states vying for economic leadership, Massachusetts is most vulnerable in
this respect. The 2000 United States Census revealed Massachusetts as the only state to lose population. State records
indicate that more people between 30 and 49 years old are leaving the state than in any other age category. These men
and women are the heart of the local workforce.

Job loss is another major concern. According to the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative, the state has lost more
than 94,000 technology jobs since 2000, contributing to a 3.2 percent decrease in median household income in
Massachusetts last year. Industry leaders agree that one of the principal factors driving high-tech job loss is an ongoing
shortage of well-educated, highly qualified applicants for those jobs.

According to the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative,

The workers most apt to leave the state and the region over time are those with the greatest employment
options: the highly educated. The ticket to growing the Innovation Economy, and a sustainable standard of
living, is improving and expanding educational opportunities for our citizens. We sense a new
commitment in the state to think hard about the mission of the state’s public and private colleges and
universities…. Now is the time for us to pick up speed: more innovation, quicker conversion of innovation
to new businesses and new jobs, bolstered by a workforce that the Commonwealth will—in words recently
uttered by former General Electric CEO Jack Welch on this topic—‘educate the hell out of.’

Testifying before the Task Force, William H. Guenther, president of Mass Insight Corporation (a nonpartisan, public
policy organization serving the Commonwealth), said, “The world has changed. It’s not sufficient anymore for
Massachusetts to say, ‘We’re smart. Send money.’ Other states are investing more money and devising strategies. The
state controls the spigot on public higher education. We should be investing in broad intellectual capital. Why is Sun
Microsystems in Burlington? Because that area is one of two major talent areas in the United States. We need to build
concentrations 
of talent around certain industries—pools of talent that can compete internationally.”

The University’s Future

In partnership with Battelle, one of the world’s largest non-profit R&D organizations, Mass Insight in 2004 published
a comprehensive road map for technological development in the Commonwealth, the recommendations of which have
been embraced by leaders in the public and private sectors. This report, Choosing to Lead: The Race for National
R&D Leadership—and New Economy Jobs, stressed the central importance of higher education in providing
opportunities for citizens to become part of a highly educated workforce and attracting excellent faculty to form
partnerships between industry and public and private higher education institutions. The Battelle report reinforced the
warning that, while Massachusetts has been successful in the past (the state is fourth in the nation in university and
federal R&D and sixth in industry R&D) it is also highly vulnerable to increased competition, and in fact lost market
share between 1985 and 2001.

The good news is that the University of Massachusetts, across its five campuses, has demonstrated its capacity to be a
major contributor to the state’s R&D efforts:

• $320 million in sponsored research, and a fast growth rate
• $1 million President’s fund for Science and Technology project start ups
• $26 million in technology commercialization (among the top 20 universities in the United States).
• Nearly $100 million in recent National Science Foundation and National Institutes of Health grants invested in
strategic alliances, including: $40 million for an atmospheric sensing Engineering Research Center at UMass Amherst;
a $12 million nanotechnology center for UMass Lowell/Northeastern/UNH; a $17 million botulinum center at UMass
Dartmouth/Tufts; a $16 million immunology center at the UMass Medical School in Worcester; and a $12 million
science K-12 partnership at UMass Boston.

The R&D strengths arising from the five campuses of UMass match key Massachusetts technology areas, including
Advanced Materials/Nanotechnology (Amherst and Lowell in polymers, plastics processing, nanomanufacturing and



bioprocessing); Environmental/Ocean Technologies (Dartmouth, Boston, Amherst and Lowell with strengths in ocean-
related, environmental genomics, renewable energy, and green chemistry technologies); broad-based life sciences
expertise at Worcester and Amherst, (with individual pockets of strength at other campuses); Signal
Processing/Electronics and Optics (Amherst with strengths in wireless, interface of software and hardware and other
fields, and pockets of excellence at Lowell and Dartmouth); and Computer Science (Amherst is nationally recognized
with particular strengths in networking, data retrieval, and computational modeling).

While the long-term, stable resource growth for the University of Massachusetts called for by the Task Force will be
important, we have identified a few key immediate investments that can leverage current strengths and jump-start a
more aggressive R&D strategy for the Commonwealth. The state’s endowment incentive program for the University
has been an outstanding success, and should be expanded; regional incubators organized around the five UMass
campuses can support the rapid transfer of new ideas into products and services; and a immediate infusion of capital
funding for laboratories and related facilities will allow UMass campuses to harness the impressive strength of their
current researchers and attract the rising stars of the next generation.

The Task Force makes the following recommendations:

The Executive Office of Economic Affairs in collaboration with private sector leaders and in partnership with
UMass should create a five-year strategic plan to address the University’s R&D capacity and potential by
focusing on strategic opportunity areas in ways that will provide the greatest downstream economic benefits to
the state.

To make UMass a major driver for the Massachusetts Innovation Economy, the state should provide $20 million
in matching funds for an endowment for UMass, focused on key science and technology professorships.

The state should target program assistance for business and technology incubators on the five campuses of the
University of Massachusetts as a means of supporting economic development initiatives in under-developed
regions of the state. This program will have a $1 million initial appropriation.

To further strengthen the R&D capacity of UMass, the Legislature should immediately authorize $150 million
to fund development of laboratories, equipment and facilities that will help strengthen Massachusetts’s
“innovation economy,” including operating and capital support for federal research development projects
already approved but unfunded by the federal government.

The Task Force recommends reauthorization of funding and expanded investment in programs created through
the Economic Stimulus Bill of 2003 that were designed to increase public-private partnerships and research and
development in the Commonwealth.

 State and Community Colleges—Innovation and Collaboration

The state and community colleges are also key partners in the Commonwealth’s innovation strategy. A leading
example of economic development assistance among the state colleges is the Metrowest Economic Research Center
(MERC) at Framingham State College, which has developed and implemented an innovative model of collaborative
economic research that directly benefits employers, Chambers of Commerce, nonprofit organizations, school districts,
municipal governments, legislators, residents and community groups. MERC produces complex databases and reports,
including labor force 
studies and regional economic profiles, allowing detailed analyses of the regional and local economies.

At the community college level, the Entrepreneurial Institute at Springfield Technical Community College reaches into
the community to increase the stream of new student entrepreneurs who can grow and develop new companies. Since
1996, 10,000 students have participated in the entrepreneurship programs at the Institute. Graduates and students have
created 28 new businesses that have generated some $1 million in combined revenues and nearly $500,000 in wages
since the opening of the Student Business Incubator in 1999.

The Workforce of our Future



According to the Community College Research Center, “while community colleges serve many goals and missions,
their occupational purposes are central, and virtually all their students enroll to enhance their employment, either
directly or by later transferring to four-year colleges…. Even if occupational forecasting is a risky business, the
educational level of the labor force is almost certain to continue increasing—and much of the growth will take place at
the sub-baccalaureate level (CCRC Brief, June 1999).

Not all knowledge economy jobs require advanced degrees. Many of the jobs created from research and development
in fields such as technology, biotechnology, and healthcare require preparation in the form of associate degrees and
certificates that are provided by community colleges. Additionally, community colleges have a strong record of
responding quickly to local needs and can create new programs to meet the demand for “technical” education
generated by job growth resulting from research and development. The Commonwealth must include community
colleges in planning economic development strategy, both to assess their existing and to identify additional
contributions they can make.

Massachusetts has had approximately 60,000 unfilled jobs for the past two years. Twenty-six occupations account for
half of the vacancies in our state, and many of these require at least a community college certificate or an associate’s
degree. In most cases, the certificate or associate’s degree can be a stepping-stone toward a bachelor’s degree.

At the same time, Massachusetts has 180,000 people out of work; 746,000 people without a high school diploma or
GED; and 152,000 people without strong enough English language skills to make them employable. It is estimated that
an additional 700,000 incumbent workers lack the new basic skills rewarded by employers even though they already
possess a high school diploma.

What’s more, we have near flat labor force growth (0.1%), except for the foreign-born. More than half (53%) of those
leaving the state are middle-class families, which depletes our human capital talent pool.

Source: Reach Higher Initiative Presentation To Senate Task Force on Public Higher Education,  Oct. 18, 2004

Donna Cupelo, President of Verizon (Massachusetts and Rhode Island), said her colleagues
throughout industry continually ask, How do we get our workforce ready and able for new
technologies? The answer, in her view, lies in education, from kindergarten through higher
education and ongoing lifelong learning. The public higher education system, from community
colleges through the state colleges and University, is critical to improving the skills and
abilities of employees in industry, according to Cupelo. Verizon officials meet regularly with
community college administrators, as well as staff from UMass. “Skills change over time,”
said Cupelo, “and the public colleges and university provide training that we cannot offer. For
example, engineering needs have changed. Today’s employees use computer aided-design
(CAD) systems, not just mechanical drawing techniques.” While companies like Verizon look
to public higher education for assistance, “sometimes higher education lacks resources, such as
available faculty,” said Cupelo.

“In Massachusetts, state investment is not what it should be relative to industry’s present and
future needs. We want Massachusetts to be ahead in the tech race, but the feeling is that we
are not keeping pace,” added Cupelo. Verizon has committed substantial resources to working
with both public higher education and the K-12 system in the state. The Massachusetts
Business Roundtable is a group that could help make the higher education-industry
collaboration a higher priority, suggested Cupelo.

In her testimony to the Senate’s Task Force, the Commonwealth’s Director of Workforce Development
and Chair of the Reach Higher Initiative, Jane Edmonds, said Reach Higher “decided to focus its
attention on the community colleges… for the following reasons: (1) the rapid increase in the cost of



private higher education; (2) the geographic proximity of community colleges to learners, which is
known to boost the potential for both enrollment and retention; (3) the shift in the nature of job
requirements that makes it possible for more people to increase their earnings with community college
certificates or degrees; (4) the ability of the community colleges to increase their capacity to address both
the industry-specific skills as well as the transferable skills employers value. But the key issue at hand is
that both young people and adults in our state lack a clearly delineated pathway to guide them from high
school or adult education classes to higher education and onto careers in our high skill, high demand
industries.”

The case for the workforce development role for the state and community colleges is clear. Over the past
two decades, the net job growth in the state has been in occupations that require a college degree,
including executive, managerial, professional, and technical positions. This trend has been most
pronounced among workers with four or more years of college with an expansion of 400,000 between
1983-84 and 1999-2000. The state Division of Employment and Training, in its employment projections
through 2010, estimates that 321,500 job openings, or 82%, will require a bachelor’s degree 
or higher.

Community colleges work with businesses in their regions to develop programs that local workforce
needs. In 2003 alone, there were over 7000 business and industry courses serving over 65,000
participants. But there are challenges. Massachusetts has a highly educated and skilled workforce but not
in enough numbers for the occupations projecting the greatest growth (health care, technology, and
education. For the past twelve years Massachusetts ranked 47th in labor force growth and lost more
workers than it gained. 60% of low-income workers in Massachusetts (ages 25-54) have only high school
diplomas or less. From 1990-2002 the number of two-year degrees awarded in public institutions in
Massachusetts declined by 4% while nationally the number increased by 24%. A million workers in
Massachusetts do not have the basic skills necessary for jobs today and more workers need to be
retrained for an increasingly complex job.

The Task Force is making a series of recommendations concerning workforce development, some of
which address immediate needs in the Commonwealth and others of which should help Massachusetts
meet its workforce needs over the long term.

The Board of Higher Education will establish a workforce development Task Force composed of
the Department of Workforce Development, Secretary of Economic Development, Commonwealth
Corporation, and a representative of the Massachusetts Workforce Investment Board Association,
which has two purposes. First, the Task Force will periodically conduct and analyze labor market
studies in order to identify labor market trends in the Commonwealth. Next, using this
information, the BHE shall assess the system’s capacity to meet those labor market demands.
Working with campuses in the system, the BHE shall encourage expanding existing programs and
creating new programs to meet the demands and reduce the number and size of programs that
have too much capacity.

The new Task Force will be led by a Workforce Coordinator of the BHE whose sole job it is to
work with community and state college presidents and deans, as well as industry, adult basic
education, and community-based organizations to develop certificate and degree programs in high
skill, high demand occupations.



The BHE shall develop statewide standards and encourage statewide collaborations for training
for high demand high skill occupations in targeted industries and create more community college
certificate and degree programs that teach those skills. and prepare individuals for employment in
those industries.

Establish a $1 million funding pool to provide seed funding for the purposes of expanding existing
programs that are in high demand occupations and have long waiting lists and to develop new
programs in high demand areas. This would include programs that address the dire need for
nurses, establish a statewide curriculum to train early childhood educators to fulfill the demands
made by the new Early Care initiatives, a formal regional approach with funding for Teaching and
Recruitment Advancement Centers to attract new teachers from traditional and non-traditional
backgrounds, and a pilot program in a high demand area for Mass Colleges On-Line

Give voting membership on regional employment boards to university chancellors and state and
community college presidents to insure that public higher education will be a partner in workforce
development and economic development and encourage collaborations with regional industries to
identify curriculum needs and necessary job skills.

Ensure that community and state colleges are eligible for all workforce-related funding initiatives.

Rewrite the Community College Workforce Training Incentive to include credit-bearing courses.
At present the incentive program applies only to certificate programs.

4. OPENING DOORS TO MASSACHUSETTS FAMILIES

Just as the future prosperity of the state relies on success in the innovation economy, the future prosperity
of its people relies on participation in the educational programs that make good careers in the knowledge
economy possible. Investments in educational and research capacity, while vital, are only one part of a
successful strategy for Massachusetts. The state must also ensure that citizens have the practical means to
begin and continue their educations.

At present, Massachusetts has a higher than the national average rate of high school graduates entering
higher education, but the proportion of ninth grade students who eventually go on to higher education is
only at the national average. Even for those 
students who graduate from high school only 2/3 immediately enter any kind of higher education. 48%
of our students do not enter higher education and 60% do not go beyond the first year.

What is the problem? Why are our students not able or willing to pursue the kind of education that leads
to a better standard of living and job satisfaction? The reasons are numerous and complex. Many young
students, often low-income, minority or ESL students, do not see college as an option for them. They are
having a difficult time day to day and college is not even a dream. Yet if the state is to have a vigorous
system of higher education that fulfills the demands of the workforce and contributes to the quality of life
in the Commonwealth, it must make a commitment to fund programs and encourage innovative ideas to
address to the problem of providing access to public higher education.

Brian Fitzgerald, from the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, sounds the alarm,
“College affordability has hit what some call a ‘perfect storm’ involving rising tuition, decreasing state



funding, fewer student aided options, and changing demographics.”

Cost is a major factor in discouraging lower-income students from attempting to go to college. For low-
income students, the cost of a college education has represented a larger and larger share of real family
income for at least three decades.

The Task Force did not conduct a comprehensive review of state financial aid programs, recognizing that
such an effort is already underway under the auspices of the Board of Higher Education. The Task Force
did, however, identify five specific changes in state policy that should be pursued immediately.

1. Given the significant reductions in certain state financial aid programs in recent years, the Task
Force recommends that the state immediately appropriate $10 million for additional need-based
financial aid with $7 million for students attending public higher education institutions and $3
million for Gilbert Grants for students attending private higher education institutions.

2. Currently, student financial aid is not tailored to the needs of non-traditional learners who may need to
take less than six credits per semester. Financial aid programs also tend to target students enrolled in
degree programs or long-term programs, not the important training that occurs through short-term
certificates. For part-time or non-degree students, often the only recourse is to use their credit cards or
take out private sector loans with high interest rates in order to pay for tuition. Affordability is therefore
a major barrier to postsecondary access for many of our citizens, and contributes to under-representation
of some citizens in higher education.

The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth appropriate $6 million to establish a new
grant program for the part time or non-degree student who takes less than six credits per semester
and is currently ineligible for existing state and federal financial aid programs because of federal
needs analysis 
formulas followed by all existing programs.

3. Appropriate $8 million to establish a loan reduction program for persons who have completed
certificate or degree programs for occupations that have high demand and low pay as determined
by the BHE.

4. Establish a new public higher education license plate with the Registry of Motor Vehicles in
order to promote and enhance public higher education in the Commonwealth. Each license plate
would be specifically tailored to each state institution. Any profit achieved through the sale of these
license plates will be used for scholarships and grants to students in MA public higher education
institutions and not specifically for each public higher institution.

5. Direct the Massachusetts Educational Financing Authority (MEFA) to develop a plan to expand
the UPlan to further encourage low- and moderate-income participation.

Other Barriers

If we can move beyond finances, how can we address other barriers to access? How can we create a
pipeline that will move a student through elementary school and secondary school with a consistent focus
on participating in higher education? How 



can we convince parents and students that the path to their success is through higher education, and that
it is attainable for them?

The Nellie Mae Education Foundation has a mission to promote access, quality and effectiveness of
education, especially for underserved populations. In that role, they have conducted numerous studies of
educational achievement at all levels. The Massachusetts Educational Financing Authority (MEFA) offers
comprehensive solutions through outreach and education, structured college savings and low cost loan
programs to show families the path to higher education. Both groups recognize the barriers to higher
education that exist for underserved and nontraditional students.

The Task Force recommends that a partnership group be established among Nellie Mae, MEFA,
the Department of Education, the Board of Higher Education, and the “Reach Higher” initiative to
improve the pipeline for these groups and ease the transition between high school and higher
education.

The Task Force also recommends the appropriation of $1 million for a program to leverage and
match funds for programs that address the pipeline issue.

The Task Force also recommends the reestablishment of the “Dual Enrollment” program to
provide students who are at risk of dropping out of high school an opportunity to go to a
community college for courses not offered in their high school. The program was successfully
operated through DOE, the community colleges, and various municipalities. The new program
should also allow the community colleges to take the courses into the high schools if numbers
allowed.
This program was last funded in FY 2001 for $1.78 million.

One of the most successful transition programs is the ABE to College Transition Initiative. It
provides strong support to adult learners so that they can enter community college and it should
be expanded to all 15 community colleges. 
The Task Force recommends an appropriation of $2 million for this initiative.

Increased funding for the community and state colleges will allow more full time faculty to be
hired. This is necessary to the academic vitality of each campus. But the Task Force recognizes
that there are also needs in academic and occupational advising, remedial learning, ESL, and
transition programs. The community and state colleges are therefore encouraged to use some of the
increased funding to provide the necessary support services for students to ease their transition
into higher education and increase their chance for success.

5. SECURING THE INVESTMENT

The Task Force is proposing major new investments in both campus operating budgets and higher
education facilities. We believe the case for these investments is compelling, but also recognize that such
a commitment on the part of the state must be matched with a commitment from the colleges and
universities to deliver what Massachusetts needs in the years ahead.

We believe there are two dimensions to strong accountability: performance measurement and clear
management focus. We make recommendations in both areas.



A. Performance Measurement

Currently, all public campuses in Massachusetts are required by law to report annually on a wide variety
of measures related to their success in achieving their missions, including student achievement, research
and scholarship, affordability and access, and fiscal strength. These performance measurement systems
are administered by the Board of Higher Education for the state and community colleges and by the
Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts for the five UMass campuses.

These systems operate well, and produce voluminous data on institutional performance that is useful in
many contexts. The Task Force observes, however, that performance data are so varied and extensive that
it can be difficult to sift through them for meaning and true understanding. There is also the question of
differential mission: community colleges, for example, have open admission as part of their mission,
while selective admission is appropriate for other kinds of campuses. In terms of the Task Force’s
specific interests, for example, the research campuses might be expected to participate in research
“incubator” activities that would be beyond the mission of other campuses, and community colleges
might focus on specific vocational needs that would not be part of the program mix at some other
institutions. A useful accountability system must reflect these kinds of differences.

The Task Force saw no point in duplicating existing requirements, but did see an opportunity to
bring a sharper focus to the existing accountability system. We therefore recommend that the
Board of Higher Education (on behalf of the state and community colleges) and the University of
Massachusetts Board of Trustees 
(on behalf of the UMass campuses), as part of the annual performance measurement process, ask
each campus to specify the key mission-related activities it will pursue to advance the goals
outlined by the Task Force, to identify a subset of performance measures related to those activities,
and to knit these together into an assessment of its impact.

In this way, each campus will continue to report its accountability data, but also be expected to go an
additional step and “tell its story” regarding what it has chosen to emphasize, and why. These
assessments will likely shift over time as new challenges emerge, and campuses may develop new
performance measures to augment those already in place.

These assessments should address the following core goals of the Task Force:

• Understanding and responding to the Commonwealth’s workforce needs (ranging from identified “gaps”
in specific vocations or industries to broader needs for a creative, adaptable citizenry).• Strengthening
innovation at all stages, from the creation of new knowledge to its application to specific products and
processes to its expression in the marketplace.
• Broadening the opportunities for Massachusetts citizens to pursue their educational goals and participate
in the emerging economy.
• Forming collaborations and partnerships in management and academic programming that increase
efficiency in our public higher education system. Campus-specific accountability plans of this kind
should help focus the activities of our public campuses and assist policy makers in assessing the impact
of the new investments the Task Force proposes.

B. Leadership and Management Focus



One important aspect of accountability is ensuring that structures and systems are in place to promote
effective decision-making and wise use of resources. The Executive and Legislative branches have
ongoing responsibilities in this regard, but the Task Force identified two specific opportunities for
improving the ways in which challenges are identified and leadership is exercised.

Governing the colleges

The higher education reorganization of 1991 created boards of trustees for the state and community
college campuses, under the overall governance of the Board of Higher Education. Sufficient time has
now passed to allow some observations as to how the system is working, and the Task Force has
identified measures that we believe would strengthen trustee leadership and stewardship. First, this would
seem an appropriate time to examine our experience with the composition of the various boards in terms
of both representation and overall effectiveness. The creation of a new Joint Committee on Higher
Education creates an opportunity to examine this issue.

The Task Force therefore recommends that The Joint Committee on Higher Education will review
and study the composition of the Board of Higher Education and the Boards of Trustees of the
colleges and the university to make recommendations for any statutory changes that would make
the boards more representative and more effective.

The Task Force favors a more open and inclusive process for identifying nominees and selecting trustees
for public institutions in Massachusetts. Currently, a Nominating Council identifies potential college and
university trustees and members of the Board of education and the Board of Higher Education. The
Nominating Council then forwards three names to the Governor for each vacancy. This process
inescapably subjects two of the three nominees to a vetting process that does not result in appointment.
The current process also includes no expectations for timely filling of vacancies, thereby inconveniencing
potential appointees and undermining effective operation of the boards.

1. The Task Force recommends that the boards of trustees of the University of Massachusetts
and the state and community colleges advertise vacancies six months before a term expires in
order to broaden and deepen the pool of qualified candidates for trustee positions. 

2. In addition, the Task Force recommends that the Speaker of the House and the Senate
President appoint (1) member each to the Nominating Council. For each board vacancy, the
Nominating Council will select one name to forward to the Governor. The Governor will then
either appoint that nominee, or ask the Nominating Council to submit a different nominee. 

3. The Task Force further recommends that appointments be made within 90 days of the
submission of names by the Nominating Council. If the process is not completed within the
90-day period, then the Board of Higher Education shall make an interim appointment for
one year. At the end of one year, if the Governor does not act, the BHE may extend the
interim appointment for the full Trustee term. The interim applicant may also reapply for the
position after the one-year interim appointment if the BHE does not extend the appointment.

Finally, to foster excellence in stewardship of higher education, the Task Force recommends that
the Board of Higher Education establish and administer mandated training and orientation
sessions for newly appointed trustees.

Board of Higher Education



Taken together, the Task Force’s recommendations envision an appropriately funded, better focused, and
better-coordinated system of public higher education in Massachusetts. Each of the Task Force’s
recommendations is a piece in a larger puzzle, and responsibility for making all these pieces fit together
falls in significant measure to the Board of Higher Education.

In recognition of the new responsibilities the Task Force’s recommendations would place upon the
BHE, we recommend that the Board’s operating budget 
be increased by $1 million.

Finally, while the BHE has many different responsibilities, it must never lose sight of its central role as
the advocate for public higher education in the Commonwealth. The Task Force is recommending a
sweeping set of reforms to reinvigorate our public colleges and universities, and the leadership of the
BHE will be essential if that vision is to be achieved.

6. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TASK FORCE ON PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

Funding and Enrollment

The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth increase support for public campuses to the level
necessary for success by fully funding the formula over a 5-7 year period.

All state and community college campuses would receive an “equity” allocation in each year, but the
campuses with the largest gaps would also receive a “parity” allocation to help them catch up.

The Task Force recommends that the University of Massachusetts Board Of Trustees annually report to
the Joint Committee on Higher Education the campus by campus distribution of the state appropriation
and any other funds within its control. In addition, the Task Force recommends that the University of
Massachusetts Trustees be required to ensure that each of the University campuses will be fully funded at
whatever point in time the system is appropriated sufficient funds to do so.

The Board of Higher Education will be charged with developing an enrollment plan to be presented to
the Governor and the Legislature in time to inform the FY 2007 budget.

The community college system has expressed willingness to move forward with a planned phase-out of
the provisions of MGL Chap. 15A, s. 26. The Task Force therefore recommends that these provisions be
repealed effective FY 2007, and that during the intervening year the community colleges work closely
with the Board of Higher Education to plan for the transition. The community college experience would
be monitored closely, and would help inform thinking about any subsequent changes to the policy.

The Task Force recommends eliminating the two-year budget cycle and instead require all public
institutions to submit a yearly budget request to the Board of Higher Education.

The Task Force recommends that a significant annual state appropriation to the Endowment Incentive
Plan be made in each year, with the goal of fully funding the program.

Capital Plan

file:///legis/laws/mgl/15a-26.htm


The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth borrow, through General Obligation bonds, $1.7
billion over the next five years for the University of Massachusetts.

The Task Force agrees, and recommends transferring responsibility for managing UMass building
projects from the Division of Capital Asset Management to the University of Massachusetts Building
Authority as a pilot program for a period of five years. In addition, we recommend delegation of full
authority for leasing of facilities to the UMBA.

The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth borrow, through General Obligation bonds, $1.2
billion over the next ten years for the Massachusetts State and Community Colleges.

Tuition and Finances

These financial recommendations are interrelated, so it will be important to consider them as a package
with the following components.

Authorize a Higher Education Rainy Day Fund for each public campus, capable of receiving both state
appropriated dollars and student tuition and fee revenue, and authorize the campuses to deposit
unexpended state appropriations into these funds. 
If the state meets its funding obligations, campuses would be required to deposit 5% 
of the growth in state appropriation and tuition and fees into the fund for the first two years, and 10% in
subsequent years.

Establish a general policy of retained tuition. This new policy would take effect for all students in all
segments in FY 2007. New or expanded tuition waver programs initiated by the state should be fully
funded, including the newly established John and Abigail Adams tuition waiver program.

Tuition and fees will be considered together and authority for determining the amount of both tuition and
fees will reside with the institutions. If the state is meeting its funding obligations, the rate of increase for
in-state tuition and general fees will not exceed the three-year average of the Consumer Price Index for
Massachusetts. If campuses encounter extraordinary circumstances, they may request a higher rate of
increase within parameters and procedures set by the Board of Higher Education.

Research and Development

The Executive Office of Economic Affairs in collaboration with private sector leaders and in partnership
with UMass should create a five-year strategic plan to address the University’s R&D capacity and
potential by focusing on strategic opportunity areas in ways that will provide the greatest downstream
economic benefits to the state.

To make UMass a major driver for the Massachusetts Innovation Economy, the state should provide $20
million in matching funds for an endowment for UMass, focused on key science and technology
professorships

The state should target program assistance for business and technology incubators on the five campuses
of the University of Massachusetts as a means of supporting economic development initiatives in under-
developed regions of the state. This program will have a $1 million initial appropriation.



To further strengthen the R&D capacity of UMass, the Legislature should immediately authorize $150
million to fund development of laboratories, equipment and facilities that will help strengthen
Massachusetts’s “innovation economy,” including operating and capital support for research development
projects already approved but unfunded by the federal government.

The Task force recommends reauthorization of funding and expanded investment in programs created
through the Economic Stimulus Bill of 2003 that were designed to increase public-private partnerships
and research and development in the Commonwealth.

Workforce Development

The Board of Higher Education will establish a workforce development Task Force composed of the
Department of Workforce Development, Secretary of Economic Development, Commonwealth
Corporation, and a representative of the Massachusetts Workforce Investment Board Association which
has two purposes. First, the Task Force will periodically conduct and analyze labor market studies in
order to identify labor market trends in the Commonwealth. Next, using this information, the BHE shall
assess the system’s capacity to meet those labor market demands. Working with campuses in the system,
the BHE shall encourage expanding existing programs and creating new programs to meet the demands
and reduce the number and size of programs that have too much capacity.

The new Task Force will be led by a Workforce Coordinator of the BHE whose sole job it is to work
with community and state college presidents and deans, as well as industry, adult basic education, and
community-based organizations to develop certificate and degree programs in high skill, high demand
occupations.

The BHE shall develop statewide standards and encourage statewide collaborations for training for high
demand high skill occupations in targeted industries and create more community college certificate and
degree programs that teach those skills. and prepare individuals for employment in those industries.

Establish a $1 million funding pool to provide seed funding for the purposes of expanding existing
programs that are in high demand occupations and have long waiting lists and to develop new programs
in high demand areas. This would include programs that address the dire need for nurses, establish a
statewide curriculum to train early childhood educators to fulfill the demands made by the new Early
Care initiatives, a formal regional approach with funding for Teaching and Recruitment Advancement
Centers to attract new teachers from traditional and non-traditional backgrounds, and a pilot 
program in a high demand area for Mass Colleges On-Line.

Give voting membership on regional employment boards to university chancellors and state and
community college presidents to insure that public higher education will be a partner in workforce
development and economic development and encourage collaborations with regional industries to identify
curriculum needs and necessary job skills.

Ensure that community and state colleges are eligible for all workforce related funding initiatives.

Rewrite the Community College Workforce Training Incentive to include credit-bearing courses. At
present the incentive program applies only to certificate programs.



Financial Aid

Given the significant reductions in certain state financial aid programs in recent years, the Task Force
recommends that the state immediately appropriate $10 million for additional need-based financial aid
with $7 million for students attending public higher education institutions and $3 million for Gilbert
Grants for students attending private higher education institutions.

The Task Force recommends that the Commonwealth appropriate $6 million to establish a new grant
program for the part time or non-degree student who takes less than six credits per semester and is
currently ineligible for existing state and federal financial aid programs because of federal needs analysis
formulas followed by all existing programs.

Appropriate $8 million to establish a loan reduction program for persons who have completed certificate
or degree programs for occupations that have high demand and low pay as determined by the BHE.

Establish a new public higher education license plate with the Registry of Motor Vehicles in order to
promote and enhance public higher education in the Commonwealth. Each license plate would be
specifically tailored to each state institution. Any profit achieved through the sale of these license plates
will be used for scholarships and grants to 
students in MA public higher education institutions and not specifically for each public higher institution.

Direct the Massachusetts Educational Financing Authority (MEFA) to develop a plan to expand the
UPlan to further encourage low and moderate income participation.

Access and Pipeline

 The Task Force recommends that a partnership group be established among Nellie Mae, MEFA, the
Department of Education, the Board of Higher Education, and the “Reach Higher” initiative to improve
the pipeline for underserved and nontraditional students and ease the transition between high school and
higher education.

The Task Force also recommends the appropriation of $1 million for a program to leverage and match
funds for programs that address the pipeline issue.

The Task Force also recommends the reestablishment of the “Dual Enrollment” program to provide
students who are at risk of dropping out of high school an opportunity to go to a community college for
courses not offered in their high school. The program was successfully operated through DOE, the
community colleges, and various municipalities. The new program should also allow the community
college to take the courses into the high schools if numbers allowed. This program was last funded in
FY2001 for $1.78 million.

One of the most successful transition programs is the ABE to College Transition Initiative. It provides
strong support to adult learners so that they can enter community college and it should be expanded to all
15 community colleges. The Task Force 
recommends an appropriation of $2 million for this initiative.

The Task Force recognizes that there are also needs in academic and occupational advising, remedial
learning, ESL, and transition programs. The community and state colleges are therefore encouraged to



use some of the increased funding to provide the necessary support services for students to ease their
transition into higher education and increase their chance for success.

Accountability and Governing

The Task Force saw no point in duplicating existing requirements, but did see an opportunity to bring a
sharper focus to the existing accountability system. The Task Force recommends that the Board of Higher
Education (on behalf of the state and community colleges) and the University of Massachusetts Board of
Trustees (on behalf of the UMass campuses), as part of the annual performance measurement process, ask
each campus to specify the key mission-related activities it will pursue to advance the goals outlined by
the Commission, to identify a subset of performance measures related to those activities, and to knit
these together into an assessment of its impact.

The Joint Committee on Higher Education will review and study the composition of the Board of Higher
Education and the boards of trustees of the colleges and the university to make recommendations for any
statutory changes that would make the boards more representative and more effective.

The Task Force recommends that the boards of trustees of the University of Massachusetts and the state
and community colleges advertise vacancies six months before a term expires in order to broaden and
deepen the pool of qualified candidates for trustee positions.

In addition, the Task Force recommends that the Speaker of the House and the Senate President appoint
(1) member each to the Nominating Council. For each board vacancy, the Nominating Council will select
one name to forward to the Governor. The Governor will then either appoint that nominee, or ask the
Nominating Council to submit a 
different nominee.

The Task Force further recommends that appointments be made within 90 days of the submission of
names by the Nominating Council. If the process is not completed within the 90-day period, then the
Board of Higher Education shall make an interim appointment for one year. At the end of one year, if the
Governor does not act, the BHE may extend the interim appointment for the full Trustee term. The
interim applicant may also reapply for the position after the one-year interim appointment if the BHE
does not extend the appointment.

To foster excellence in stewardship of higher education, the Task Force recommends that the Board of
Higher Education establish and administer mandated training and orientation sessions for newly
appointed trustees.

In recognition of the new responsibilities the Task Force’s recommendations would place upon the BHE,
we recommend that the Board’s operating budget be increased by $1 million.
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