
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE  
 
Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 718th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on May 3, 2012 at 
3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A. PRESENTATION BY NANCY COHEN AND AMILCAR SHABAZZ, CO-CHAIRS 
 AD HOC COMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC OVERSIGHT 
 “INTERIM REPORT OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC OVERSIGHT,  
  AS PRESENTED IN SEN. DOC. NO. 12-043” 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 (See attached) 
 
Senator Marta Calas noticed that the report did a good job trying to connect the various indicators, presenting a more 
integrated report. However, because this is very global data, Senator Calas wondered if this could be furthered. For 
instance, there is an indicator about diversity and another about increasing the number of doctoral students. Thinking of 
the experience of her own doctoral students, she wondered if the data did not look at such issues as how recruitment to 
doctoral programs varies between men and women regarding issues such as cost of living. Over time, these types of issues 
can create a large discrepancy of gender diversity in doctoral programs. When a female doctoral student with a child 
applies to UMass, cost of living considerations must address issues such as childcare. Many programs are structured in a 
way that presupposes a male doctoral student with a wife that takes care of his children or a childless student. Issues such 
as this affect the time it takes to complete a degree and many other issues. Senator Calas believes the Committee has 
prepared a wonderful report, but she would like some more in-depth information on certain issues.  
 
Nancy Cohen, Co-Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight, stated that the Committee did not go into great 
depth on every single aspect simply because it did not have enough time. There is an ongoing Doctoral Review that should 
lead to valuable information being shared with the campus.  
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, noted that this report provides an overview and that the Graduate Council, in 
particular, should be using it as a point of reference when taking up particular areas of interest.  
 
Senator Howard Peelle noticed that the report stated that the six-year graduation rate was improving at UMass, but did not 
mention five-year or four-year graduation rates. He wondered if there was an assumed stigma associated with taking a 
longer time to graduate and, of course, how UMass was doing with five-year and four-year graduation rates. 
 
Professor Cohen stated that the Committee did not look at five-year or four-year graduation rates. It looked at six-year 
graduation rates because that is an indicator for the U.S. News rankings.  
 
Senator Frank Hugus thanked Professor Cohen and the Committee for its thorough and readable report. His question was 
directed at Secretary May: there are many recommendations in this report; will they be passed on to relevant Faculty 
Senate Councils and Committees for action? 
 
Secretary May stated that certain issues would be addressed by Faculty Senate Councils and Committees. Moreover, the 
report presents, along with various reports given by Chancellor Holub, a valuable point of reference to begin discussions 
on strategic planning with the administration. Obviously, there are many positive things going on at the University. There 
are several cranes at important locations around campus, and there will be more. On the other hand, we are challenged, 
typically, with insufficient finances to advance all these indicators simultaneously. The report is a great point of reference 
to get each Council and Committee started with discussing strategic planning in the fall. It is also a good point of departure 
for the Rules Committee discussions with the incoming administration. Secretary May wondered if Chancellor Holub had 
any comments regarding the report, as it is a good summary of the Chancellor’s administration here.  
 
Chancellor Robert Holub stated that there were some things in the report that he believes were inaccurate. Some of this has 
to do with the data being used from the Center for Measurement reports, also known as Lombardi reports, which are 
typically two to three years behind what is actually going on. When that data is used, changes from the past two or three 
years are not reflected. It is a lot of work to look at all this information. Chancellor Holub has reviewed it carefully. He was 
disappointed in the report’s portrayal of diversity at UMass. He knows that when he arrived at the University, the 
percentage of ALANA students on campus was 18.4; it is now 21. To say that it is flat at 20% contradicts the information 
Chancellor Holub has received from the Office of Institutional Research. The recent diversity report on employees likewise 
reveals an increase from 15% to 17.1%. He believes this information should have been included in the report. The other 
concerns he had with the report are related to the elapsed time between when the data was collected and the present. 
Research values and fundraising, for example, could be more accurate from other data sources. The University set a record 
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in fundraising last year without the large gift from 2010. The University now raises between $25 and $30 million annually, 
but the Lombardi reports reflect lower fundraising totals. On the whole, he believes the report to be a fairly accurate 
portrayal of the University. 
 
Senator Max Page was struck by the AAU rankings in the report. He wondered if any of the AAU indicators were 
calculated on a per-tenure-track faculty basis. He assumes that UMass has one of the smaller faculties among AAU 
institutions; however, the University is still competitive with those institutions. In many of those categories, UMass would 
naturally do better if it had a larger faculty. Per faculty member, he believes that UMass is performing very well, and 
should trumpet that fact. 
 
Professor Cohen stated that some of the Academic Analytics data is calculated per faculty member, but if that was not 
indicated in the report, then that is not the case with that particular data.  
 
Senator Richard Bogartz spoke on retention and diversity. When athletes are brought into the University, we intentionally 
and deliberately teach them the skills that they need to have in order to be successful athletes. When students that are not 
athletes are brought into the University, we don’t bother to teach them the skills they need in order to be successful 
students; we simply hope for the best. Senator Bogartz believes the University needs to do more to teach students how to 
study, how to obtain knowledge, how to know that they’ve obtained the knowledge, how to stop concluding that simply 
following something is equivalent to understanding it, and how to test themselves. Regarding diversity, Senator Bogartz 
believes we need to stop using the tired, broken notion of race to define diversity. If the University wants diversity in skin 
color, that should be explicit. However, he doesn’t believe that that is a very interesting definition of diversity. It is no more 
interesting than claiming different eye color as diversity. We should stop pretending that that is a legitimate way to divide 
people, to look at people, to sort them out. By doing that, we reify the broken concept of race. The University should think 
about what kind of diversity it really wants, and try to achieve that. He does not believe skin color diversity is what the 
University wants, and, if it is, it shouldn’t. 
 
Chancellor Holub agrees wholeheartedly with Senator Bogartz’s opinions. The categories of diversity used at the University 
are mandated by the federal government. In 2010, there was a change that radically decreased the category of African-
American in the University’s diversity report. There are other measures of diversity, and Chancellor Holub believes that 
UMass has done fairly well representing them. Regarding retention, Chancellor Holub wanted to remind the Senate that 
when he began his tenure at UMass, the retention rate from first- to second-year was 83.7% and now it is 88.7%. He 
believes the University is doing some of the things Senator Bogartz mentioned. A lot more could be done, but UMass is 
moving in the right direction in regard to retention. The six-year graduation rate is the national standard, but, because it is 
a lagging indicator, the predicted improvements in that category will not show up for three or four more years, when the 
classes with improved retention rates begin to graduate. At that time, the six-year graduation rate, which now stands 
around 70%, is expected to increase. The goal should be to get that up to 75%. Finally, regarding the AAU and U.S. News 

rankings, UMass does have a small faculty. There are some smaller faculties in the public AAU institutions, such as at UC-
Santa Barbara, but most of them are larger because they come from very large public research universities. Some of the 
privates are smaller. Some of both the private and public AAU members would not likely be in the AAU if members were 
chosen today. The bottom five of both the public AAU schools and private AAU schools likely could not join the AAU 
based on their current indicators. Chancellor Holub has said on many occasions that the constellation of the University of 
Massachusetts does not lend itself well to AAU membership, since the AAU is primarily composed of schools with one or 
both of two features: a medical school or a very large engineering school. UMass has neither of those. The public 
universities at the top of the AAU almost invariably have one or both of those attributes. It is very difficult for UMass, with 
its large core of arts and sciences with small professional schools around them, to perform well on the AAU indicators. 
That is not the composition of most AAU public universities. All of the Big Ten schools, which, excepting Nebraska, are 
AAU institutions, feature large professional schools and medical schools. Some have incredibly large engineering schools. 
To become a member of the AAU, the constellation of the campus must change. What speaks for UMass is the quality of 
the faculty. When you look at indicators measuring the quality of the faculty, UMass matches up very well with the AAU 
institutions. When you look at other indicators, however, that require a great deal more research than we do, UMass 
doesn’t do as well. Georgia Tech was just admitted to the AAU, and it has research expenditures around $600 million 
annually, compared to the $150 million or so at UMass. In terms of the U.S. News ranking, Chancellor Holub has said 
many times that the adjustments that moved UMass from 52 to 42, such as smaller first-year seminars and composition 
courses that positioned UMass favorably in terms of small class percentage, along with adjustments to faculty 
compensation that would improve the University’s standing, could advance the University to somewhere around 35 
nationally. To advance higher than that in the U.S. News rankings will require a great influx of resources. If U.S. News 
continues its current categories—it modifies them every few years, but they have, in general, remained constant—it will be 
very difficult for UMass to get to 25 based on the current resource base of the University. 
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Senator Calas, noting that the issue of diversity was once again raised, stated that the Senate—as a meeting of academics—
should end the pretension that the term “diversity” is appropriate. Senator Calas is a scholar who has studied issues of 
diversity. The term diversity was a cover-up fostered by business organizations to use as an alternative to affirmative 
action. Affirmative action was created not to create specific outcomes, but to see why there were imbalances. The idea was 
that, if we looked at the actual distribution, we may be able to determine what was creating the imbalance. In other words, 
it was a means to discover if there was structural discrimination in the system. When the term diversity began to be used, it 
was once again forgotten that the goal is not to meet certain numerical goals, but to examine the structural barriers that 
prevent a normal distribution. Senator Calas’ earlier comments regarding female doctoral students is not a concern about 
the ratio of men-to-women or black-to-white students, but a concern about systemic barriers. Secondly, the categories 
mean nothing anymore. At the moment, intersectionality is what is important. We need to understand that there are 
multiple categories that intersect in various ways to create structural discriminations. We are imbedded in a conversation 
that is at least 20 years old and should take into account what we, as academics, already know. 
 
Senator Bogartz agrees with Senator Calas’s comments. Senator Bogartz is a member of the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Strategic Oversight, so he takes his share of responsibility for this, but when he heard that the Committee did not look at 
four- or five-year graduation rates, but only six-year because that is what U.S. News uses in its rankings, he cringed. 
Without indicting anyone, he noted that there is a mindlessness to this action that needs to be resisted. This relates to the 
way the University looks at government-mandated criteria on issues such as diversity. We have to engage in that wrenching 
activity called thinking. We must lift ourselves out of whatever criteria are out there that is so tempting to simply adopt 
and think about what we should be looking at, such as four- and five-year graduation rates and questioning what diversity 
really means. To do this requires thought. 
 
Professor Cohen noted that the Committee spent a lot of time trying to figure out its exact role, particularly this year. It 
tried to benchmark and look at the indicators set before it and not attempt to create another strategic plan or change the 
indicators that were part of its charge. There are a number of issues that the Committee discussed and wanted to have, 
possibly on an actual strategic plan. AHCSO is not the strategic planning committee, so the discussions were primarily 
limited to status updates on the existing Framework.  
 
Bryan Harvey, Associate Provost for Academic Assessment and Resource Planning, noted that many of the indicators that 
Senators have expressed a desire to see, such as four- and five-year graduation rates and graduation rates among varying 
student populations, can be accessed on the Office of Institutional Research’s website, http://www.umass.edu/oapa/oir.  
 
B. ELECTION 
  

PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE  
  

Nominee:   W. Brian O’Connor, Biology 
  

(Further nominations will be accepted from the floor.) 

 

Senator O’Connor was re-elected by acclamation. 
 
 
C. NEW COURSES 
 
 COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
 ARABIC 101   “Elementary Four-Skilled Arabic I”          6  

ARABIC 102   “Elementary Four-Skilled Arabic II”                 6 
 ARABIC 201   “Intermediate Four-Skilled Arabic I”                 6 
 ARABIC 202   “Intermediate Four-Skilled Arabic II”                       6 
 HONORS 220   “The American Family”                   4 
 HONORS 320   “Irish Writers and Cultural Context”                 4 
 THEATER 335   “Hip Hop Theater”            3 
 THEATER 364   “Stage Management”                   3 
 THEATER 365   “Technical Direction”                   3 
 THEATER 370   “Scenic Construction Studio”                  2 
 THEATER 440   “Acting Shakespeare”                   3 
 THEATER 441   “Actor/Director Collaboration”                  3 
 THEATER 445   “Performance in Detonated Language”                 3 
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 THEATER 465   “Advanced Construction Techniques”                 3 
 NRC 575   “Case Studies in Conservation”                  3 

EDUC 671   “Survey Research Methods”                 3 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses ARABIC 101, 102, 201 and 202, HONORS 220 and 320, 
54-12 THEATER 335, 364, 365, 370, 440, 441, 445 and 465, NRC 575 and EDUC 671, as recommended by the 

Academic Matters and Graduate Councils. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted.  
 
D. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget 
Councils concerning the Creation of a New Academic Department to be designated as “The Stockbridge 
School of Agriculture” within the College of Natural Sciences, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-044 with 
Motion No. 55-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Creation of a New Academic Department to be designated as 
55-12  “The Stockbridge School of Agriculture” within the College of Natural Sciences, as presented in  

Sen. Doc. No. 12-044. 
 

Senator Bogartz wondered why a standing vote was asked for on this motion. 
 
Secretary May stated that the motion created an entirely new department and represented a transformation of the 
Stockbridge School of Agriculture. It is a much bigger issue than passing a few courses. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted by a vote of 27 in favor to 0 opposed.  
 
Senator Calas noted that this was an important occasion for the Senate, and that applause was in order. 
 

2. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget 
Councils concerning the Creation of three Bachelor of Science Degree Programs in the Stockbridge School 
of Agriculture:  Sustainable Food & Farming, Turfgrass Science & Management, and Sustainable 
Horticulture, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-045 with Motion No. 56-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Creation of three Bachelor of Science Degree Programs in the 
56-12. Stockbridge School of Agriculture:  Sustainable Food & Farming, Turfgrass Science & Management,  

and Sustainable Horticulture, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-045. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted by a vote of 23 in favor to 0 opposed. 
 

3. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Minor Changes to the Sustainable Food and 
Farming Certificate, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-046 with Motion No. 57-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Minor Changes to the Sustainable Food and Farming Certificate, 
57-12 as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-046. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 4. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 

concerning an Undergraduate Certificate in Transit Management and Operations, as presented in  
  Sen. Doc. No. 12-047 with Motion No. 58-12. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Undergraduate Certificate in Transit Management and Operations, 
58-12  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-047. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
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Professor John Jenkins, Chair of the Academic Matters Council, noted that he could not stand to vote in favor of the 
previous motion regarding the Stockbridge School because he is not a Senator, but that he was not sitting because he did 
not support it; he very much supports the developments of the Stockbridge School. 

 
5. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils concerning a 

Master in Business Administration (MBA) with a Focus in Finance, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-048 
with Motion No. 59-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Master in Business Administration (MBA) with a Focus in Finance, 
59-12 as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-048. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

6. Special Report of the General Education Council concerning Recommended General Education 
Designations, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-049 with Motion No. 60-12. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the General Education Designations, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
60-12 No. 12-049. 
 
Secretary May moved to amend the motion by adding BCT 150 with an “I” designation and BIOLOGY 190G with a “BS” 
designation. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted as amended. 

 
7. Special Report of the Committee on Committees concerning Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and 

Committees, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-050 with Motion No. 61-12. 
 

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and Committees, as 
61-12 presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-050. 
 
Senator Arthur Kinney moved to amend the motion by adding Tom Braden of Mathematics and David Ford of Chemical 
Engineering to the Graduate Council. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted as amended. 
 
E. MOTION FROM SENATOR WM. CURTIS CONNER 
 
MOVED: That when a faculty member is granted a leave without pay (LWOP), the total salary must be returned 
45-12 to the Department in order to make possible the fulfillment of the absent faculty member’s teaching, 

advising and service responsibilities during the period of the leave, without overloading other faculty 
members in the department or program. 

 
This motion had been referred to the Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils for review and comment. 

 
Response from Academic Priorities Council: 
 
After discussion at a meeting and providing Professor Conner the opportunity to present additional discussion to the 
Council, the Academic Priorities Council voted 9-0 with one abstention to support an amended motion by Professor Curt 
Conner.  
 
Response from the Program and Budget Council: 
 
On April 18, 2012, the Program and Budget Council voted 10-1 to approve the amended motion. 
 
The amended motion now reads: 
 
“That when a faculty member is granted a leave without pay, a portion of the salary should be used to provide adequate 
replacement instruction, advising, and support for the good of the department.” 
 
Senator Bogartz, in accordance with the wishes of the Academic Priorities Council, amended to change the motion to read:  
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“That when a faculty member is granted a leave without pay (LWOP), a portion of the salary should be used to provide 
adequate replacement instruction, advising, and support for the good of the department.”  
 
The Academic Priorities Council believed that, firstly, it is not the place of the Faculty Senate to be dictating budgetary 
matters, as that is the prerogative of the administration; and secondly, that deans need to have some flexibility in how they 
use the money that is freed up when faculty members go on leave without pay and that we should not be dictating to them 
that all of it should be going back to the department from which the temporary loss is being suffered.  
 
Randall Phillis, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, spoke against the amendment. The amendment, as it 
reads, could mean that $1 would be returned to the department, because that represents a portion of the faculty member’s 
salary. He does not believe that that represents the intent of the original motion at all. More to the point, he believes that 
the intent of the original motion is to make sure that the department is not overburdened in a workload sense because of a 
granted and approved leave without pay of a faculty member. That faculty member’s salary is covered by their other tasks. 
The absence of that faculty member means that teaching and research and service must be properly covered. If a 
department hires a temporary instructor to teach a section of a course, it does not fully fulfill the obligations of that 
department, such as service and research and the rest of the efforts that are normally done by the faculty member. The 
amendment is so flexible and so noncommittal that it does not properly respect the intent of the original motion. President 
Phillis further wanted to know where the rest of the money goes when a faculty member goes on leave. The average faculty 
member earns an $85,000 salary. When an average faculty member goes on leave and $10,000 is used to hire a temporary 
teaching assistant, what happens to the other $75,000? There is concern about the wording of this amendment. If you fail to 
return these salaries to the department they get swallowed up in other steps. 
 
Steve Goodwin, Dean of the College of Natural Sciences, stated that the College of Natural Sciences—and, as far as he 
knows, every college across campus—does some additional hiring beyond the base salaries it has available assuming that 
over the course of the year some people will retire, resign, or go on leave without pay. CNS anticipates three to four faculty 
members to go on leave without pay on any given year. It has already hired faculty with the money it expects to have from 
these leaves. The money does not go to any other frivolous use; it goes toward paying salaries for people who are already on 
the payroll. If the salaries were required to be returned to individual departments (as the motion puts forth), then the 
College would reduce hiring to the point where it would not be taking the gamble that it does each year. The salaries of 
faculty on leave without pay, in fact, go to paying faculty salaries. They are, of course, distributed across departments, but 
it is not used frivolously; it is used to support the faculty.  
 
President Phillis clarified that he did not intend to suggest that these salaries were used frivolously. However, departments 
suffer a burden when a faculty member goes on leave without pay. The point of concern is directing the money directly 
back to the department and not using it for general college use. When a person goes on a two-year leave without pay, there 
is a lot of work that is lost in that department. President Phillis understands the concept of the current accounting, but he 
worries that it does not fully meet the needs of the specific faculty that are particularly burdened by any given leave 
without pay.  
 
Senator Bogartz noted that President Phillis is focusing on the word “portion” and not giving enough weight to the 
expression “provide adequate replacement instruction, advising, and support for the good of the department.” It is not that 
there is some kind of plot or scheme going on, but it may simply not be necessary to use every penny within the 
department, and some discretion is always needed. He does not see anything particularly objectionable about the 
amendment. It is not a recommendation that some miniscule fraction be returned.  
 
Senator William Curtis Conner stated that his motion was initially written down incorrectly, with the word “must” 
included. He suggested a third alternative, removing “a portion.” To state that salaries “should be” returned acknowledges 
that if there were other needs within the college, that the salaries would not necessarily be returned in full. He would prefer 
that the total salary be returned to the department, but he understands that discretion is needed. He offered the following 
amended motion: 
 
“That when a faculty member is granted a leave without pay (LWOP), the salary should be used to provide adequate 
replacement instruction, advising, and support for the good of the department.” 
 
Senator Bogartz stated that his understanding of “the salary” is “the entire salary.” Furthermore, the Faculty Senate 
cannot tell administrators what to do with finances; it can simply make a suggestion.  
 
The amendment put forth by Senator Bogartz was seconded and defeated by a vote of 6 in favor to 12 opposed.  
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The amendment put forth by Senator Conner to replace “must” with “should” was seconded and adopted.  
 
Senator D. Anthony Butterfield, having been both a department chair and a dean, spoke against the motion. In a word, he 
considers the motion micromanaging. Department chairs and deans deal with matters of budget and how best to use their 
scarce resources. It is true, as Dean Goodwin reported, and it is kind of scary, that deans run their shops “on the float” 
with the unspent salaries of faculty who are absent. Senator Butterfield believes that those deans should be allowed to 
continue making decisions and that the context of the faculty member’s absence and needs of specific departments should 
be taken into consideration. In its worst light, this motion mandates the status quo, stating that when a faculty member is 
on leave without pay that nothing may change in the department. It is often the case that resources will be effectively used 
in different ways when a faculty member is on leave.  
 
Senator Calas noted that this is a discussion of bureaucracy. It’s about who makes decisions about organizational 
wellbeing. She disagrees with Senator Butterfield. Her view on discretion is thus: the status quo is actually reiterated by 
not supporting the motion. It reiterates the status quo of what a bureaucracy is in terms of who makes the final decision 
about how money is spent. Senator Calas spoke as a faculty member. When a faculty member goes on leave without pay, 
there are immediate concerns. Whoever may have other ideas about what is happening, most leaves without pay are for 
short periods, and it is very difficult to make major changes in short periods of time—especially at universities. Therefore, 
the short term effect of leaves without pay needs to be addressed. It goes back to the question of who makes the decision. In 
some ways, dean designation of funds would be overriding the department chair. The Senate cannot make any real 
financial policy, but it is important to stand in principle of what it believes is best for the faculty and the department from 
an academic perspective. 
 
Senator Arthur Kinney spoke in favor of the motion. He disagrees with Senator Butterfield that this is a mandate. The word 
“should” is a very wobbly mandate. He agrees with Senator Bogartz that it is not the Faculty Senate’s place to tell the 
administration what to do, and believes that using the word “should” provides advice to the administration, and the 
Faculty Senate should present faculty advice to the administration. 
 
Senator Peelle, noted that, aside from the precedent setting implications of the motion, it is really only addressing one 
particular instance: leaves without pay. It does not address sabbaticals or any other special cases such as Fulbright 
Fellowships. Although he is curious about the intent of the motion, he is going to take it simply as it is written, relating to 
leaves without pay. 
 
President Phillis agrees with the points made by Senator Calas. He believes that this issue is in the purview of the Faculty 
Senate because academic affairs are at stake. The Faculty Senate assures the quality of the academic mission of the 
University. People can leave for a year or two, and the curriculum and workload within the department will already be set, 
as will the research trajectory of that faculty member. When a faculty member goes on leave, the department must cover 
for that person. The other individuals are then left scrambling to get their own work done as well as another faculty 
member’s. It is not just a question of whether or not hiring a temporary instructor to cover the teaching load is important, 
but of what happens to the quality of the rest of the academic mission of that department because of the need to cover the 
empty slots during the leave without pay. He believes the best effort to make sure that the teaching, research, and service 
missions of the department are not negatively effected involves directing the salary to the department, as the motion states. 
Ultimately, it becomes a faculty workload and quality of effort concern. 
 
Senator Joseph Bartolomeo noted that, as a department chair, he is emotionally attached to the motion, but he is going to 
vote against it. First of all, there may be cases when deans and department chairs cannot work out adequate substitute 
instruction. That has not been his experience, but it is possible. More importantly, deans don’t have many sources of 
discretionary funds, as Dean Goodwin pointed out. There have been times when, as a department chair, Senator 
Bartolomeo has had to go to the dean requesting discretionary funds. Those funds are made available, in part, because 
deans do not fully fund departments for leaves without pay. In some ways, what the department or dean giveth, the 
department or dean can taketh away. That flexibility needs to be maintained. Senator Bartolomeo would have supported 
the language of the Academic Priorities Council motion, but he cannot support the current language precisely because, at 
times, he must, as a department chair, rely on the discretionary funds that deans would not be able to provide were they 
obliged to return the full salary to the department.  
 
Senator Bogartz agrees with Senator Bartolomeo’s statements. If you take the fairly narrow perspective of the department, 
and what is going on within the department, then perhaps there is an argument for the motion. But that is not the position 
of the Faculty Senate. The Faculty Senate is supposed to take a broader perspective, concerned beyond the department. 
When a dean thinks about how to distribute salaries of faculty members on leaves without pay, that dean must take a 
broad view. The Faculty Senate should take that same view and not locate its perspective solely within a single department. 
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Senator Conner stated that the Faculty Senate recently passed a motion mandating that differential fees be returned 
directly to the department charging them. That is the sense of where this comes from. The Provost or a dean can grant a 
faculty member leave without pay to the detriment of the department without ever gaining the department’s approval. 
 
Senator MJ Peterson believes that the substantive difference between the differential fee motion passed in November and 
the motion on the floor is that the differential fee money came from students under a premise that their course of 
instruction required these additional resources. Students are told that because they are in a major with higher costs of 
instruction they need to pay an extra fee. The supporters of that motion felt it was important that students be assured that 
any such fee adopted is, in fact, justified and justifiable on that basis. That is a different kind of argument than one about 
distributing money that the University has internally already. The motions are not fully comparable.  
 
Senator Conner stated that the NSF generally covers all costs associated with leaves without pay, such as salaries and 
laboratory space. 
 
Senator Max Page called the question. 
 
The motion was seconded and defeated by a vote of 10 in favor to 10 opposed.  
 
F. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
  
 2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
Secretary May moved to suspend the rules in order to introduce a resolution of congratulations to Professor John Jenkins. 
 
The motion to suspend the rules was seconded and adopted and Secretary May presented the following resolution: 
 
WHEREAS Professor John Jenkins is about to retire from the University of Massachusetts Amherst after 49 years of 
dedicated service, beginning in 1963; 
 
WHEREAS he has held many positions in his Department including Director of the Marching Band, Associate Chair, and 
Department Chair, and was the originator of the annual campus Homecoming event known as Multibands Pops; 
 
WHEREAS he has held many positions in the shared governance system including Chair of the Academic Matters Council, 
Co-Chair of the General Education Revision and Implementation Committee, and Chair of the General Education Task 
Force created by Chancellor Scott; 
 
THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Faculty Senate extend very best wishes upon Professor Jenkins’ retirement and 
express the hope for continued success in all his future endeavors.  His enthusiastic support of the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst and its students for nearly one third of the entire history of the institution is great appreciated.  
We offer our sincere thanks and congratulations. 
 
Secretary May added that it has been a long year and he thanked everyone for their participation. Responding to a 
comment made by Senator Bogartz regarding student success, the Senate and administration have a Joint Task Force on 
Accountability, which has had many continuing conversations with the Board of Higher Education and Commissioner 
Freeland. There is some language that is part of a draft response on college readiness that speaks to some of the issues 
Senator Bogartz brought up—issues beyond SAT scores, GPAs, and rank in class. It reads: “Readiness to enter into and 
succeed at the University of Massachusetts requires habits of mind and spirit that include motivation, aspiration, 
intellectual curiosity, flexibility, perseverance, confidence, communication skills, multi-cultural awareness, and resiliency 
in addition to the knowledge meta-cognition skills and behaviors learned through a rigorous pre-college curriculum.” 
Secretary May believes that the softer criteria about readiness are very important when dealing with an expanded 
population of college students who have grown up in a different educational environment than most of the Senators have. 
 
Again, Secretary May thanked the Senators for their hard work over the course of the year, and noted that the Senate 
finally had a meeting where it tried to hash out the wording of legislation on the floor of the Senate and it ended in a tie 
vote. 
 
 3. The Chair of the Rules Committee 
 
Senator Joseph Bartolomeo, Chair of the Rules Committee, thanked the members of the Rules Committee for the diligence, 
insight and integrity with which they have dealt with the many complex issues that have come before the Committee during 
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this academic year. He conveyed special thanks to Secretary May for his tireless efforts on behalf of the Senate and on 
behalf of this campus that we all care about very much. 
  

5. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 
 
Randall Phillis, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, noted that, on the day of the Senate meeting, an event 
took place, sponsored by the Student Government Association, that included Massachusetts Representatives McGovern 
and Olver. They came to campus to think about the student loan interest rate problem. They were delivered with a stack of 
800 hand-written letters from students that were collected to deal with this. The representatives were very impressed. The 
notion of mobilizing students to argue their case on behalf of the University is critical. President Phillis noted that he was 
also part of AHCSO, and believes that the critical word in the report is “ratio.” The student-faculty ratio is moving in the 
wrong direction. The ratio of research grants won to research funds still available from the federal government is moving 
in the right direction. Even though we have flat funding, the amount of available funding is going down. That means that 
we are getting a higher fraction of the total available awards. We have more or less a constant (if not a slightly diminishing) 
number of TAs, but a lot more students; that is moving in the wrong direction. These ratios matter and we should be 
mindful of them. Finally, President Phillis noted the importance of political activism. Collective bargaining assurances 
must be approved by the State Senate, or else the University will be on the hook for that money. If approved by the State 
Senate, the faculty will receive a 3.5% raise on June 30 and an additional 1.75% raise on July 1. The staff at the MSP 
Office is worried about the deluge of thank you letters that will be coming in to thank the MSP for its fine efforts. The 
Office is thinking of two ways to handle this. One is to encourage faculty members not to send separate thank you letters 
for those two days, or perhaps faculty members with last names beginning with A-M could send their letters during the 
first part of the week and N-Z during the second. Either would be a great help to the Office. 
 

7. The President of the Student Government Association 
 

Akshay Kapoor, President of the Student Government Association, limiting his comments based on time considerations, joked 
that he was pleased to see that the Faculty Senate occasionally struggled as much with Robert’s Rules of Order as the SGA. 
 
G. QUESTION PERIOD (10-Minute Limit) 
 
Senator Bogartz denounced the Governor of the State of Louisiana and his cabal for firing one of the true heroes of higher 
education, John Lombardi. Senator Bogartz spent three years as Chair of the Rules Committee during Lombardi’s tenure 
as Chancellor of UMass Amherst. If there is anything that exceeds Mr. Lombardi’s knowledge of the way universities 
work, it is his candor and his integrity. Senator Bogartz regards him as one of the giants of the field, and for Louisiana to 
stain its reputation in this way is comparable to the manner in which Massachusetts did. 
 
Senator Hugus wondered about the recent development at the University that all new hires be subject to a background 
check. He has heard very little about how this is taking place, and he would like to be assured by the administration, 
Faculty Senate, and MSP that this issue will be taken seriously and that the results of background checks will be evaluated 
in a fair and equitable manner.  
 
Chancellor Holub noted that the policy has been legally mandated to the University. 
 
Secretary May stated that the Trustees passed this policy, which is nationally prevalent, a couple of years ago and the 
University has managed to put off the implementation until this time. He believes that the issue raised by Senator Hugus is 
not whether or not we should be doing it (particularly granted that we have no choice), but how we handle the reports on 
campus. 
 
Michael Malone, Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement, noted that this issue is not in his area but that he has made 
a couple of recent hires. His understanding is that an outside firm called Hire Right contacts the potential employee 
directly. The University does not receive any information from the employee. The firm has a set of criteria established as 
part of this policy. In the cases Vice Chancellor Malone has been involved in, he has simply received responses from the 
firm noting that everything is fine.  
 
Secretary May stated that the University needs to have a policy regarding what happens if the firm does not say everything 
is fine and define a range of reasons for why that might be. 
 
Vice Chancellor Malone stated that his understanding is that, if that is the case, Human Resources will contact the 
employing department and say what the problem is.  
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Secretary May noted that there are varying levels of problems that could come up, and the gray areas need to be addressed. 
 
President Phillis voiced his concern over the fact that the background checks will be done by a private firm. The University 
does not have access to their database. It cannot follow the analysis or know where the information is coming from. If the 
private firm does everything right, that’s great. But if the private firm finds erroneous records or other issues or somehow 
mixes up names, then that’s a concern. Figuring out how to deal with a private database for private analyses engaged by a 
private firm that assures fairness to potential employees is crucial. 
 
Presiding Officer O’Connor noted that one of his sons has been employed for a criminal background company for 15 years. 
Prior to September 11, 2001, the firm had 30 employees; it now has 1,500. Accuracy is an issue; it is a work in progress. 
Presiding Officer O’Connor has grilled his son often about how the firm can be certain that it has the right data, and his 
son has said it remains a work in progress.  
 
The 718th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:20 p.m. on May 3, 2012. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate 



PRESENTATION BY NANCY COHEN AND AMILCAR SHABAZZ, 
CO-CHAIRS AD HOC COMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC OVERSIGHT 

“INTERIM REPORT OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC OVERSIGHT,  
AS PRESENTED IN SEN. DOC. NO. 12-043” 

 
The PowerPoint presentation that accompanied this address is accessible at:  

http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs/Minutes/2011-2012/718-AHCSO.pptx 
 
Professor Nancy Cohen, Co-Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight, informed the Senate the Co-Chair 
Amilcar Shabazz was unable to attend the meeting because of an illness.  
 
The graphics presented in the PowerPoint come from the Framework for Excellence document.  
 
The Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight (AHCSO) was charged to lead the faculty discussion of the 
Framework for Excellence, develop a coordinated and unified response to the Framework, monitor the development 
of administrative and academic unit plans, and lead the faculty discussion in response to those plans. This year, with 
many changes and progress, the Committee focused on creating an interim report on the University’s progress 
towards the goals laid out in the Framework for Excellence. Professor Cohen thanked all the Committee members for 
their hard work. 
 
The Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight met three times during the Fall 2011 semester and once during the 
Spring 2012 semester. Additional subcommittee meetings also took place.  
 
The Committee utilized a number of sources to access and analyze its data, including the University’s Office for 
Institutional Research; the Center for Measuring University Performance; as well as Academic Analytics, which has a 
comparison for AAU universities; and the U.S. News and World Report indicators, because President Caret mentioned 
at a previous Faculty Senate meeting that he wanted UMass to be a U.S. News top-25 public university. Associate 
Provost Bryan Harvey presented at the Committee’s November meeting and provided data relating to that ranking 
system. Deputy Chancellor Todd Diacon’s Framework for Excellence Scorecard was also used. 
 
The vision within the Framework noted that UMass Amherst aspires to be among the very best public research 
universities, matching the excellence of the public universities that are members of the AAU. The Committee 
wondered where UMass would stand if it were part of the AAU. There are 59 AAU members and, looking at the 
Academic Analytics data, UMass would rank among them 47 in faculty, 46 in books, 48 in articles, 50 in citations, 48 
in awards, 50 in grants, and 52 in grant dollars. We are not 60; we are within the AAU’s range. Academic Analytics 
has a category for AAU-potential universities. There are 65 institutions in that category, including UMass. Among 
those 65 we range anywhere from 7 to 16 in rankings.  
 
In terms of faculty development, the goal was to increase the size of the faculty to 1,200 by the year 2020. From 2009 
to 2011, tenure track faculty has increased, though not to 1,200. The Committee believes that faculty hiring is still a 
major priority for the University. As we grow, we should examine the role of non-tenure-track faculty and have a 
clear idea about what kind of growth we need there.  
 
The Framework mentions increasing faculty compensation, as the University is below its peers in terms of salaries for 
assistant and full professors. The first round of extraordinary merit increases has occurred, and the Committee has 
recommended that the data on faculty compensation be re-examined to see what additional approaches may still be 
necessary. National Academy Member awards have been relatively stable at the University over the past decade or so. 
 
The goals for research and development included doubling federal research awards. Both federal research and 
sponsored research awards have been relatively stable over the past five years if you do not include the one-time ARA 
funding. It is important to expand the University’s research enterprises. 
 
Another goal was to increase post-doctorates at the University. However, the number of post-doctorates on campus 
has been declining since 2008.  
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The Framework advocates an increase to 375 doctorate degrees awarded each year. Overall, there has been about a 
stable amount of doctorates awarded in each of the past five years. The University hopes to eliminate roadblocks that 
increase the time-to-degree for doctoral students. Stipends for TAs have increased, but the cost of living remains a 
concern. Demand for TAs has increased in recent years, as small sections and undergraduate student numbers have 
increased; however, the TA supply has been generally stable. 
 
There have been many initiatives and accomplishments in undergraduate education recently. First-year experience 
has been central, with the Common Read, Convocation, first-year seminars, and Residential Academic Programs 
being created or increasing. Informal feedback from students is very positive and the Committee recommends that 
there be more formal evaluation of students and that the faculty perspective be included in any report. 
 
The Framework recommends expanding undergraduate research opportunities. There were some indicators here but 
the Committee believes more indicators could be used in the future, such as independent study credits, honors 
projects, undergraduate theses, and funding for undergraduate initiatives. 
 
Much activity has surrounded General Education. The three- to four-credit conversion, the Integrative Experience, 
and other advances have recently taken place. There was some concern in the Committee as to whether funding and 
space has kept up with its growth and development. The Committee recommends that the decentralized funding 
model that the University has for General Education be re-examined to make sure that it is meeting current demand.  
 
In terms of residential life, there are goals to strengthen the academic and student affairs connections and also to offer 
small-enrollment academic courses in residence halls. The Committee feels that increased communication between 
Student Affairs and Academic Affairs would be beneficial. It is also important to get faculty involved in these 
decisions and to make sure that funding plans are built into these initiatives. 
 
The Framework put forth goals to expand efforts to recruit students from diverse communities and also to establish 
feeder programs in areas such as Springfield. Overall, the ALANA student base has been relatively stable over the 
past few years, around 20% of students, so the Committee felt that to make larger increases in ALANA students we 
would need a concerted and specific initiative dedicated to increasing campus diversity. The enrollment of 
international students was targeted for an increase, and international students have increased back to the levels the 
University had in 1997. Another objective concerned ensuring diversity representation in all search committees. The 
Committee did not review the University’s Affirmative Action Plan, but it did note that the ALANA faculty and staff 
did increase from 2007-2010, but decreased slightly in 2011.  
 
There has been much progress in the area of facilities and physical planning. Many buildings are going up and the 
University has a comprehensive Master Plan. There have been some more recent issues that were unrelated to the 
Framework for Excellence document, including developments regarding the University Health Services building and 
athletic infrastructure needed for FBS Football status. The Framework did acknowledge that once new buildings were 
constructed there would also be renovations to older buildings to improve their use. The Framework did not include 
any plan to address maintenance or deferred maintenance. The Committee noted that these are ongoing issues that 
should be addressed.  
 
In terms of enrollment and demographics, the target was to increase undergraduate enrollment to 22,500 by 2020, and 
already, since 2007, the University has had a 7.5% growth. This does not match the 2% growth in faculty. To have a 
further 10% growth in undergraduate enrollment without a concurrent growth in faculty, TAs, and facilities will not 
create the positive outcomes desired. In future targets, a student-to-tenure-track faculty ratio should be incorporated. 
The Framework puts forth a further objective to increase out-of-state students to 6,500. The out-of-state student body 
did increase to 4,351, a 32% increase, in 2011. There have been many efforts to increase out-of-state funding, and the 
revenue associated with that has been anticipated in projections. The Committee has recommended tracking out-of-
state funding to make sure that there would not be an over commitment of funds if the predicted out-of-state 
enrollment numbers do not materialize.  
 
In terms of development, the goal has been to double the annual fund and also double the University’s endowment. 
The levels of giving vary from year to year, but have been relatively stable. In 2010, there was a very large gift to the 
University. The endowment has been relatively stable. Of course, all endowments went down in 2009. UMass went 
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down in 2009, but the University’s national ranking went up because its endowment went down less than most other 
institutions.  
 
Outreach goals involved establishing connections in Springfield, expanding distance education and summer programs, 
and being involved in more community college partnerships. The Committee didn’t look at Continuing and 
Professional Education indicators, so it cannot say how the University is doing at this point. The Committee did note, 
however, that there are a lot of other potential outreach goals that could be incorporated into future planning. These 
include asking what kind of audience the University wants to reach, what other types of outcomes could there be for 
students, what transportation could be offered for students, and what rewards might be possible to offer faculty that 
are involved in and encourage outreach initiatives.  
 
The Committee did not have any data related to communications and University Relations, but it did note that in the 
future it would be useful to engage a broader delegation of legislators in our University Relations. 
 
Then the Committee addressed the U.S. News and World Report rankings, looking at the criteria that that ranking 
uses and determining how UMass could become a top-25 public university. By and large, their indicators relate to 
undergraduate education. They include: 
 
Graduation Rate. Although it varies demographically, the graduation rate at UMass has generally improved over the 
past few years. 
 
Undergraduate Academic Reputation. This indicator is a survey of peers and high school counselors. These have been 
relatively stable for UMass. 
 
Six-year Graduation and One-year Retention Rates. These rates have improved at UMass over the last decade. 
 
Alumni Giving. This has increased recently. 
 
Financial Resources. UMass has gone down in this area, although the Committee was unclear on what information 
U.S. News uses when determining this indicator. 
 
Student Selectivity. This indicator represents the university’s acceptance rate, the number of students in the top 10% 
of their high school classes, and SAT scores. Overall, the University has been more selective recently. 
 
Faculty Resources. This includes faculty compensation, student-faculty ratio, and percentage of small classes. For a 
couple of years, UMass was declining in this area, but it has improved recently. This could possibly be due to the 
increased number of small class sections for first-year students. 
 
Overall, UMass ranked 45 in the U.S. News rankings in 2008, 52 in 2010, and it now stands at 42. However, it is clear 
that the criteria used in these rankings are very different than the items and criteria within the Framework for 
Excellence document.  
 
To conclude, the Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight has summarized a number of observations: there has 
been progress in many components of the Framework, although there has been no change or even a decline in some 
areas; the Framework and U.S. News use different indicators; UMass is within the range of AAU members in terms of 
research and faculty; and increasing the number of faculty is key to achieving all of the research and teaching 
outcomes desired. 
 
If future strategic planning is undertaken, the Committee recommends that faculty and students should be engaged in 
setting that vision and in participating in the planning, that specific indicators should be prioritized, that goals should 
be identified based on the data that exists and from information obtained from stakeholders, that action plans and 
budgets should be identified, and that evaluations should be used to track milestones throughout the process.  
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•Lead the faculty discussion of  the “Framework for Excellence”

•Develop a coordinated and unified response to the framework

•Monitor the development of  administrative and academic unit 
plans, and lead the faculty discussion of  and response to them
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AHCSO met  three times in 
Fall semester 2011 and one 
time in Spring 2012, with 
two additional 
subcommittee meetings and 
was co-chaired by Nancy 
Cohen (SPHHS rep.) and 
Amilcar Shabazz (Rules 
Committee)



Sources

• Office of  Institutional Research (OIR) 
• The Center for Measuring University Performance
• Academic Analytics data for AAU-potential universities
• US News Top 25
• Bryan Harvey presentation at our November meeting 
• Vice Chancellor Diacon’s Framework for Excellence Scorecard 



>

The 12 Components 

1. Faculty Development
2. Research & Creative Development
3. Graduate Education
4. Undergraduate Education
5. Residential Life/Student Affairs
6. Diversity
7. Facilities & Physical Plant
8. State Support
9. Enrollment & Demographics
10. Development
11. Outreach
12. Communications & University Relations



Faculty Development

 Increase the size of the faculty to 1200 by 2020
• Faculty growth has not matched student growth
• Faculty hiring

is a priority; 
examine the 
role of lecturers 

 Increase faculty compensation
• UMass is below peers in salaries for assistant/full 

professors 
• Should be reexamined after 1st year of extraordinary merit process 

implemented in Spring 2012
 Faculty awards and National Academy members

• Relatively stable since 2001

Year # Faculty
2009 972
2010 978
2011 993



Research & 
Creative Development

Double federal research awards/expenditures 
(up from $80 million)

Federal research excluding ARRA funding has been stable 
at $80-$95 million from 2006-2011

Total sponsored research outside ARRA has been stable at 
$130-$135 million from 2007-2011

Expansion of  Research Enterprise
Increase post-doctoral appointments by 50% (up from 160)

Number of  postdoctorates declining annually since 2008



Graduate Education

>

• Increase doctorates awarded to 375 degrees/year     
(30% increase from 2007-2008)

– Number of  
doctorates stable 
from 2007-2011

• Eliminate roadblocks that increase time to degree
– Increase competitiveness of  graduate stipends 

• TA stipend increased from $18.15 in FY06 - $21.89 in FY12
– Consider cost of  living
– TA demand has increased but supply remains stable



Undergraduate 
Education

• Improve 1st year experience programming/offerings
– Residential 1st Year Exp.--300 programs in 2010 to 1,234 in 2011
– Common Read, Freshmen Convocation, 1st Year Intelligence, 

Residential Academic Program--43 programs in 2008 to 58 in 2010
– 1st Year Seminars--351 in 2010 to 641 in 2011
– Student feedback indicates programs were well received, more evaluation with 

students and faculty input is necessary
• Expand undergraduate research opportunities 

– Office of  Undergraduate Research--70 students in 2008 to 95 in 2011
– 1st Year Research Experience in CNS--18 students
– Other potential indicators could be number of  theses, independent study credits, 

honors projects
– Could track funding for undergraduate research initiatives 



Undergraduate 
Education

Make general education offerings vibrant and relevant

• Since 2009, conversion of  3 credit 
GenEds to 4; Integrative Experience 
requirement implemented in 2012

• Funding and space are of  concern to 
address mandate for smaller class sizes 
and fourth contact hours

• Decentralized funding model should be 
reexamined in terms of  current demand



• Strengthen academic-student affairs connections 

• Offer small enrollment academic courses
in residence halls 

• Increase communication between 
Student Affairs and Academic Affairs
– Use a model to involve faculty in decisions

• Outline funding to support the model

Residential Life
Student Affairs

>



Diversity

• Expand efforts to recruit students from communities 
with known diversity 

• Establish feeder programs in targeted areas (Springfield)
– Undergraduate ALANA stable around 20% 2009-2011
– Need for an initiative to increase campus diversity

• Increase enrollment of  international students
– An increase from 255 to 378 international undergraduates between 

2009 and 2011 puts UMass back to the level from 1997
• Ensure diversity representation in all search committees 

– ALANA faculty/staff  increased 2007-2010 and decreased in 2011
– Committee did not review the Affirmative Action Plan 2010-2011



Facilities &
Physical Plant

>

• Much progress made related to new campus 
facilities and a comprehensive master plan

• Issues related to the University Health Services 
building and the Athletic infrastructure for FBS 
football status not included in Framework 

• Framework notes that renovations to space is 
needed
– Does not include specific plan to address 

maintenance and deferred maintenance issues 
on campus



Enrollment & 
Demographics

• Increase undergraduate 
enrollment to 22,500 
by 2020
– 7.5% growth since 2007 

faster than 2% growth in 
tenure stream faculty

– Further 10% growth without investment in faculty, TAs, facilities will 
not result in a positive outcome

– Identify a target FTE student/tenure system faculty ratio to achieve 
• Grow the number of  out-of-state students to 6,500

– Out-of-state enrollment stable at 3,200 students 2007-2010
– Increase of  32% to 4,351 in 2011
– Overcommitment of  funds possible if  formula to colleges changes or 

predicted enrollment is not realized

Year Undergrad
Enrollment

2007 19,120
2010 20,126
2011 20,562



Development

• Double the annual fund
– Giving level stable over past decade, $20-$30 million

• $58 million in 2010 due to a large university gift

• Double the university’s endowment in 10 years
– Endowment assets variable past few years

• $179 million in 2008 (rank 107)
• $160 million in 2009 

– Despite lower value, university rank increased to 92 in 
2009



Campus partnerships with Springfield will focus on the 
creative economy and green industry development.

Establish campus collaborations with the 
City of Springfield; expand distance-learning 
and summer sessions; enhance partnerships 
with community colleges

Beyond Our Threshold: 
Outreach

>



Outreach

• Goals related to distance learning, summer 
school offerings, expanded groups meeting 
on campus
– CPE or other data related to these not reviewed

• Goal includes establishment of  permanent 
office in Springfield

• Outreach goals such as outcomes/audiences, student 
engagement in communities, transportation, faculty 
outreach rewards, and staffing issues not addressed 



Communications & 
University Relations

• No benchmark data related to these 
goals available for evaluation

• Important to engage broader delegation of  
legislators in the future 



1. Graduation rate performance
- Varies by cohort, improvement between 2004-
2012

2. Undergraduate academic reputation
- Stable, based on peers and high school 
counselors

3. 6-year graduation and 1-year retention rate
- General improvement past decade

4. Alumni giving
- Variable, decline in ranking from past decade

7 Broad Criteria for Selection of 
US News Top 25



5. Financial resources
UMass ranking increased over last 3 years (decline in resources)

6.    Student selectivity
Acceptance rate, % in top 10% high school class, 

SAT/ACT scores
General progress over decade

7.    Faculty resources
Faculty compensation, % faculty with highest degree, 

% full-time faculty, student/faculty ratio, % 
classes <20 and >50

Rank improved in past year, after 2 year decline, 
possibly due to increase in 1st-year seminars and 

7 Broad Criteria for Selection of 
US News Top 25



USN&W Criteria for Top 25 Public Universities

>

Year UMass Ranking

2008 45

2010 52

2012 42

Items in Top 25 US News relate 
to undergraduate teaching and 
alumni; indicators are different 
from those in the Framework



General Observations & Recommendations

• Progress has been achieved in many components of  
the Framework; some areas seen no change or even 
decreased 

• Framework and Top 25 US News indicators differ
• UMass is within the range of  AAU members
• Increasing faculty key to increases in research and 

teaching outcomes



General Observations & Recommendations

If  future strategic planning is undertaken:
• Faculty and students should be engaged in setting 

vision and in planning 
• Prioritize indicators from Framework, US News
• Goals should be based on data and input
• Action plans, budgets, and evaluations should track 

achievement of  milestones



Our thanks to Nicole Luisi and  Anne Benz for their assistance
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