
 1 

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson called the 685th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on May 7, 
2009 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A.  ADDRESS BY STEPHEN KULIK, STATE REPRESENTATIVE AND ASSISTANT VICE 

CHAIRMAN, HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 (See attached) 
 

Senator Steven Brewer thanked Representative Kulik for his presentation. He stated that 
Massachusetts has a fundamentally regressive tax structure—more taxes are paid by the lower 
quarterlys than by the upper quarterlys. The sales tax is also a regressive tax as well. Given the fact 
that Question I was defeated fairly soundly in the fall and Obama was overwhelmingly elected in the 
fall, it is clear that people are considering progressive taxes. Is it time to revisit the idea of producing 
a more progressive tax structure that would put money into the hands of people who do spend it and 
raise revenues? 

 
Representative Kulik stated he is frequently asked this question. Communities in Western 
Massachusetts are a little more progressive in their general outlook on matters of taxation and 
revenues. He infers that Senator Brewer is suggesting the legislature create a progressive income tax 
that taxes people at different rates depending on income. The only problem is it is prohibited by the 
Massachusetts Constitution. It has gone on the ballot as a constitutional amendment four times in the 
last forty or fifty years. It has been soundly defeated every time. The last time was in the early 
1990s—still recently enough to be fresh in people’s minds. He is not sure whether sentiments have 
changed, but there has not been an appetite to revisit an expensive and bruising ballot campaign to 
change the State Constitution. The soonest such a question might be able to put on the ballot would 
be 2014, because of the requirements that a constitutional amendment be voted on by two different 
sessions of the state legislature.  

 
There is also the question as to how much money that would really raise, especially with incomes 
being fairly stagnant. There are probably fewer people in the upper income levels in this recessionary 
time then there have been.  

 
Senator Brewer’s comment about the sales tax being relatively regressive compared to a progressive 
system of graduated income tax is generally true, but Massachusetts actually has a fairly progressive 
tax as far as the sales tax goes. The state does not tax food, basic groceries, or non-luxury clothing. It 
does not tax heating oil and other items which are taxed in many states. The Massachusetts sales tax 
rate is among the lowest of states that have sales taxes, including neighboring states. If the state goes 
to 6.25 percent, it will be just a little higher than Vermont, which is at 6 percent. Rhode Island is at 7 
percent. Connecticut is at 6 or 6.5 percent. If you combine the state, county and local sales taxes in 
New York, you get over 8 percent. By raising the sales tax, the state is remaining generally 
progressive. The legislature does not think this is upsetting the state’s competitive posture, and it is 
the politically most palatable and immediate major revenue source to visit right now. 

 
It is tempting to view the response to Question I as an endorsement of higher taxes, but 
Representative Kulik is not sure that is the case. That question was proposing to eliminate the income 
tax altogether. It was taking $16 billion out of the state revenue stream. That was an extremely 
radical proposal, and people were smart enough to defeat it in a vote of 60-40 percent or a little 
better. Representative Kulik is not sure that vote means people would automatically support a higher 
income tax in Massachusetts. Only a few years ago—in 2000 or so—they voted to lower their income 
tax to 5 percent. When there was a recession in 2001-2002, the legislature froze the rollback. It was 
phased in over three years, and the legislature froze it at 5.3, where it remains. At least a couple of 
times a month, Representative Kulik receives an angry email from a constituent stating that the 
legislature has thwarted the will of the people who voted less than a decade ago to rollback the 
income tax rates. There is almost no system of taxation that everybody likes. There are opponents 
and proponents of everything. 
 
Joyce Hatch, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance, asked if the rainy day fund is enough to 
get through this year. 
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Representative Kulik stated the legislature only has about seven weeks to figure this out. The 
Governor already used his budgetary authority to make 9C cuts in October. At that time, local aid 
was cut, and there were cuts to higher education and to other items throughout the budget. It is 
pretty late in the year to do another round of 9C cuts. At least 80 percent of the state budget, if not 
more, has been spent already. It is hard to find large pools of money. The legislature is most likely 
going to use the rainy day fund. The House budget deliberately did not touch the rainy day fund. The 
House received some criticism for this, but the House thought it might need it to balance FY 2009. 
Alternatively, they might need to use it in FY 2010 or FY 2011. The State has about $1.3 billion in its 
rainy day fund right now. A year ago, the State had about a billion dollars more than that. Although 
the legislature has used a billion already, it still finds itself in a huge hole. There will be a 
combination of layoffs, unpaid furloughs, rainy day funds and spending freezes over the next several 
weeks to balance the ’09 budget.  
 
Senator Curt Conner stated some of the stimulus money will be used for energy projects. It is hard to 
find out where to apply for that money. It seems to have disappeared somewhere in the state coffers. 
Senator Conner stated he is trying to figure out that component of the stimulus money and its 
potential uses here at the University.  
 
Representative Kulik stated he would get Senator Conner’s contact information. The legislature is 
sorting through some of the stimulus money. Representative Kulik’s position on the Ways and Means 
also places him on a special committee that will exist for two years. It is an oversight committee for 
federal stimulus spending. They have had several hearings, including one on energy and 
environmental issues, which he had to miss because of other Ways and Means work. Jeffrey Simon is 
the stimulus tsar in the state and is overseeing all of this.  
 
There has been a shortage of really well-informed and candid reporting on the state budget issue. 
Representative Kulik wanted to provide this information straight from the “horse’s mouth.” If there 
are any further questions, please feel free to contact Representative Kulik’s Office. 

  
B. PRESENTATION BY BRYAN HARVEY, ASSOCIATE PROVOST FOR ACADEMIC PLANNING 

AND ASSESSMENT  
 “UPDATE ON INSTITUIONAL REACCREDITATION PROCESS” 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 (See attached) 
 
C. ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

1. Principal Administrative Officers 
 

 Paul Kostecki, Vice Chancellor for Research and Engagement, stated that faculty members 
have most likely heard about the stimulus money, NIH and NSF and so forth. One of the big 
targets was the April 27th NIH Challenge Grant deadline. He wanted everyone to know that 
they have sent out 64 proposals worth over $20 million. Those are more proposals than have 
ever gone out in one month from this campus. It was a very coordinated effort of the 
research community, the faculty and the administration. They tried to coordinate the 
location of the stimulus money and the University’s contacts in DC as well. Vice Chancellor 
Kostecki wanted everyone to be recognized for all of the hard work they have done. There 
has been a 50 percent success rate and, if the University can get half of that $20 million, it 
will be on its way to a great year.   

 
Joyce Hatch, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance, spoke on behalf of the Provost 
Search Committee. She reiterated that the Vice Chancellors should have received emails 
with an attachment and a link for each of the three candidates who are visiting at the 
beginning of next week. Vice Chancellor Hatch wanted to encourage everyone to go to the 
open meeting for faculty and staff. Vice Chancellor Hatch also encouraged Heads and 
Chairs to attend.   
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2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 

Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, stated that it has been a potentially turbulent 
year, but it looks like the University has entered the “eye of the storm.” It does not seem as 
turbulent as the Senate thought it might have been in December or even February.  
 
The Budget Planning Task Force is going to continue its work. Various groups have assessed 
multiple issues. Today the Senate is going to vote on the consolidation of these groups into 
the Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic Oversight. At the next Faculty Senate meeting, senators 
will deliberate on the Chancellor’s Reorganization Proposal. This is the most significant 
organizational proposal which has occurred here in 30 or 40 years. Secretary May hopes 
there will be a good turnout to discuss this issue. 

   
3. Chair of the Rules Committee 

 
John McCarthy, Chair of the Rules Committee, stated that as he looked at this mostly empty 
room, he thought about what this room would be like next week when the Senate will be 
discussing the Reorganization Plan. It is likely to be quite full. This is an interesting contrast 
because it reflects two somewhat different views of faculty governance. In the view of some, 
faculty governance is something you put on the shelf until you need it or until something 
really important comes along. In the view of others, faculty governance is something that 
you have to maintain every week, every month.  Sometimes, it is maintained just through the 
routine that you see on today’s agenda and sometimes it is maintained through the 
discussion of very important issues. For example, in the case of the Chancellor’s 
Reorganization Plan, the same Councils and Committees that discussed that Reorganization 
Plan and presented its work to the Senate are also the ones that produced this long agenda of 
totally routine items that we will be voting on today. So, it is important to realize that the 
work of the Senate is mostly routine, but it means that those structures are always in place 
when important work needs to be done.   

 
E. BYLAW CHANGES  
 

Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaws Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 
09-034 with Motion No. 36-09.  (Report Previously Distributed) 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-034. 
36-09 

(Inasmuch as these are changes to the Senate’s Bylaws, this is the second of three readings of this 

motion.  It will be read again at the 686
th

 Regular meeting of the Faculty Senate.  The motion may be 

debated and amended at all three meetings.) 

 
F. NEW COURSES 
 
 COURSE    TITLE    CREDITS 
 
 CMPSCI 503  “Embedded Computing Systems”                      3 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the course, CMPSCI 503, as recommended by the 
45-09 Academic Matters and Graduate Councils. 

 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
 COURSE    TITLE    CREDITS 
 
 COMM-DIS 615  “Evaluation Processes in Speech-Language         3 
      Pathology” 
 EDUC 603  “Computer Mediated Communication”          3 
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MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses, COMM-DIS 615 and EDUC 603, as 
46-09 recommended by the Graduate Council. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
G. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning the Establishment of an Ad Hoc 
Committee on Strategic Oversight (AHCSO), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-042 with 
Motion No. 47-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee on Strategic 
47-09 Oversight (AHCSO), as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-042. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

2. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils 
concerning a Social Justice Education (SJE) Graduate Certificate in Teaching for Diversity,  
as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-043 with Motion No. 48-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Social Justice Education (SJE) Graduate Certificate in 
48-09 Teaching for Diversity, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-043. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

3. Special Report of the Academic Priorities, Graduate and Program and Budget Councils 
concerning a Graduate Certificate in African Diaspora Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
No. 09-044 with Motion No. 49-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Graduate Certificate in African Diaspora Studies, as  
49-09 presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-044. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
4. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget 

Councils concerning a Revision of the Bachelor of Science (BS) Degree Program in 
Computer Science, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-045 with Motion No. 50-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision of the Bachelor of Science (BS) Degree 
50-09 Program in Computer Science, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-045. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
  

5. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget 
Councils concerning a Revision to the Minor in Computer Science, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
No. 09-046 with Motion No. 51-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision to the Minor in Computer Science, as 
51-09 presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-046. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
6. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning a Revision of the Master’s of Science in 

Electrical and Computer Engineering, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-047 with Motion  
No. 52-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision of the Master’s of Science in Electrical and 
52-09 Computer Engineering, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-047. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
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 7. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning a Revision to the Speech-Language 
Pathology Master’s Degree Program, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-048 with Motion  
No. 53-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the a Revision to the Speech-Language Pathology Master’s  
53-09 Degree Program, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-048. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

8. Special Report of the Committee on Committees concerning Nominations to Faculty Senate 
Councils and Committees, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-049A with Motion No. 54-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and 
54-09 Committees, as presented in Sen. Doc No. 09-049A. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted as amended. 
 

Secretary May thanked all of the Councils and Committees. In addition to dealing with 
reorganization and the budget, this agenda and the next one show that the Councils and 
Committees spent a lot of time doing some very hard work on curricular and others items as 
well. It passes through the Senate in ten minutes, but these Councils and Committees spend a 
lot of time working on the details of this. Secretary May wanted to express his thanks to 
them. Last year, the Senate had a retirement party for Mokhtar Atallah who was very 
stalwart in the Academic Matters Council for a decade or more. Carol Barr and others have 
come and really chipped in to replace him. The Senate has to ensure that everything 
complies with University regulations and practices. It is a very complicated process, and the 
Councils and Committees had to participate in many other more grand issues this year, but 
the “to do” list was taken care of. 

 
The 685th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 4:38 p.m. on May 7, 2009. 
 
The proceedings of this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate  
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST  
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
From the 685th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on May 7, 2009 

 
ADDRESS BY STEPHEN KULIK, STATE REPRESENTATIVE AND ASSISTANT VICE 

CHAIRMAN, HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 
 
Robert Wilson, Presiding Officer 

 

We are pleased to have State Representative Stephen Kulik address us. Steve is the State 
Representative of the first Franklin District. He represents towns and cities ranging from Pelham, 
Worthington and every place in between. He is the Assistant Vice Chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee. Representative Kulik is a good friend of the University, and we hope we are his 
good friend. We welcome you and thank you for coming. 
 

Stephen Kulik, State Representative and Assistant Vice Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee 

 

It has been way too long—three years—since I was last here. This is something I want to make a 
point of doing once a year. I was scheduled to be here one time within those three years. We were in 
session, and I missed that meeting. It is good to be back. I had a very interesting discussion over 
lunch with members of the Rules Committee. They updated me about some of the things happening 
on campus. I appreciate that information and the opportunity to have a conversation with you.  
 
As was mentioned in the introduction, I had the misfortune of being appointed by the new Speaker in 
February to a leadership position on the Committee on Ways and Means. Normally, that is a very 
good thing, but there is something about this recession and economic climate than makes it a bigger 
challenge than one would wish for. The House finished its budget last week. As a result, I thought I 
would give you a snapshot about the challenges we are facing.  
 
Most economists will agree that this downturn is a multi-year event. We may see a few glimmers of 
optimism in the stock market, now and then. That is not necessarily translating into positive gains in 
the employment rate. Most importantly, it does not necessarily translate into gains in state revenues, 
which we are tracking very closely. One of the things that has been frustrating is there appears to be 
a disconnect. Although we have been living in this recession for a year now, there is a general lack of 
awareness in the public’s mind about the depth of this recession in Massachusetts and the impact it is 
having on state government. This is going to be a reality we live with for the next 4-5 years.  
 
The news we get on state revenues seems to get worse almost everyday. Just last Friday, we 
completed work on the House version of the budget. Late in the day on Friday or over the weekend, 
we began to hear that the April revenue projections for the Commonwealth were so bad that the 
budget we just passed was anywhere from $0.5 billion to $1 billion out of whack. The budget, as it 
came out of the Ways and Means Committee, was $27.4 billion. That was $1.8 billion less than FY 
2009. That is a very significant difference. It would have been worse had it not been for the federal 
stimulus money that came into Massachusetts. The federal stimulus money, which is mostly coming 
in FY 2010 and FY 2011, should provide Massachusetts with a minimum of $9 billion. That will help 
us balance our budget. We can spend a significant amount on health care, which is one of the cost 
drivers in our state budget that is growing beyond the normal rate of inflation. We can spend it on 
transportation and infrastructure projects, hopefully, to put people back to work. Money from 
working, spending money and paying taxes could stimulate the economy as well as help provide for 
some of the transportation improvements we need.  
 
Another very important part of the federal stimulus money is the money that can be spent on both 
pre-K through 12 and higher education in our cities and towns. The Federal Stimulus money is 
essentially allowing the University and the entire public higher education system in Massachusetts to 
have level funding with FY 2008 and FY 2009. You have to use FY 2006 as a benchmark, but what it 
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means is FY 2010 funding will be supplemented with federal funds so that it is just a little bit higher 
than the current fiscal year. Higher education, for the moment, is insulated from the very deep cuts 
that we are seeing in other parts of the budget. That will hopefully last for two years, the length of 
time for which the federal stimulus money provides.  
 
We have to be extremely concerned about what happens in FY 2012, when the federal stimulus 
money disappears. The hope of Congress and the President in putting this money out there—over 
$700 billion to be spent in a number of different areas—is that it will stimulate the economy enough 
that it will accelerate the end of the recession. People will go back to work. State revenues will grow 
so that when the federal stimulus money ends, we can supplant those programs we have been 
propping up with stimulus money with state revenues. That is a very optimistic view. April is usually 
a very good month for tax collections in Massachusetts. People pay their income taxes; capital gains 
are reported and so forth. We are seeing something in the order of a $500-600 million additional 
shortfall, which puts us at a FY 2009 deficit of about $1.5 billion. We are only seven weeks or so away 
from FY 2009. 
 
The budget we passed in the House did not use any of our reserve funds, the rainy day fund, which 
have helped us get through this past year. We have had a number of transfers out of the reserve 
fund. As we entered the recession, Massachusetts was one of the healthiest states in the country in 
terms of having strong reserves that we built up over the last few years. We are also really vulnerable 
because of our overreliance on capital gains taxes for our operating budget. We have learned that 
this is not a stable and reliable revenue source in which to build your annual operating budget. We 
have income tax, sales tax, and capital gains, but most of the growth in the budget has pretty much 
tracked growth and capital gains. The net growth, obviously, is simply not there this year. 
One of the initiatives in the House budget attempts to wean us off of overreliance on capital gains for 
state revenue. We also want to dedicate future capital gains to replenishing the rainy day fund rather 
than spending it every year. That is a very wise initiative. If we can hold the line and really stick to a 
plan like that, we will be able to replenish our capital gains tax reserve account with that and rely on 
other broad based taxes for our operating budget.  
 
When that House budget came out, as I said, it was $1.8 billion less than the current fiscal year. 
When we entered budget debate on the first day, the Speaker of the House, Robert DeLeo, put 
forward a proposal to increase the sales tax by 1.25 to go up to 6.25 percent. That occupied debate on 
the first day, and it passed the House with 108 votes, enough votes to override a threatened veto by 
Governor Patrick who wants his own mix of taxes. Governor Patrick proposed a $0.19/gallon 
increase in the gas tax. He also proposed taxes on soda, candy and alcohol as well as a number of fee 
increases. The legislature feels it would be more responsible to take a vote on a single, broad based 
tax that generates enough money to be meaningful given the budget shortfall that we have. The sales 
tax fits that criterion. Going to 6.25 percent raises about $900 million. Of that $900 million, by most 
estimates, we would take $275-300 million and put it into transportation. This is the same reason the 
Governor wants to raise the gas tax. This would support MassTransit, toll relief, or turnpike 
infrastructure projects around the state. This is not much as the Governor proposed, and it is not 
enough for the long-term infrastructure needs of the State, but it is enough to get us through the 
current crisis. That would leave us about $600 million in sales tax revenues. As we began the budget 
debate on Tuesday, we began to use that $600 million to restore some of the $1.8 billion in cuts that 
we had made as the budget came out of Ways and Means.  
 
How did we use the $600 million? First and foremost, we used a little over $200 million to restore a 
portion of the local aid cuts that were made. Cities and towns are still seeing a cut to their general 
revenue sharing, but it is going to be half of what they thought it was going to be. It is in line with 
what the Governor proposed. We restored a number of programs that were reduced or eliminated, 
and we addressed a number of problems.  
 
One of the issues that campus and community members consistently brought up related to the state 
employee premium share on health insurance. As you probably know, the House Ways and Means 
budget came out with a proposal to go from the current 85-15 state and employee split to a 70-30 
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split, a dramatic difference. This would double health insurance premiums for state employees. If we 
were to do that, it would provide the state with a savings of $135 million, a considerable amount of 
money. It was a fairly Draconian proposal. Since we did increase the sales tax and had more money 
to spend, we changed that proposal to 80-20. This proposal goes into effect beginning on July 1. That 
is for current employees. For any new hires, we propose that it permanently become 75-25 percent, 
meaning the state would pay 75 percent of health care premiums. This is very controversial. We 
know it hits some people harder than others, particularly people at the lower end of the earning 
scale. It is something we are concerned about, but these are such dire times that we have to look at all 
possible savings. We eliminated entire programs in this budget. Doing something on employee health 
insurance was a necessity.  
 
In another week or so, we will see the Senate’s version of the budget. Their numbers are worse than 
those that we dealt with in the House. The consensus revenue figure is an important part of the 
budget process. Every year, the Governor, the Senate, and the House decide how much revenue is 
likely to be collected. Back in December or so, the consensus revenue figure was about $19.5 billion in 
state revenue. The additional $8-10 billion of spending comes from Federal Government and other 
sources of funding. That consensus revenue figure is the key to building a budget. That is what the 
Governor based his budget on when he submitted it in January. It was what the House based its 
budget on when we unveiled it a few weeks ago. Since that time, the feeling is we may not collect 
revenues over $17 billion, which is a full $2.5 billion less than our best estimate just 4-5 months ago.  
 
Michael Widmer of the Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation estimated that we may not see the level 
of revenue that we had last year and in FY 2008 until FY 2014. In that time, we are going to see a 
very constricted and reduced level of spending at the state level. We are embarking on an ambitious 
program of reforms. The Governor and the Legislature agree on this. We do not necessarily agree on 
all the details, but certainly by the end of the spring or so, we will form a consensus on reforms in 
transportation, our pension system and other areas that will save us money as we go forward.  
 
The Quinn Bill has received a lot of press coverage in the last week. This bill provided a state subsidy 
of about $50 million a year to assist local police at the municipal level. The bill has been around since 
1970 and is an incentive for people in law enforcement to get associates, bachelor’s or master’s 
degrees in criminal justice or law. If your town participates in this, you get a bonus in your pay. This 
is usually brought about through collective bargaining. The state has supported this for almost 40 
years, and we reached the determination that we cannot continue to support it. The goals of that 
program have largely been achieved. Most cities and towns will not hire people into their police 
department unless they have those degrees already. Rather than eliminating this bill entirely, we 
funded it at half the level, and we proposed to end the program for anyone entering the law 
enforcement field after July 1 of this year. As you can imagine, people in law enforcement, and some 
local officials are taking this really hard. This is an example of the types of well-established programs 
that have had a good public purpose for a long time. We now have to revisit and evaluate these 
programs and possibly eliminate or scale-back in order to live within the means that we have this 
year and in the future years. 
 
Higher education has escaped a lot of the problems, but, as someone said to me at lunch, in two years, 
higher education has the potential to fall off the cliff. We need to think about how the University and 
the other segments of public higher education are funded and use this time as breathing space. Using 
the sales tax money, we increased scholarship funding by $10 million in the House budget. That is 
still $4 million below the current fiscal year. We are not going to be able to assist every 
Massachusetts resident interested in higher education. That has been another casualty of the budget. 
Overall though, higher education has faired pretty well.  
 
We are also going to look at our commitment to healthcare. We passed groundbreaking national 
model legislation four years ago to create what is essentially a universal healthcare system in 
Massachusetts. It is a highly expensive undertaking that we simply may not be able to continue.  
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As the Chairman of the Senate Ways and Means Committee said yesterday, “everything is on the 
table.” The Senate faces a tougher situation. They have more recent numbers than we do. Everything 
is on the table, from additional local aid to human services to library spending. I would love to come 
here and tell you we are going to pull out of this really quickly and everything is going to be restored. 
But, we just do not see that coming down the road. It is going to be a prolonged period of belt-
tightening and constrained revenues. We cannot tax our way out of it because we cannot possibly 
raise enough revenue to fill this gap, which is really a $4.5 billion gap. We cannot possibly cut enough 
programs to completely fill the gap. Our approach in the House is to make both cuts and revenue 
increases. The Senate is going to have to make the same choice. They will likely consider doing the 
same kind of sales tax increase.  
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST  
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
From the 685th Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on May 7, 2009 

 
PRESENTATION BY BRYAN HARVEY, ASSOCIATE PROVOST  

FOR ACADEMIC PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT 
“UPDATE ON INSTITUIONAL REACCREDITATION PROCESS” 

 
A PDF version of his PowerPoint presentation is available at: 

http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs/minutes/2008-2009/harvey_powerpoint_685_5-7-09.pdf 
 

Bryan Harvey, Associate Provost for Academic Planning and Assessment  

 

A great deal has occurred in the last year—changes in circumstances, changes in leadership—but the 
reaccreditation visit is looming upon us, so I wanted to update everybody and indicate how to be part 
of this process as we go forward. This is our ten-year reaccreditation by the New England 
Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC), one of the six federally-recognized regional 
accrediting bodies that allows us to receive federal funding. It is important that we maintain our 
accreditation. Our last visit was in the fall 1998. We were originally scheduled for a visit in 
November of 2008, but there were a few things going on so we received a postponement until this 
coming November. 
 
In order to complete this process, the institution prepares a self-study that responds to 172 topics and 
11 standards that are applicable to any institution that is allowed to do business in the New England 
region. It is organized around description, appraisal and projection. The institution is supposed to 
describe where it is and appraise its situation. Importantly, the institution should project its plan for 
the future. If we look at our academic program, for example, the idea is to appraise where we are 
and then have some forward looking statement about what we intend to do so that we can be poised 
for our next ten years.  
 
The second portion is a campus visit by an external team of experts. They will come to campus, spend 
several days here, and talk to many people. Having read the self-study, the team will then give its 
report which will include recommendations for continued accreditation. I do not think there is any 
chance that we will not be reaccredited, but it is highly likely that team will suggest topics or issues 
about which they would like to receive interim reports. This happened on our last visit in 1998. We 
gave a five-year interim report, which is very common these days. 
 
The team will certainly look at previous findings. They will look at the last few ten-year and five-year 
reports. Throughout the country, the accrediting bodies’ standards have changed. The environment 
has also changed. Attitudes toward accountability and higher education have been shifting. There are 
also institutional issues, which will be mentioned in this report.  
 
In 1998-99, the four big issues that we were required to follow up on were: campus system 
governance relationships, assessment of student learning outcomes, library collections, staffing and 
facilities, and deferred maintenance and infrastructure needs. You can see that our issues stay with 
us. 
 
The NEASC standards were revised in 2006 to try to reflect some of the issues that they have been 
encountering in reaccrediting processes. They wanted to have a little more clarity regarding the 
mission and governance. With the growth of online, off-site and international education, there is 
concern that institutions need to maintain clear control over their programs in order to carry them 
out with integrity.  
 
The team will be interested in direct outcomes evidence. They want to see that the information we 
collect is being used for program improvement. There are also a lot of items about accountability to 
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stakeholders. If you recall, the debates with the Federal Government a year or two ago died down a 
bit. The basic issues of external expectations regarding accountability and cost have not gone away, 
and the regional accrediting bodies are really sharply focused on this.  
 
We have also been trying to keep up with the Framework for Excellence, the Chancellor’s draft of 
the strategic planning process. That becomes a kind of umbrella or framework for the entire self-
study. Certainly rebuilding and rebalancing the faculty is prominent. Reaffirming the goals of the 
Amherst 250 and the RFP process for new faculty hiring is also a big issue. Facilities improvement, 
mentioned in several contexts, both to support the current levels of research and teaching activity, 
also create greater capacity. We want to be able to take advantage of the current state investment 
opportunities, and very importantly we want to develop a comprehensive long-term facilities plan. 
There also many items related to student experiences—advising and early success, general education 
and the impact of the student experience on admission competitiveness. Our ability to maintain 
student revenues is an important part of that framework. These are the kinds of issues that we have 
seen in the past and that the self-study is going to try to explore. We are also attempting to outline 
our short-term financial strategy. We want to explore how the campus hopes to meet today’s 
challenges. 
 
The team is coming on November 1-4. The team chair will be Dr. Mark Fogel who is the President of 
the University of Vermont. He has the distinction of having just gone through this himself. The 
visiting team left UVM on April 22, so, for better or for worse, he is fresh off the job. Dr. Fogel is also 
the incoming President of NEASC, so he is highly interested and deeply steeped in this process. The 
self-study has been under development for some time. There is a Steering Committee that has been 
trying to put this together. The Committee includes Marilyn Blaustein, Director of Institutional 
Research; Ernie May, who has been providing spiritual guidance but should not be blamed for the 
content of any document; Martha Stassen, Director of Assessment; and Jim Leheny from the 
Chancellor’s Office who has been in charge of this process in the past. We have also received 
tremendous help from Cady Kashner, our graduate intern, and Cornelius Coleman, who has been 
helping us with editing and writing.  
 
We are about to launch our web site, which has links to the NEASC standards. We will also post 
earlier accreditation documents and contact information. We will include preliminary drafts of the 
self-study standards. There will be other opportunities to comment on these documents, but this is 
the launch of the peak-behind-the-curtain and the see-what-is-going-on stage. Various chapters are 
in different stages of development, and there is a lot to be added, edited and developed. This web site 
will go live either tomorrow or on Monday. We are very interested in having people look at the 
eleven standards and give us feedback. You will find feedback links throughout these documents. 
There will eventually be a link on the campus web site as well, and there will be an email broadcast 
telling everyone how to get onto it as well.   
 
We will continue to work on this and produce the first real draft of the self-study.  By early July, we 
hope to post that first draft on the web site. We will use email and other means to notify the campus 
community when it is up. By late August, we hope to post the final draft of the self-study. There will 
be couple of weeks at the beginning of the semester when we can hear from people and have one last 
look at it. By mid-September, it needs to be distributed to the visiting team.   
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Reaccreditation

� Last visit:  Fall 1998
� Next visit originally scheduled for Nov. 2008

� NEASC granted postponement to Nov. 2009

� Requirements
� Institutional Self-Study

� Respond to 172 topics within eleven standards

� Description, Appraisal, and Projection

� Campus visit
� External team of experts

� Recommendations for continued accreditation, 
possible interim reports



Reaccreditation

� Frame of reference
� Previous findings

� Starting point for team’s review

� Changing standards
� Shifts in emphasis on part of accreditors

� Changing environment
� Societal and other factors affecting how the 

campus approaches its review

� Institutional issues
� Specific challenges facing the institution



Previous Findings

� 1998-99 review identified four issues 
requiring follow-up:

� Campus/system governance relationships

� Assessment of student learning outcomes

� Library collections, staffing and facilities

� Deferred maintenance and infrastructure 

needs



Changing Expectations

� New emphases in 2006 NEASC standards
� Mission and governance

� Capacity

� Evaluation, evaluation, evaluation
� Direct outcomes

� “Culture of evidence”

� Accountability to stakeholders

� External expectations
� Accountability

� Cost



Institutional Issues

� “Framework for Excellence”
� Faculty Rebuilding and Rebalancing

� Reaffirm goals of Amherst 250

� “RFP” process for net new faculty hiring

� Facilities Improvement
� Support current levels of research and teaching activity

� Create greater capacity

� Take advantage of current state investment opportunities

� Develop comprehensive long-term facilities plan

� Student Experience
� Advising and early success

� General Education

� Impact on admissions competitiveness

� Short-term financial strategy



Status and Next Steps

� Team Visit: Nov. 1-4, 2009
� Team chair:  Dr. Mark Daniel Fogel, President, 

University of Vermont





Status and Next Steps

� Self-Study now being developed
� Steering Committee

� Bryan Harvey, Associate Provost for Planning and 
Assessment

� Marilyn Blaustein, Director of Institutional Research

� Ernest May, Secretary, Faculty Senate

� James Leheny, Chancellor’s Office

� Martha Stassen, Director of Assessment



Status and Next Steps

� Launch campus Reaccreditation website
� Links to NEASC standards

� Earlier accreditation documents

� Contact Steering Committee

� Post preliminary drafts of self-study standards
� Works in progress

� Different stages of development

� Much to be added, edited, developed

� Links to document library not yet active







Status and Next Steps

� May, June
� Receive feedback

� Prepare first draft of Self-Study

� Early July
� Post first draft on website

� Notify campus community

� Receive feedback

� Late August
� Post final draft of Self-Study on website

� Receive feedback

� Mid-September
� Send Self-Study to Visiting Team

� November 1-4
� Team visit
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