Standard Two: Planning and Evaluation
I. Planning

Description

Much of recent planning activity at UMass Amherst has been driven by two challenges: rebuilding and
rebalancing the faculty after successive waves of hiring restrictions and retirement incentive programs over a
15-year period; and addressing an increasingly urgent need for facilities replacement and renewal. These two
issues — and increasingly, their intersection — have been and remain at the core of institutional planning.

Faculty and facilities issues hold a central place in planning because they are critical to UMass Amherst’s
success in carrying out its mission as a flagship public research university. UMass Amherst has always had a
relatively small faculty for an institution of its type. The absence of medical, dental and veterinary schools
imposes one kind of restriction on scale. The absence of a law school and the relative scarcity of other free-
standing professional schools, such as architecture or communication, imposes another. The relatively modest
scale of agriculture in modern-day Massachusetts tends to limit the scale of operations linked to the UMass
Ambherst land-grant component. So, on the basis of mission and program mix, the campus is built on a
modest scale, with a traditional arts and sciences core, accompanied by selective professional activities in
engineering, education, management, public health and nursing.

Competing with other, often larger, research universities is therefore a challenge even with a full complement
of faculty. Successive cycles of economic recession — each characterized by reductions in state support from
which the campus never fully recovered — have eroded the number of tenure-system faculty from a high point
of approximately 1,200 in the late 1980s to about 975 today. That’s a decline of about 20 percent. The
campus has replaced some lost instructional capacity with increased use of non-tenure system instructors. But
the impact of diminished tenure-system faculty on research and scholarship has been significant: Research
productivity has grown, but not at a rate sufficient to move the campus through the ranks of the research
institutions with which it competes.

Facilities have been a persistent concern, and more recently have become a central challenge to UMass
Ambherst’s continued success. Over a period of decades, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts constructed
millions of square feet of instructional, laboratory and support space. But neither the commonwealth nor the
University had in place a financial strategy to provide for the routine maintenance and, more important, the
facilities renewal necessary for building-system and structural modernization. The university’s operating
budget did not reflect the need for capital modernization, and the commonwealth continued to focus its
resources on new construction, with very little available for renewal. Over time, as buildings constructed in
the wave of expansion following World War II reached the end of their designed lives, a large backlog of
deferred maintenance and renewal developed. That backlog recently has spiked as the much larger expansion
of the Baby Boom years has come to the end of its own life cycle. As a result, the combined effects of
unfunded capital renewal and underfunded ongoing maintenance are now staggering (See Standard Eight).

Facilities undercapitalization has had serious consequences — and has been exacerbated by other trends
placing increased demands on physical facilities. First, it is not enough to try to maintain the functionality of
buildings constructed in the 1940s, 1950s, or even the 1970s. Designed capacity in those days fell far below
modern standards. For example, our largest existing science facility, the Morrill complex, was constructed
without even the basic HVAC systems that would allow for intensive use of chemical fume hoods. As the
practice of science has changed, buildings once designed for science have becoming increasingly inadequate
and in many cases obsolete. Similarly, over the decades changes in building, plumbing, electrical, seismic,
accessibility and other codes have dramatically raised the standard for construction and renovation. Even
when funds for building renewal have been made available, much of the funding is consumed simply bringing
older buildings up to modern standards.

Standard Two: Planning and Evaluation 4



Ten years ago, in the campus’s Self-Study, the facilities issue was identified as a major concern. A facilities
condition audit conducted at that time revealed roughly $400 million in deficiencies. Five years later, in its
interim report to NEASC, the campus again highlighted the need to “address substantial deferred
maintenance and infrastructure needs.” Since then, the urgency of the situation has increased, and capital and
facilities planning has moved to the center of the campus’s strategic thinking.

Faculty Rebuilding and Rebalancing

Systematic planning to reverse the long decline in the number of tenure-system faculty began in 2005, when
Chancellor John Lombardi launched the Amherst 250 plan. It was a five-year program to add 250 net
faculty positions and to restore the faculty size to its high point of roughly 1,200. The purpose was to bring
the size of the faculty “back into scale with our mission as a nationally competitive public research
university,” and in so doing to direct investments “to areas of current and emerging importance, so that the
campus will be positioned to compete effectively in the years ahead.”

The Ambherst 250 program was made possible because, after substantial declines in 2002, 2003 and 2004, the
state appropriation to UMass Amherst began to rebound in 2005. Chancellor Lombardi indicated that a
portion of the increase in state funding each year would be devoted to Amherst 250 hiring, beginning with
fiscal year 2006. The precise number to be hired each year varied according to the size of the state increase
and the scale of other needs, but over its first three years funding was made available for 150 positions. The
breakdown of positions by year was: 48 for 2006, 45 for 2007, and 57 for 2008.

In its first three years, Amherst 250 had two main objectives: to address serious instructional imbalances that
had emerged as multiple faculty retirement incentive programs had their effect; and to make selective
investments to promote research and scholarship competitiveness. Instructional allocations were guided in
large part by instructional productivity benchmarking derived from the National Study of Instructional
Productivity (known as the “Delaware study”), in which UMass Amherst was one of about 30 Research I
participants. Using disciplinary norms for research universities derived from the “Delaware” data, UMass
Ambherst programs with significant instructional staffing deficits were allocated positions through Amherst
250. Allocations to promote research and scholarship competitiveness were informed in several ways: Trends
in research productivity were examined, along with comparative research benchmarking data collected by
each department; deans’ proposals for new research initiatives were also evaluated. In addition, a small
number of positions were made available to meet disciplinary accreditation needs.

Chancellor Lombardi left UMass after the third year of Amherst 250 allocations, and Thomas Cole served as
interim Chancellor for the following year. When Chancellor Robert Holub arrived on campus, and discussion
of continued Amherst 250 funding resumed, the state’s financial situation had begun to deteriorate and the
campus faced the prospect of a significant reduction in state funding. Nonetheless, Chancellor Holub
reiterated the importance of rebuilding the faculty. He launched a new faculty hiring process requesting
proposals for new faculty investment to advance the campus’s research and teaching distinctiveness. That
process attracted more than 30 proposals, most of which requested multiple positions for interdisciplinary
initiatives. Review will begin in fall 2009.

Facilities and Capital Planning

Over the past several years, planning related to facilities has focused on two priorities: responding to known,
real-time facilities issues demanding prompt University action; and better understanding the scope and nature
of the larger, underlying dilemma presented by the campus’s aging infrastructure.

The first process has involved careful, ongoing monitoring of building conditions as they affected the
programs housed within them, with an emphasis on maintaining critical building systems and structural
envelopes. In essence, this has been a triage approach carried out through close collaboration between
Physical Plant and Facilities and Campus Planning, and designed to direct the campus’s limited maintenance
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and facilities dollars to the highest priorities. This process has resulted in a set of continually updated project
priorities, taking maximum advantage of available funding to complete a large number of roof replacements,
building systems upgrades, electrical power distribution projects, and the like.

These efforts represented careful and effective stewardship on the part of the institution. But they did not
resolve the underlying facilities dilemma, characterized by the bow wave of deferred maintenance and
modernization that had been building up for decades. So the second planning priority — better understanding
the scope and nature of the underlying problem to develop a basis for effective action — became increasingly
urgent.

Standard Eight describes the various tools and approaches put in place in recent years to document the full
extent of facilities deficiencies on the campus. They included a campus-wide space utilization study and
accompanying classroom study conducted by Comprehensive Facilities Planning Inc., and a comprehensive
facilities condition audit conducted by Sightlines. These and related investigations confirmed the growing
backlog of capital and maintenance needs, with the total cost of deferred maintenance and modernization
exceeding $2 billion.

The scale of facilities needs has far exceeded the resources available to the campus, but the institution’s
financial planning has been realigned over a decade or more to reflect the urgency of the situation. Beginning
in the early 1990s, the decision was made to divert campus operating funds to support capital projects, in the
form of both direct expenditures and debt service for capital borrowing. This launched an aggressive self-
financed capital borrowing program through the University of Massachusetts Building Authority (UMBA),
which to date has financed nearly $750 million in current and planned projects.

Appraisal

Over the past year or so the campus has made three advances in its planning process that recognize ongoing
issues related to faculty and facilities, while marking a new and more aggressive approach to improvement.
The first planning advancement is development of Chancellor Robert Holub’s Framework for Excellence: the
Flagship Report, which begins a new strategic planning process for the campus. The second is a renewed
commitment to, and a new framework for, rebuilding and rebalancing the UMass Ambherst faculty. The third
step forward with formal planning is the launch of three major facilities planning efforts in cooperation with
the state Division of Capital Asset Management (DCAM): a comprehensive science and engineering study
and plan; a comprehensive academic and classroom study and plan; and a Master Plan for the campus.

Framework for Excellence

In March 2008, as the search for a new Chancellor was underway, the Board of Trustees adopted a
resolution recognizing that “a strong and nationally recognized flagship is essential to the success of the
system as a whole” and committing itself to “moving UMass Amherst into the top tier of public universities in
the country” (Board of Trustees Votes, March 19, 2008). The resolution also called upon the new Chancellor
to develop a strategic plan to move the campus toward that goal.

Chancellor Holub began that process shortly after arriving on campus in fall 2008, and over the course of the
year began to organize the planning process. A planning retreat involving senior administrators was held in
late September 2008, organized around an assessment of the campus’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities
and threats. The discussion at the retreat produced a set of strategic priorities within these themes: identity;
faculty; research; graduate education; undergraduate education, including curriculum, enrollment
management and student life; and resources, including fundraising and facilities. Within these themes a set of
action plans was developed, identifying specific projects that could be accomplished in the six-month to two-
year time frame while a more comprehensive, longer-term plan was under development.
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In December 2008, Chancellor Holub began discussions with senior staff around a draft document to serve as
the foundation for the strategic planning process. This document developed the themes emerging from the
retreat and incorporated the action plans and additional, related initiatives. It focused on the “high-level
considerations” facing the campus in its efforts to move up through the ranks of American public research
universities, and laid out key issues and dependencies to guide future action. During spring 2009, successive
drafts of the document were discussed among the senior staff and with the Faculty Senate Rules Committee,
and comment was invited from deans and other senior managers. A second planning retreat was held at the
end of March to discuss the planning approach and review progress on the action plans. In April 2009, a
formal draft of Framework for Excellence: the Flagship Report was released to the campus. Chancellor
Holub described the draft Framework as representing “the beginning of a campus-wide conversation, aimed
at taking a thoughtful, purposeful and inclusive approach to positioning the University of Massachusetts
Ambherst for success, both in the short and long term.”

The Framework culminated a year of appraisal of the campus’s situation and circumstances, its specific
challenges in becoming more successful in the competitive and increasingly dynamic environment of leading
public research universities, and the nature and sequence of the steps on its path to success. That appraisal
sets the stage for the next phase of the campus’s development.

Rebuilding and Rebalancing the Faculty

The interruption of the Amherst 250 plan placed a temporary hold on campus efforts to rebuild the strength
of the faculty. Moreover, the first three years of the plan had produced less growth than originally
anticipated. As the general economy and the campus’s financial situation deteriorated during 2008 and 2009,
some authorized positions in the hiring pipeline became casualties of the need to balance the budget in the
face of declining revenues.

The centrality of a strong faculty to the campus’s success, however, remained clear. In November 2008, even
as the campus was struggling to respond to rapid revenue losses, Chancellor Holub sent a message to the
campus community confirming that critical faculty hiring would continue and reaffirming the goals of the
Amherst 250 plan. Growth in the tenure-system faculty will be required for the campus to make significant
progress in improving academic quality and research productivity, and hence, to advance in the research
university rankings.

The Chancellor described an approach that would guide faculty growth once the budget situation stabilized
sufficiently to resume new investment. That approach emphasized:

e Proven excellence of the campus in a research or teaching area;

e The interdisciplinary/transdisciplinary nature of the project;

e The willingness of departments and schools and colleges to support this direction with their own
resources;

e Established campus leadership for the initiative;

e The ability to attract funding from federal, state and private sources; and

e Prospects that the project would establish or confirm UMass Ambherst as a leader in the proposed area
of scholarship, research or teaching.

The Framework placed faculty development at the core of the campus’s strategy, noting first that “the key to
any great research university is the quality of its faculty,” but also observing that “the most important
challenge we face ... with regard to faculty is simply their overall number. In comparison to the public
research universities to whose ranks we aspire, we have too few faculty members.” The Framework also
reaffirmed the hiring approach described in November. Shortly thereafter, the Chancellor and Provost
released Guidelines for Proposals for New Investment in Faculty Hiring and indicated that faculty growth
would continue as quickly as economic circumstances permitted.
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Facilities Planning

The Framework reaffirms that “the physical plant presents the campus with perhaps its greatest challenge.”
Facilities needs represent not only an increasing drain on over-stretched campus resources, but also an
increasingly critical limitation on faculty growth, research productivity, and instructional quality and
capacity. Addressing the longstanding facilities challenge is critical to achieving virtually all of the
Framework’s central goals.

An important new phase in facilities planning was launched in 2008, when the Governor and legislature
approved a far-reaching capital outlay bond bill for higher education. This initiative represented the largest
state investment in higher education facilities in a generation, with a total of $1 billion to be made available
over the course of 10 years. The UMass Amherst share of this investment could ultimately be as much as
$700 million. Especially important for campus planning was the inclusion in the bond bill of early funding
for a $100 million science building and an $85 million academic classroom building. Moreover, a separate
state initiative in the life sciences included funding for another $95 million science building on the Amherst
campus, with those funds scheduled for release sometime later (See Standard Eight).

While these buildings themselves are of critical importance to the campus, they also represent the first
opportunity the institution has had in many years to engage in meaningful capital planning, as opposed to
reacting to immediate facilities crises. The campus, in cooperation with the state Division of Capital Asset
Management (DCAM), has seized this opportunity to launch the first comprehensive capital planning effort
for the campus since the Baby Boom expansion of the 1960s. The effort has three components, each
employing nationally known architectural and planning consultants:

e Science and Engineering: It was immediately evident to the campus and to DCAM that planning for
the $100 million new science building (NSB) and the $95 million life sciences building (LSB) required
a comprehensive assessment of campus needs, capacities, and future directions related to science and
engineering. Given the tremendous backlog of needs in science and the rapidly evolving demands of
modern scientific research, wise investment in new facilities required an overall plan to guide
construction and renovation in the years ahead. Of particular importance is the relationship between
existing facilities — many of which are at or beyond the end of their usefulness for modern science —
and the new capacity that will be added. The capital plan for science and engineering must account
for backfill, modernization and conversion to other uses of existing science facilities, as well as new
construction. Wilson Architects of Boston, a national firm specializing in science facilities, was
selected to guide this effort. Beginning in July 2008, Wilson has led an intensive assessment and
planning effort involving the entire science and engineering community. From this will emerge a
comprehensive science plan that lays out the nature and sequence of needed construction, renovation
and backfill for all science facilities over the next two decades, and design of the NSB as the first stage
of that plan.

e Classroom and Academic Support: Within months of the launch of the science and engineering study,
the campus and DCAM issued an RFP for a comparable comprehensive review of instructional and
academic support facilities. While the specific issues were different, the fundamental situation
mirrored that of the science facilities: longstanding deferred needs, evolving demands, and the
necessity of developing a larger context within which to place both new and existing facilities over the
long term. Burt Hill Inc., a leading architectural firm, was engaged to guide this process, and in
January 2009 began an intensive process to develop a comprehensive academic and classroom plan
and, in parallel, to design the new $85 million building. This process will continue into fall 2009.

o Campus Master Plan: the final component of campus facilities planning is development of a new
physical Master Plan for the campus. UMass Amherst has put in place aspects of a master plan over
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the years, including a series of area plans in 1993, but has not had the capacity internally to undertake
a comprehensive master plan. In cooperation with DCAM, the master planning process will result in a
state-approved plan that will help guide long-term development of the campus and improve
coordination with state funding opportunities. The RFP for the master planning process was issued in
May 2009, and work is expected to begin in fall 2009.

Responding to the Financial Crisis

The shift in planning during 2008 and 2009 described above would be noteworthy under any circumstances.
It occurred, however, during an intense period of financial uncertainty and instability. The campus was called
upon to both realign its ongoing planning approaches and to develop short-term strategies that respond to
unfolding events and provide as much long-term stability as possible.

Standard Nine describes the financial planning approach used by the campus to respond to the present
financial challenges. The central strategies have been to preserve the academic core when making necessary
budget reductions, to strike a reasonable balance between expenditure reductions and increases in student
costs, and to offset increases in student costs with a broader and more progressive financial-aid policy. The
following strategies were implemented to balance the fiscal year 2009 budget and to prepare for the fiscal
year 2010 budget:

In responding to the shifting financial situation, the campus faced a dual challenge: remaining abreast of
developments and framing sound policies on the one hand, and involving the campus community in
understanding the challenges and choices on the other. Because events were moving so quickly, in November
2008 the Chancellor appointed a Budget Planning Task Force to work with the administration in “developing
innovative strategies for dealing with reduced budgets while retaining focus on our collective goal of
becoming one of our nation’s best public research universities.” The Task Force met regularly during the
remainder of the fall and throughout the spring semester; it organized itself into subcommittees addressing
increasing revenues and reducing expenditures. It discussed all major components of the budget strategy as
that strategy developed during the year.

One specific element of the budget strategy also engendered broad campus involvement and debate. As part
of the effort to protect the academic core from budget cuts, the Chancellor proposed a reorganization,
described in Standard Three, that reduces the number of schools and colleges, potentially yielding $1 million
or more in administrative savings. In December 2009, the Chancellor asked the Budget Planning Task Force
and the Faculty Senate Rules Committee to propose a process for considering reorganization proposals. In
February 2009, the Chancellor appointed a Reorganization Task Force, composed of 16 faculty members to
review his reorganization proposal and to explore an alternative College of Arts and Sciences proposal that
had been offered by some faculty “or any other alternate organizational structure that it finds appropriate.”
The Task Force issued its Report in March 2009, favoring the College of Arts and Sciences model but also
finding a “strong alternative” in a model forming a new, unified science college, while leaving the humanities
and social science colleges separate “in the short run.” The Chancellor issued a revised proposal along these
lines, and the Faculty Senate reviewed and approved it during the spring semester.

Ongoing Collaboration

In addition to formal planning structures of the kind described above, the campus in recent years has made
excellent use of task forces or working groups organized to solve specific problems. These groups, often
established jointly by the administration and the Faculty Senate, have been especially helpful in resolving
larger and more complex issues that do not fit easily within existing structures. Four recent examples are:

e Joint Task Force on Online Learning: In recent years concerns over standards, oversight and
evaluation of online education recurred as this kind of activity increased, and in 2006 the Provost and

the Faculty Senate created the Joint Task Force on Online Learning, whose Report reviewed a range
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of relevant issues and recommended a unified set of expectations and standards for face-to-face and
online education. These standards were adopted by the Faculty Senate in 2007 (See Standard Four).

e Ad Hoc Committee on Certificates: UMass Amherst’s policies on certificate programs had reflected a
narrow view of certificates as supplementary credentials acquired by matriculating students on the
way to degree completion. Increasingly, this restrictive view frustrated efforts to reach new students,
develop online offerings, and create more flexible pathways to degree completion. In 2008, the
administration and the Faculty Senate formed this Ad Hoc committee and charged it with a de novo
examination of certificate policies and practices. The Committee examined national best practices and
proposed sweeping changes to certificate policies in their Report. These changes were adopted in 2009
(See Standard Four).

e  First-Year Task Force: Longstanding concerns about first-year student retention rates led to broad
examination of the undergraduate student experience in the first year. It quickly became apparent
that, while an extensive array of first-year programs had developed over the years, the first-year
experience tended to be uneven, poorly coordinated, and difficult to describe and navigate. In 2007,
the Provost and the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs appointed a First-Year Task Force to bring
greater coherence and effectiveness to campus programs, including better integration of first-year
residential learning communities and the new first-year residence hall program. The Task Force is
developing a new framework for all first-year activities, built on the foundation of each student’s
academic plan (See Standard Five).

e  General Education Task Force: UMass Amherst’s General Education program has been in place for
more than two decades. Efforts to update and revitalize it were attempted over the years but
encountered a number of obstacles. Shifts in faculty, program funding and enrollment had stretched
capacity and increased interest in examining how the program is organized and delivered. In 2007, the
Provost and the Faculty Senate appointed a General Education Task Force to clarify program goals
and purposes, evaluate delivery, and recommend improvements. The Task Force has proposed a
significant revision to General Education, including a new course structure and an upper division
integrative capstone experience (See Standard Four).

Projection

The intensive activities of 2008 and 2009 marked a shift in campus planning that will continue in the years

ahead:

e The strategic planning process introduced by the Framework will continue. The Framework will be
reviewed and tested as the campus continues to make its way through uncertain times. The plans and
initiatives described in the Framework will be evaluated and revised as necessary to permit the campus
to make progress toward its overall goal of moving through the ranks of public research universities.

e Planning for rebuilding and rebalancing the faculty will continue, beginning with the current RFP
process described earlier, and expanding as resources permit. The shift toward large-scale,
interdisciplinary foci for faculty hiring should accelerate the development of areas of nationally
competitive strength that can themselves attract additional faculty and funding.

e Facilities planning will become more focused as a result of the findings of the science and academic
studies. It may also become more urgent, as the full scale of campus needs is documented. It is already
clear from the findings of the science study that the challenge of maintaining facilities capable of
supporting modern scientific research even for a faculty of the current size far exceeds the resources
the campus can marshal on its own. Making provisions for faculty growth adds an even greater
challenge. The campus will need to enlist the support of the University system and Board of Trustees
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for a long-term effort to leverage University funds, to secure continuing high levels of capital
investment by the state, and to attract private support for the massive building and renovation plans
emerging from the current studies.

e The reality of the facilities challenge will require that faculty and facilities planning become fully
integrated. The allocation of faculty lines and the physical facilities to house them will be viewed as a
single process, with both dimensions carefully staged and sequenced over time.

Finally, the entire campus must remain engaged in the long-term problem solving necessary to support
successful planning. A strong collaborative approach of the kind evidenced in the various task forces and
committees described above will be essential for the campus to move forward.

Il. Evaluation
Description

The University has a system of evaluation that is as diverse and extensive as its mission. It is guided by a set
of core principles: First, evaluation activity is mission-driven. In all major areas of the University’s core
teaching and research mission, systematic evidence is collected and used to monitor institutional effectiveness
and to inform practice. This theme runs through the Self-Study, particularly the standards pertaining to the
Academic Program, Faculty, Students, Library and Other Information Resources, and Physical and
Technological Resources. Table 2.1 (below) provides a summary of the primary evaluation initiatives
conducted in recent years. Each is discussed in more detail within the relevant standard.

Evaluation is also integrated with planning. Some evaluation components are regularized, providing trend
data and benchmarking of institutional goals related to core planning issues. These areas include, but are not
limited to, admission trends, retention rates, research productivity, and instructional productivity and quality.
Other evaluation efforts emerge on an as-needed basis, in response to new initiatives, new concerns, and
questions generated from planning priorities. Most recently, these evaluation efforts have included a focus on
facility capacity and condition, departmental instructional needs and faculty hiring, the quality of the first-
year undergraduate experience, and the effectiveness of the General Education program.

In addition, evaluation activity is focused on building a culture of evidence in which results are used to make
better decisions. This Self-Study describes examples of evidence used to help inform decision making and
improve current practices. Table 2.1 (below) provides examples of actions taken related to evaluation activity
and evidence collected.

Most evaluation activities for the campus are coordinated centrally within the Provost’s Office through the
Office of Academic Planning and Assessment (OAPA) and the Office of Institutional Research (OIR). By
centralizing evaluation activity, the campus has been able to develop a number of common measures derived
from standardized and well-documented sets of definitions. For example, the Instructional Activity System
(IAS) is used to report on credit-based instruction on the campus. Through this system the campus has a
standardized definition of instructional activity that facilitates a common vocabulary for understanding
instructional productivity for departments. This tool, and others like it (For example, see description of
Instructional Benchmarks below), make it possible to make comparisons across departments in a
standardized and easily understandable manner. In addition to providing information for centralized
planning, these and similar resources give departments ready access to a variety of sources of evidence to
inform their own planning and evaluation efforts.
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Academic program improvement efforts are central to the University’s evaluation program. There are
currently three components of the program improvement program that together provide academic
departments with a rich set of evidence and varied perspectives with which to inform their changes and
enhancements Program Improvement Summary. One component is a systematic program review program
where, on a five- to seven-year cycle, each academic department participates in the Academic Quality,
Assessment and Development (AQAD) review process. This review process includes a departmental self-study
based on the AQAD standards (AQAD Program Review). As a part of their self-studies, departments are
required to review various sources of evidence regarding productivity and quality, and to incorporate analysis
of these results into their self-studies. The review process also includes a visit by an external team. The
external team provides a report to the department and the academic administration. Following the review, the
program and the Dean identify action steps based on the results. A synthesis of these reports is provided to
the UMass system office (Annual AQAD Summaries, 1998-2008). The Departmental Responses to AQAD

Program Review describes the actions that
departments and Deans have taken to
address the recommendations and

challenges identified by the AQAD review
process.

Instructional Benchmarks serve as a second
component of the campus’s program
improvement efforts. These benchmarks
provide departments with a common set of
measures of instructional quality. The
benchmarks draw from three sources of
student feedback about their experiences:
the Senior Survey; the National Survey of
Student Engagement, or NSSE; and the
campus’s course evaluation instrument,
called Student Response to Instruction, or
SRTI. Departments use this information to
identify aspects of the student experience
that need attention. Departmental

Responses to Benchmarks (all schools and
colleges).

The third program improvement effort
focuses on departments’ Student Learning
Outcomes Assessment activity
(Undergraduate Program Assessment).
Most departments (89 percent) have
established student learning outcomes for
their undergraduate programs, 74 percent
are implementing their assessment plans,
and another 19 percent are in the process of
developing those plans (See E-Series 1.a).

A Focus On: Benchmarking
the Student Experience

Academic departments often ask, “How are we doing?” A
focus on student responses to this question prompted
development of the Instructional Benchmarks report in
2006. The Benchmarks report reflects a trend at UMass
Amberst toward academic improvement based on targeted
assessment. It has become a significant assessment tool by
providing departments with a method of evaluation based
on student feedback — and by allowing for
interdepartmental comparison. The report details students’
ratings of their experiences in their majors, their
experiences in courses, and their perceived learning gains
organized by department. Departments use the information
to understand more about the quality of the experience for
their majors and the quality of instruction experienced by
the students they teach, whether those students are majors
or undergraduates in General Education courses.
Benchmarks are derived from the overall campus average
and from departmental ratings, allowing an individual
department to better evaluate its performance. The
Instructional Benchmarks report has helped departments
determine where to improve; a recent study showed that 76
percent of departments made changes in their
undergraduate programs based at least in part on
Instructional Benchmarks results.

Other units use different program review and improvement models, drawing from evaluation resources and
tools connected to their professional associations. For example, UMass Ambherst Libraries uses survey tools
and other assessment resources developed by the Association of Research Libraries (ARL); external library
professionals review and evaluate activities (See Standard Seven). In yet another model, Facilities and Campus
Planning has worked with consulting firms to develop an extensive database about instructional and other
facilities on campus (See Standard Eight). In both cases, evaluation results have guided the identification of
priorities and action steps.
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UMass Ambherst also participates in system-wide evaluation activity. In 1997, the University of Massachusetts
system implemented a Performance Measurement System to evaluate campus performance. The system
consists of three components: a set of annual performance indicators, a series of periodic in-depth reports and
studies, and a procedure to assess the quality of academic departments (AQAD). The Annual Indicators
Report is intended to provide trustees, legislators and state-level policy makers with information about the
five campuses, focusing on performance in five primary areas: academic quality, student success and
satisfaction, access and affordability, service to the commonwealth, and financial health. On many of these
measures, the campuses compare performance with peer institutions.

Evaluation methods and tools vary, depending upon the specific issues and goals being assessed. These
evaluation activities incorporate both qualitative and quantitative research techniques and, as indicated, often
include longitudinal or trend analyses. In recent years, these methods also have increasingly included external
or other comparative perspectives.

For example:

e Faculty allocation analyses include data from the Study of Instructional Costs and Productivity
(NSICP), sponsored by the University of Delaware, to compare departmental teaching loads at peer
campuses;

e The campus’s academic program review process, AQAD, includes review by external teams;

e Student success research uses the American Council on Education/Cooperative Institutional Research
Program (ACE/CIRP) survey results to compare UMass Amherst students’ entering characteristics and
goals with those of students at peer institutions;

e Enrollment analyses include the national Admitted Student Questionnaire (ASQ), providing
information regarding students’ perceptions of UMass Amherst as compared to peer competitors; and

e Studies of the student experience include data from the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE) to compare the experiences of UMass Amherst students with those of students at other
research universities.

Table 2.1 (below) identifies the mission-related evaluation activities that include external perspectives.
Appraisal

Evaluation activity at UMass Amherst is well-supported and includes a robust set of evaluation tools that
inform numerous aspects of the campus’s efforts, particularly those most related to the University’s core
mission of teaching and research. Evidence is used to inform decision making on campus and to provide the
campus with external comparative perspectives when appropriate.

Perhaps one of the campus’s greatest evaluation strengths is the focus on making evaluation evidence
accessible and useful to individual departments and other units in addition to using the results for centralized
decision making. Individual academic departments use the campus-wide evidence to identify areas of strength
and areas needing attention, and to further their understanding of these issues through their own inquiry. In
this way, the campus continues to move forward in developing a culture of evidence, in which all members of
the community incorporate the use of valid and appropriate evidence into planning and decision making.

While there have been many successes, a challenge remains in promoting the use of evidence in decision
making. Not all members of the community are equally attuned to or adept at using evidence to support

decision making, or in developing their own evaluation and assessment strategies.

Projection

While much progress has been made, it will be important to continue to move forward in thoughtful ways.
This includes reviewing evaluation activities and curtailing those efforts or tools that are not informative to
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planning and programmatic design or innovation. Similarly, it is important to incorporate new relevant
sources of evidence as they emerge. Finally, the campus must continue to develop means for making the
evidence gathered as accessible and understandable as possible and to synthesize results in a way that
provides clear guidance to decisions makers.

During 2009, the campus will begin participation in the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA).
Participation in VSA requires campuses to use a standardized reporting mechanism, known as the “College
Portrait,” to provide the public with a range of consumer information, such as costs of attendance, degree
offerings, living arrangements, student characteristics, graduation rates, transfer rates, and post-graduate
plans. The College Portrait also includes evidence of the quality of the student experience, using National
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) results; and learning outcomes results, gained from standardized
assessment tests of student learning linked to General Education objectives, such as critical thinking and
writing, within the contexts of the humanities, social sciences and natural sciences.

Evaluation will play a key role as the campus responds to the ongoing economic recession and plans for
further revenue reductions. The more restricted the resources, the more important it is to make choices with a
full understanding of their impact. The evaluation and planning tools that have been developed to provide
insight into instructional effectiveness, faculty productivity, admissions competitiveness, and facilities
utilization will be central to the campus’s effectiveness over the next few challenging years.

Institutional Effectiveness

UMass Ambherst has a robust, mission-driven planning and evaluation process. The process is characterized
by strong linkages between planning and evaluation activities, a commitment to the use of evidence in
decision making, and the incorporation of external and comparative perspectives for benchmarking purposes.
Planning and evaluation processes continue to evolve, adapting to external demands, emerging institutional
priorities, and the needs of members of the campus community who use the information to make
improvements in their own programs or campus-wide.

Table 2.1
Planning and Action Related to Evaluation Activities
Mission Focus Evaluation Methods/Evidence Outcomes/Actions
Standard Four: e Departmental Profiles External review team makes recommendations;
Academic Program o Instructional Benchmarks department and Dean respond. [See Departmental
Program Review o Department Self-Study Responses to AQAD Program Review actions taken. ]
e Peer Review/Site Visit Most common actions are: faculty hiring (73%) and
program revision/redesign (64%).
Curriculum: e Senior Survey Synthesized into “Instructional Benchmarks” report,
Undergraduate Major e Course Evaluation (SRTI) with comparisons across departments; 76 % of
e National Survey of Student departments report specific changes to improve student
Engagement (NSSE) experience informed by benchmark results [See
Departmental Responses to Instructional Benchmarks].
Curriculum: Graduate | o Advising Survey e Results informed policies on student stipends, housing
Student Experience o Graduate Experience Survey and mentoring opportunities; some departments made
e Graduate Milestones Tracking changes to advising and community building.
e NSF-funded Northeast Alliance for the Graduate
Education and the Professoriate (NEAGEP) used
STEM results to inform programmatic practices.
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Table 2.1

Planning and Action Related to Evaluation Activities (cont.)

Mission Focus

Evaluation Methods/Evidence

Outcomes/Actions

Standard Four:
Academic Program
Curriculum: Student
Learning Assessment

e Inventory of Undergraduate
Student Learning practices for
each department

e 89% of departments have learning objectives stated;
another 4% are in process.

e 74% of departments are implementing assessment
plans, and another 19% are in the process of
developing assessment plans. [See E-Series 1.a].

Curriculum: General
Education

e Review of new Gen Ed course
proposals and five-year review
of approved courses

e Student focus groups and
surveys

e Instructor survey

e Curricular mapping

e Course-taking patterns

Gen Ed Task Force (2007-09) improvements:
Revised statement of Gen Ed learning objectives.
Enhanced instructional development opportunities.
Improved communication regarding Gen Ed.
Enhanced monitoring of Gen Ed courses.
Restructuring of courses and credits.

Introduction of upper-level integrative seminar.
Enhanced student learning assessment.

Standard Five:

Faculty

Planning and curricular
improvement

o Instructional productivity
analysis , including “Delaware”
study

o Instructional Benchmarking

Cluster Hire RFP analysis

Research Productivity analysis

o Allocation of faculty to respond to most serious
instructional needs.

o Allocation of faculty to drive research
competitiveness.

e Institutional positioning and planning (See
Framework for Excellence).

Teaching and Advising

Instructional Benchmark results
SRTI Course Evaluation System

Mid-Semester Assessment
Process (MAP)

e Improvements to courses and teaching practices.

Standard Six:
Students

Student Retention and
Student Success

o ACE/CIRP National Freshman
Survey

e Retention tracking and
predictive analyses

e Non-Returner Survey

e Various Climate/Quality of Life
surveys

e Student Services Effectiveness
Surveys

o Advising Survey

Informed work of the First-Year Task Force. Actions
include:

o Greater coordination of first-year advising and
programming.

e Development of a first-year “road map” to better
integrate aspects of the first-year experience.

Comprehensive realignment of academic advising:
o Adoption of college-based advising model.
o Sharper focus on non-declared students.

Admissions and
Enrollment

o Admitted Student
Questionnaire (ASQ)

o ACE/CIRP Freshman Survey

o External consultants
(Generations; marketing study)

e Focus Groups

o Noel-Levitz consulting

e Used by Enrollment Management Group and
Enrollment Growth Task Force to set targets and
revise enrollment strategies.

e Comprehensive reassessment of financial aid
strategies.

e Informed academic program development and
planning for new academic/classroom building.

Standard Seven:

e LibQual+ Campus Survey

Used to identify priorities for action (e.g., improve

Physical Resources

o Facilities condition analysis
e External consultants (science
study, academic/classroom

study, master plan)

Library e ClimQual+ Workplace Survey electronic resource collection).
o Self-Study
Standard Eight: e Space utilization study e Informed comprehensive science and

academic/classroom facilities plans.
o Identified building/renovation priorities.
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Standard Three: Organization and Governance
Description

The University of Massachusetts Amherst has an organization and a governance system that effectively
support its land-grant mission. UMass Amherst operates in a state with 25 institutions of public higher
education; it is the flagship campus in the five-campus University of Massachusetts system. In this landscape,
UMass Ambherst stands out as the state’s largest single investment of public resources in higher education.
Like many other state systems of public higher education, the Massachusetts system is complex and involves
predictable strains between centralized authority and decentralized operations, as well as some competition
among individual institutions for scarce resources. Despite such complexities and challenges, UMass Amherst
has a demonstrated record of academic success. The UMass Amherst organization and governance system are
described below. As members of the University community, the governance bodies described work to foster
excellence in teaching, knowledge creation and engagement activities and may gauge their effectiveness by
successful efforts to advance UMass Ambherst as a top public research university serving students and other
constituents in the commonwealth, nation and world.

Governance within the University of Massachusetts system encourages the participation of active
stakeholders. The Trustee Policy on University Governance clearly acknowledges shared governance — the
right of faculty and students to initiate recommendations in areas where they have “primary responsibility.”
This Board of Trustees policy, established in 1973, states that “the variety and complexity of (the
University’s) tasks require and ensure the interdependence of the governing board, the administration, the
faculty and the students. ... The Board of Trustees has long recognized this interdependence ... and now
formally adopts the principle of joint effort in governing the University.” Further, it states that “faculty and
students may be organized into governing bodies ... approved by the Board of Trustees. ... When
appropriate, governing bodies shall have the privilege of recommending policies and procedures affecting the
campus and the University as a whole, including, among other issues, academic matters, matters of faculty
status, and student affairs. Also, when appropriate, governing bodies will have the privilege of contributing to
long-range planning, the preparation of the annual budget request, and the allocation of available resources.”

The University of Massachusetts is authorized by Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 75. The legislation
gives the University’s Board of Trustees authority to confer degrees. The Trustees have authority over all
educational programs offered by the University, subject only to a more general authority of the Massachusetts
Department of Higher Education. This Department, formerly the Higher Education Coordinating Council, is
responsible for coordinating higher education in Massachusetts. It has final approval for new degree
programs proposed by all public and many independent institutions. The Department of Higher Education
also sets tuition rates and coordinates annual budget requests to the Governor for the state’s public
institutions of higher education. In most other matters, the Department is not involved in the governance or
management of the University.

University Board of Trustees

The Board of Trustees functions as a legislative body that deals mainly with questions of policy. It is not an
administrative or management board, though, in certain rare instances, when required by Massachusetts
General Laws, it may function as an appeal body. It establishes the general policies governing the University
but it has delegated many powers to the President of the University of Massachusetts system and, through the
President, to campus administrators for routine operations. Appropriate University personnel are accountable
to the Trustees for developing and implementing sound administrative policies.

The Board of Trustees is composed of 19 voting members and three ex officio nonvoting members. Its
membership includes the state Secretary of Education and 16 other voting members appointed by the
Governor for five-year terms, renewable for second terms. At least five Trustees appointed must be alumni of
the University, and one must be a representative of organized labor. The Board also has five student
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members, one elected from each of the five campuses of the University system. In any given year, two students
are voting members of the Board and three serve as ex officio nonvoting members; student voting
memberships rotate annually among the five campuses. Each member of the Board is required to file a
Conflict of Interest Disclosure.

Faculty, students and campus administrators are welcome to attend full Board meetings as well as
appropriate committee meetings. For each meeting they may receive advance notice, agendas and
supplementary materials; they are encouraged to participate in discussions and are expected to report actions
taken by the Board to their respective campus constituents. There are four regular meetings of the full Board
each year, and committees meet as often as needed. Most committee meetings are held at the President’s
Office and full Board meetings rotate among the five University campuses. All meetings are open to the
public, although the Board or its committees may vote to enter into executive session when discussing specific
confidential topics, such as personnel matters.

The Board has seven standing committees: the Executive Committee; the Compensation Committee; the
Academic and Student Affairs Committee; the Committee on Administration and Finance; the Audit
Committee; the Advancement Committee; and the Athletic Committee. The responsibilities of each are
described in the Board of Trustees By-Laws. In addition, the Board has special committees, among them, the
Trustee Governance Committee which, meeting annually, is responsible for ensuring the effective composition
and workings of the Board in carrying out its responsibilities. The Chair of the Board may establish and
appoint other special committees from time to time to have such duties as he or she may determine. The
Board has a full-time nonvoting Secretary who, along with staff, prepares minutes, agendas and reports for
the Board and maintains its records. Each campus maintains ongoing communication with the Secretary.

The Trustees have the broad responsibility to ensure that University funds are spent properly, that the
University exercises appropriate stewardship of its assets, and that operating results are positive. The Board
of Trustees has sole authority in awarding tenure to faculty. The University Vice President for
Administration, Finance and Technology reports regularly to the Board of Trustees on the University’s
financial condition. The Trustees annually set mandatory student charges for the University and, unlike
tuition, these fees are not subject to review and approval by the Department of Higher Education. The
Trustees also receive endowment gifts, and approve land acquisition and disposal, major building
construction projects, the establishment of new revenue operations, and other significant financial
transactions.

Massachusetts Department of Higher Education

While the Board of Trustees has overall responsibility for the University, the Massachusetts Department of
Higher Education is the statutorily created agency in Massachusetts responsible for defining the mission and
coordinating the Commonwealth’s entire system of public higher education. Its purview includes 15
community colleges, nine state colleges and the University. The Department’s main responsibilities include
academic program approval, capital planning and construction, scholarship guidelines and financial aid
policies, and tuition rates and policies. The Department annually conveys to the Governor the University’s
proposed budget, which is prepared and approved by its Board of Trustees; the Department both develops
and conveys proposed budgets for all other public institutions of higher education.

Reporting to the state’s Secretary of Education, the Department has a Commissioner and a Board of 11
voting members, with one ex officio member, and two nonvoting student advisors. The chief executive of the
Department, the Commissioner for Higher Education, working with the University’s President, maintains
liaison between the Department and the University.
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The President’s Office and the University System

The University of Massachusetts President’s Office provides leadership in working with the Board of
Trustees, the Department of Higher Education, and state government in general. The Office also provides
common services for all five campuses of the University system. The President’s Office includes an Executive
Vice President, three Senior Vice Presidents and two Vice Presidents. Offices reporting to the President
include the General Counsel, University Treasurer, University Auditing Department, University Controller,
and University Systems/Administrative Computing.

The Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, Student Affairs and International Relations meets regularly
with relevant administrators from the five campuses and works closely with the President and the Board of
Trustees concerning all issues relating to student and academic affairs. Similarly, the Senior Vice President for
Administration, Finance and Technology meets with financial officers on each campus and reports to the
President and the Board of Trustees concerning all fiscal affairs. The responsibilities of other senior
administrators in the President’s Office include: Government Relations, Economic Development,
Communications, Advancement and Health Sciences. The President’s Office also oversees intercampus
academic collaborations, such as joint graduate degrees in Nursing and Marine Science, as well as the system-
wide distance education program, UMassOnline. Among nonacademic programs, the President’s Office
oversees the Office of Commercial Ventures and Intellectual Property, which reports to the Vice President for
Economic Development, as do technology transfer programs with various Massachusetts industries, such as
biotechnology and information technology/telecommunications. The University of Massachusetts Donahue
Institute, which also reports to the Vice President for Economic Development, publishes Benchmarks, a
periodical that monitors the Massachusetts economy.

The University of Massachusetts Foundation is separate from the President’s Office but works for the
University system as a whole. Established in 1950, the Foundation is a separate legal entity from the
University, a Massachusetts Chapter 180 not-for-private corporation exempt from federal taxes under section
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. Its purpose is “to foster and promote the growth, progress and
general welfare of the University of Massachusetts, to provide a depository for charitable contributions, to
manage and allocate these assets in a prudent manner through policies that foster stability and growth, and to
be available as a vehicle to allow for flexibility, efficiency and economy in financing projects and research.”
Managed by a Board of Directors that includes 20 public members and 14 University-affiliated voting
members, the Foundation serves all five campuses of the University and retains its own legal, banking,
investment management and auditing services.

Working in concert with this system-wide foundation is the UMass Amherst Foundation. Established in
2002, it has a Board of Directors that includes 32 public members, most of them Amherst campus alumni,
and eight ex officio members affiliated with the campus administration, faculty and student body. It serves as
an active fundraising body that seeks support principally from alumni and friends of the Amherst campus. As
a separate legal and financial entity, it can provide additional resources from outside the state budget to
enhance the scope and quality of campus fundraising.

Five Colleges Inc.

UMass Ambherst is an active partner in Five Colleges Inc., one of the most successful academic consortia in the
country. Five Colleges is a nonprofit educational consortium established in 1965 to promote the broad
educational and cultural objectives of its member institutions, which include UMass Ambherst and four
private, liberal arts colleges — Amherst College, Hampshire College, Mount Holyoke College and Smith
College. UMass Amherst’s affiliation with Five Colleges affects campus operations in multiple ways and is
described in detail here because the consortium is part of the campus’s organizational framework. Five
Colleges promotes and administers long-term forms of cooperation that benefit faculty, students and staff.
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These include:

e Shared use of educational and cultural resources and facilities, including a joint automated library
system and open cross-registration for courses;

e Some joint departments and programs;

e Inter-campus transportation.

The proximity of member institutions favors Five Colleges collaboration, as does a shared commitment to the
liberal arts and to undergraduate education. In all, the collaboration offers students a selection of more than
5,300 courses taught by more than 2,200 faculty members. The history and success of the consortium has
been well documented. Five Colleges currently hosts more than 30 faculty seminars and, with support from
the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, the consortium has over the past decade provided pre-dissertation
teaching fellowships to nearly 100 outstanding graduate students from the best graduate programs around
the country.

The consortium also supports two distinguished public media: the Massachusetts Review and WFCR-FM.
The Massachusetts Review is an independent quarterly journal of literature, the arts and public affairs. Now
celebrating its SO™ anniversary, the Review has been described by the Boston Globe as one of the top 10
literary journals in New England. WFCR-FM is a public radio station that provides news and music for
western New England. Its listening audience — served by a transmitting range reaching into Connecticut, New
York and Vermont — currently numbers more than 200,000; the station broadcasts on FM, AM and digital
formats.

One outstanding example of Five Colleges’ success in recent years has been the development of a fiber optic
network for high-speed computing. This project, at a cost over $3 million, would have been prohibitively
expensive for any one institution to finance but, by pooling resources and management, this state-of-the-art
network was possible.

The consortium brings administrators and faculty together to discuss issues of common interest. As a result,
there are currently more than 30 faculty seminars that meet regularly and focus on topics that range from
Afro-Brazilian Culture to Number Theory. Administrators from the member institutions have successfully
combined some campus services, such as campus security and recycling, to achieve increased efficiency and
lower costs.

As member institutions address the current economic downturn, the consortium will have a key role to play
in the design of cost-saving cooperative ventures, such as more joint faculty appointments, more faculty
exchanges and more collaborative academic programs. The campus expects that, by working with the Five
Colleges consortium, there will be an increase in the number of collaborative ventures among its member
institutions.

Amherst Campus Organization

During the past decade there have been several organizational changes on campus. Since 1999 five new
academic programs have been added and two have been discontinued (Changes in Academic Program
Offerings, 1999-2008). The process for revising academic program offerings, including new minors and
certificate programs, is described in Standard Four.

Administrative Reorganization: Since the last NEASC Self-Study the following administrative changes
occurred with the aim of improving institutional effectiveness:
e The Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and Provost became a Senior Vice Chancellor, and
responsibilities of the Vice Chancellors for Research and Outreach offices shifted to Academic Affairs
with a change of title to Vice Provost.
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e The position of Deputy Chancellor was eliminated and the following changes occurred:

0 A new position, Chief Information Officer was created, and information technology functions
were transferred to this area.

0 The Associate Chancellor for Equal Opportunity and Diversity (EO&D) and related functions
shifted to a direct report to the Chancellor.

0 A new Office of Public Affairs was created that reported directly to the Chancellor and
included State, Government and Community Relations and News and Information.

0 The Office of Campus Planning and Space Management moved to the Vice Chancellor for
Administration and Finance where it was aligned with Facilities and Campus Planning.

0 Environmental Health and Safety moved from the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs to the
Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance to reflect its relevance to all campus
functions.

Following Chancellor Robert Holub’s arrival on the campus in 2008, several organizational changes have
been implemented with the intention of having UMass Amherst operate more effectively and efficiently as a
top public research university. These changes include the following:

e Appointment of an Executive Vice Chancellor for University Relations to ensure a consistent and
coordinated external relations strategy for the campus. The office includes: Creative Services,
News and Media Relations, External Relations and University Events, and Government and
Community Relations.

e The Vice Chancellor for Development and Alumni Affairs also recently joined the Chancellor’s
leadership team to guide fundraising efforts.

e Reassignment of the offices of Undergraduate Admissions and Financial Aid Services from the
Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs and Campus Life to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.
This move more closely aligned these units with the academic mission of the campus.

e Reassignment of the Department of Public Safety from the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs
and Campus Life to the Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance. This move aligned this
unit with other offices concerned with the welfare of the entire campus.

e Restoration of the position of Vice Provost for Research to a Vice Chancellor for Research and
expansion of the title to include Engagement. This structure is consistent with the organization at
most top research universities.

A chart depicting proposed organization of campus administration for 2010 is available at
http://www.umass.edu/oapa/publications/organization/organization chart.pdf.

The basic unit of campus organization is the academic department. Both planning and budget proposals begin
at this level and are reviewed by the appropriate Dean and the Provost before being submitted to the
Chancellor. At each stage, budget proposals are evaluated in light of unit plans; priorities for the budget cycle
are determined within that context. (Non-academic departments and units follow a parallel procedure with
the appropriate Vice Chancellor establishing budget priorities for units in each executive area.) Each
academic department has a chair or head nominated by the department and approved by the Dean and
Provost. Chairs and heads meet regularly with their Deans and routinely serve for renewable three-year terms.
Departmental committees vary across campus, but each department has at least a personnel committee and
curriculum committees for graduate and undergraduate studies. Students are routinely invited to serve on
department committees, especially planning, recruitment and curriculum committees.

Academic Reorganization: Effective September 2009, a reorganization of some academic units occurred —
again, aimed at fostering effective and efficient operations to advance UMass Amherst as a top public
research university. Changes include:
e A new College of Natural Sciences was established. It brings together most of the life sciences
under one administrative unit. Departments in the new College are: Food Science; Microbiology;
Natural Resources Conservation; Plant, Soil and Insect Sciences; Stockbridge School of
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Agriculture; Veterinary and Animal Sciences; Psychology; Astronomy; Biochemistry and
Molecular Biology; Biology; Chemistry; Computer Science; Geosciences; Mathematics and
Statistics; Physics; and Polymer Science and Engineering. The new College of Natural Sciences
represents the merger of the College of Natural Resources and the Environment and the College of
Natural Sciences and Mathematics.

e The College of Public Health and Health Sciences now provides business center functions for the
School of Nursing. However, the School of Nursing retains its autonomy and has a Dean from
among its current faculty.

e Some other departmental shifts occurred. Aimed at strengthening teaching and research, these
shifts include: Resource Economics is aligned with the Isenberg School of Management; and
Landscape Architecture and Regional Planning is included in the College of Social and Behavioral
Sciences.

Amherst Campus Governance

The Trustee Policy on University Governance, described earlier, is a clear statement that the University

encourages participation by faculty and students in shaping institutional policies. The Policy states, in part:
“By virtue of its professional preparation and its central concern with learning and teaching, the
faculty will exercise primary responsibility in such academic matters as curriculum, subject matter and
methods of instruction, research, admissions, libraries and other aspects of University life which
directly relate to the educational process. Students share this concern and they will be assured the
opportunity of participating in developing academic policies and in evaluating degrees, programs and
courses. The faculty will have primary responsibility for matters of faculty status, such as
appointments, reappointments, promotions, tenure, and salary adjustments. Students will also be
assured the opportunity of participating in the evaluation of a faculty member’s effectiveness

“Students will have primary responsibility for services and activities which are designed primarily to
serve students or those which are financed primarily by students, managing student political affairs
and organizational matters, and setting standards for student behavior, conduct and discipline.”

There are currently three principal governance organizations on the Amherst campus that provide
opportunities for faculty and students to express opinions and make recommendations concerning campus
policies and activities. These are the Faculty Senate, the Graduate Student Senate, and the undergraduate
Student Government Association. There are also eight labor unions representing UMass Amherst employees
that collectively bargain such issues as rank, responsibilities and compensation. (The unions are listed in
Standard Eleven.) The unions also elect representatives to a campus-wide Labor Council that meets
periodically with administrative officials.

The Faculty Senate

The Faculty Senate is a legislative body of elected faculty members, librarians and ex officio senior academic
administrators who hold faculty rank. The Senate represents the faculty in all aspects of shared academic
governance, including course and academic program approval and revision. A single governance structure
applies to all campus offerings, regardless of form or location of delivery (See Standard Four). The Senate also
develops, recommends and reviews policy on a broad array of issues that affect faculty, staff and students.
The opening announcement and question sessions at Faculty Senate meetings constitute a public forum — a
campus town meeting — where the principal administrative officers and representatives of the faculty, staff
and student governance bodies regularly meet to address questions and discuss matters of importance for the
campus. Occasionally, the Senate invites legislative and academic leaders to address meetings on current
issues. Because the academic quality of a university rests on the quality of its faculty and the degree to which
its faculty participates in governance, the Senate and its Councils and Committees are basic to the
maintenance of academic freedom and the achievement of high academic quality.
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The Faculty Senate, which has 95 elected members from 19 districts, holds meetings open to the public twice
monthly during the academic year, and the Chancellor is its President ex officio. Senators are faculty
members and librarians who are elected by specific constituencies. The Senate has 16 councils, eight standing
committees, and a number of ad hoc committees that vary according to need and interest. When fully staffed,
the total membership of the Senate’s councils and committees exceeds 500 faculty members, student
representatives and administrative staff. A complete list of Faculty Senate councils and committees, along
with the charge and membership for each, is published in the Faculty Senate By-Laws.

The Graduate Student Senate

The Graduate Student Senate has three officers — President, Vice President and Treasurer — and its
constitution empowers each academic department to elect one senator for every 50 graduate students (or
increment thereof) enrolled. It also allows representation from graduate dormitory housing, family housing,
and from Graduate Student Organizations (one Senate seat for each). The Senate has a standing Finance
Committee that currently oversees allocation of about $300,000 to support various programs, groups and
services, including Student Legal Services, the Family Services Office and the Student Union Art Gallery. The
Graduate Student Senate also funds a child-care voucher program that provides subsidies to graduate student
families. It also supports various cultural or political organizations of interest to graduate students, as well as
small grants from an ad hoc funding program for specific events. The Graduate Student Senate also supports
the Graduate Women’s Network; The Voice, a graduate student newsletter; and provides funding and
administrative support for such organizations as the India Student Association, the Black Graduate Student
Organization and several others. Senate committees oversee campus activities relating to graduate students,
including child care, affirmative action and a central graduate student lounge. The Senate nominates graduate
students to serve on Faculty Senate committees and councils as well as search committees and curricular and
administrative review committees.

Student Government Association

The undergraduate governance body is the Student Government Association, and all students who pay the
Student Activities fee are members for the period in which their fee is applicable. Its organization in many
respects parallels American government in general: at the local level there are House Councils in each
residence hall; each of five residential areas (and commuters as a whole) has an Area Government with a
Governor and Lieutenant Governor. At the campus-wide level, there are three branches of the Student
Government Association: an Executive headed by the President; the Legislative, a Student Senate with 49
elected members which is headed by the Speaker; and the Judicial, headed by the Student Government
Association Attorney General. Another major officer of the Student Government Association is the Student
Trustee, elected annually, like all principal officers of the Association. The SGA is governed by a 100-page
Constitution, most recently approved by the University’s Board of Trustees in 1994. Within the Executive
branch, the President has a Cabinet composed of seven secretaries who oversee areas of particular concern to
student government: Finance, Registry, Attorney General, Administrative Affairs, University Policy, Public
Policy and Diversity. Their duties are described in the Constitution, pages 56-63.

The Student Senate usually meets weekly during each academic semester and, in recent years, it has allocated
about $1.9 million annually from Student Activities Fee revenue to over 260 Registered Student
Organizations. The Senate plays an active role in campus governance by providing advice to campus
administrators about issues that affect undergraduate education and welfare. The Student Trustee also has
direct access to address the University’s Board of Trustees.
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Appraisal
Overall, the organization and governance of UMass Ambherst have functioned well during the past decade.

One recent and clear example of constructive collaboration occurred in fall 2008 when, faced with a serious
budget crisis, the Chancellor convened a Budget Planning Task Force of faculty, students and staff to consult
with him concerning the appropriate response to a potential $46 million deficit in fiscal year 2010. The
essential question was how to strike a balance between student fee increases and base budget cuts on campus.
After much deliberation among Task Force members, the group forwarded its recommendations to the
Chancellor, who then presented to campus his initial plan for closing the deficit, caused by a sharp falloff in
state support. The plan included a $1,500 increase in mandatory student fees for 2009-10, an increase in
financial aid for students, as well as budget cuts that attempted to shield academic departments (See Standard
Nine).

With these campus deliberations complete, the Chancellor presented his case for a “high fee/high aid” model
to the University of Massachusetts President and Board of Trustees. He argued that such a model would
generate needed revenue, while extending more financial aid to families struggling with the cost of higher
education, including middle-class families. The Trustees approved the $1,500 fee increase with the caveat that
the increase would be rebated if federal stimulus funds provided critical campus funding in fiscal year 2010.
UMass Ambherst leaders worked closely with the President’s Office, Governor’s Office and state legislators to
form a revenue equation that incorporated federal stimulus funding to help keep the campus operating
effectively through the financial crisis. Further evidence of this collaborative work came in August, when
Governor Deval Patrick announced an increase in the amount of stimulus monies directed to the University.
This led University President Jack Wilson to declare a $1,100 rebate in student fees for in-state undergraduate
students. These interconnected actions in the face of fiscal emergency provide an example of how governance
bodies — representing the faculty, campus administration, University system, and state — can work together for
the benefit of constituents.

The University of Massachusetts also has an array of mechanisms for monitoring the effectiveness of its
organization and governance. The following activities help to identify problems and suggest directions for
enhancing effectiveness of organization and governance:

e The Board of Trustee’s Governance Committee, described in Trustee By-Laws Article IV is
convened annually in May. Its primary responsibility is “ensuring the effective composition and
workings of the Board ... in carrying out its responsibilities for the University.” Subsection v,
charges the Committee to “undertake a self-assessment of the effectiveness of the Board.”

o University Guidelines on the Review and Evaluation of Senior Administrators clearly specifies the
schedule and criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of the University’s President and Vice
Presidents, and the campus’s Chancellor, Vice Chancellors, Provost and Deans.

o The University’s Academic Quality, Assessment and Development (AQAD) program is intended
to “assess and improve the core academic function of teaching and learning,
research/professional/creative activity, and public service/academic outreach through an ongoing
system of quality control/program assessment at the unit level (i.e., department or program).”
This comprehensive assessment program, involving all academic programs on a regular and
rotating cycle, is described in Standard Four.

e The Faculty Senate’s Rules Committee meets at least once yearly to review the structure and
composition of its committees and councils and to recommend changes in Senate By-Laws that
will enhance their effectiveness. Two Senate councils — the Status of Diversity Council and the
Status of Women Council — monitor the status of women and underrepresented communities
across the campus (Their scope is not limited to faculty only), and these councils make
recommendations to the administration concerning them.
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e The undergraduate Student Government Association’s Administrative Affairs Committee is
charged with evaluating the effectiveness of the Student Government Association, its Constitution
and its Acts.

e Non-academic units, such as those in Student Affairs and in Administration and Finance,
periodically undertake assessment activities, and the Workplace Learning and Development office
provides an array of workshops designed to improve the effectiveness of campus personnel, offices
and operations. Programs such as the University Health Services, the University Libraries and the
Office of Information Technologies all survey their clients to monitor their effectiveness. These
efforts are described further in Standards Six and Seven.

Projection

UMass Ambherst’s organization and governance structure has proved effective and useful to the institution
during the past 10 years. The structure is flexible, appropriate and responsive to the changing needs of the
academic community it is intended to serve.

Looking to the future, UMass Amherst anticipates further attention on reorganization and consolidation of
the campus’s academic and administrative units. The aim of deliberations will be to reduce costs while
strengthening teaching and research linkages — and propelling the campus in its mission as a contemporary
public research university.

Among additional reorganization issues to be evaluated:

e The campus will consider a proposal to create a College of Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences.
Such a reorganization would merge the College of Humanities and Fine Arts and the College
Social and Behavioral Sciences.

e The Departments of Computer Science and Polymer Science and Engineering will continue to
explore a plan to move into the College of Engineering with the goal of strengthening engineering
and public health efforts generally.

e The campus will consider options for strengthening the College of Public Health and Health
Sciences, including possible incorporation of departments or programs into the college.

Institutional Effectiveness

UMass Ambherst periodically and systematically reviews its governance and organization. As recently as spring
2009, the campus reviewed and realigned several major academic units, and all affected constituencies —
faculty, staff and students — were offered a voice in the deliberations concerning this reorganization. The
Faculty Senate reviewed and approved the proposed changes. Apart from such campus-wide reviews and
adjustments, individual administrative and governance units routinely assess their effectiveness in light of
their goals and purposes.
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Standard Four: The Academic Program
I. Academic Quality and Oversight
Standards, Responsibility and Authority

The University of Massachusetts Amherst maintains clear and ongoing authority and oversight for all its
academic offerings. All standards and criteria are established by the institution, and are applied and
monitored by the institution itself. The institution retains sole authority for course content and delivery,
selection and evaluation of instructors, admission and registration of students, evaluation of student progress
and the award of academic credit. When it enters into collaborative relationships with other institutions in
offering programs, UMass Ambherst reserves sole authority over its own offerings and credentials. For
example, UMass Ambherst cooperates with Mount Holyoke College in an arrangement that allows certain
Mount Holyoke students to enroll in UMass courses in a manner that would ultimately allow them to earn a
B.S. at Mount Holyoke and a B.S. in Engineering at UMass. The UMass degree is offered under standard
provisions for award of a second bachelor’s degree, and conforms to all institutional standards and practices.

Standards and criteria for academic programs are established jointly by the campus administration and the
faculty, in accordance with the shared governance framework detailed in the Trustee Statement on University
Governance. Standards and criteria for the approval and revision of all courses, degree programs,
concentrations, minors, certificates, centers and institutes are detailed in the Approval Procedure Guide
jointly issued by the administration and the Faculty Senate.

Academic oversight is the joint responsibility of the faculty and the administration. Approval and revision of
all courses and academic offerings begin in the academic departments and programs, with formal review by
the designated curriculum committees. Proposals are also reviewed by the curriculum committees at the
school/college level. At each level, approval of the appropriate head/chair and dean is required.

Formal governance review occurs within the framework of the Faculty Senate and its councils and
committees. New programs and significant revisions to existing programs are reviewed by the Academic
Matters Council (for undergraduate programs) or the Graduate Council (for graduate programs). All
proposals for new programs, certificates, minors, and centers and institutes are also reviewed by the Program
and Budget Council (to evaluate the availability of necessary resources) and the Academic Priorities Council
(to review the proposal in the context of overall institutional priorities). Proposals for new courses are
reviewed by the Graduate Council or the Academic Matters Council, as appropriate. Recommendations from
these councils then go to the full Faculty Senate, which takes final action on behalf of the faculty. Minor
changes to existing courses (e.g., change in name, change in credit value), and proposals to offer new courses
for a limited time on an experimental basis, may be approved by the Secretary of the Faculty Senate and the
Provost.

The results of the Faculty Senate process serve as advice to the administration, which takes final action on
proposals. Certain program approval and revision decisions also require review and approval beyond the
campus. Proposals for new academic degree programs must be approved by the University’s Board of
Trustees and by the state Department of Higher Education. Changes in the names of existing degree programs
must be approved by the state Department of Higher Education. Proposals for centers and institutes must be
approved by the President of the University of Massachusetts system.

All academic offerings are required to be coherent, with appropriate breadth, depth, continuity, progression
and synthesis. UMass Amherst offers degrees at all program levels (associate, baccalaureate, master’s,
doctoral), with the exception of first professional degrees. Appropriate standards are applied at all degree
levels, and care is taken to observe appropriate balance and continuity across degree levels. Where
appropriate, explicit relationships across degree program levels are considered in program proposals and
revisions (for example, the applicability of coursework at the associate’s level to a related baccalaureate
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degree program, or the sequence and progression of work at the baccalaureate level that meshes with a
related master’s program). In all cases, care is taken to respect the integrity of work at its appropriate level,
and to ensure that work completed to satisfy degree requirements for one credential is not inappropriately
applied to another.

The standards, criteria and procedures used for the development and revision of all academic offerings are
detailed in the Approval Procedure Guide, jointly administered by the Faculty Senate and the Office of the
Provost. These procedures are subject to, and are consistent with, requirements established by the Board of
Trustees of the University of Massachusetts system and the Department of Higher Education of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts under their respective statutory authority. Standards and criteria applied by
the campus are consistent with those typically in use at flagship public universities nationally and at
institutions that have earned designations for “very high research activity” from the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching.

All academic programs are reviewed on a seven-year cycle according to the provisions of the Academic
Quality, Assessment and Development (AQAD) program established by the University’s Board of Trustees
Campus Procedures for AQAD. The AQAD review begins with a self-study developed by program faculty,
and culminates in a campus visit by an external review team of national experts in the discipline. Faculty are
integrally involved in the AQAD process, and have full access to the self-study, external team report and
other documents. AQAD reviews inform institutional planning and resource allocation, as appropriate. The
results of AQAD reviews are reported to and considered by the Board of Trustees annually.

Naming conventions for all academic offerings are consistent with those typically utilized by American
institutions of higher education. Program inventories for all public institutions in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, including UMass Amherst, are maintained and overseen by the Massachusetts Department of
Higher Education, which employs the federal Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) as the basis for
program organization. UMass Amherst, in the Approval Procedure Guide, clearly defines and differentiates
among its academic offerings. Offerings consist of degree programs, concentrations (alternative paths to
completion of requirements for a degree), minors (a defined subset of requirements for a degree) and
certificates.

Certificates are clearly defined and carefully calibrated with other academic offerings in terms of coherence
and quality. In 2008, in response to numerous requests for expansion of certificate offerings, a joint faculty-
administration Ad Hoc Committee on Certificates (ACERT) undertook a comprehensive examination of
existing policies and procedures regarding certificates and evolving expectations and opportunities for them.
ACERT examined national best practices for certificates, especially at public research universities, and
recommended that 1) certificate options be broadened; and 2) that unified, comprehensive standards for
certificates be adopted to ensure consistent oversight and quality control (Final Report of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Certificates). ACERT proposed new guidelines for certificates based on these principles, and
the new policy was adopted by the Faculty Senate in December 2008.

Addition, revision and deletion of programs take into account both the underlying standards described above
and the institution’s evolving needs and capacities. Proposals for new programs and for significant revisions
to existing programs must demonstrate student demand and prospects for student success, coherence and
sound design, appropriate learning outcomes and oversight of students, and sufficiency of resources,
including instructional capacity sufficient to allow timely completion on the part of the student. Programs are
reviewed for currency and relevance on an ongoing basis, both through the cyclical Academic Quality,
Assessment and Development (AQAD) external review process, and through periodic comprehensive
planning and program review activities. In the past decade, this process of academic program review has
resulted in discontinuation of two bachelor’s degree programs; the addition of five new degree programs,
including B.S., M.S. and Ph.D. programs; eight new undergraduate minors; and 16 new certificate programs
at the undergraduate and graduate levels (Changes in Academic Program Offerings, 1999-2008). When
programs are eliminated, care is taken to permit degree completion on the part of all currently enrolled
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students. When program requirements are changed, currently enrolled students are assured the opportunity to
complete their programs according to the requirements in place at the time of their initial enrollment.

Online and Off-Campus Programs

UMass Ambherst was a pioneer in asynchronous distance learning through its Video Instructional Program
(VIP) offered by the College of Engineering to working professionals in several fields of engineering. That
program has been discontinued, but the campus remains very active in distance learning — with both online
and off-campus offerings — and its programs and methods in this area were reviewed at the time of the last
comprehensive review in 1998.

The campus’s principal vehicle for delivering online and off-campus instruction is its Division of Continuing
and Professional Education (CPE). CPE hosts all UMass Amherst degree programs and certificates offered via
distance learning, as well as a number of individual courses and non-credit offerings. CPE also offers face-to-
face instruction throughout the year to both matriculating and non-matriculating students. Table 4.1 shows
the online certificate and degree programs offered by CPE. The full range of CPE courses and offerings may
be found in the CPE Catalog.

Table 4.1

Continuing and Professional Education Online Degree Programs

Degree Program Degree Awarded
Baccalaureate
Hospitality and Tourism Management B.S.
Management B.B.A.
Marketing B.B.A.
Nursing B.S.
Master's
Management M.B.A.
Nursing (Clinical Nurse Leader concentration) M.S.
Public Health M.P.H.
Public Health (Nutrition concentration) M.P.H.
Public Health (Professional Health Practice M.P.H.
Concentration)
Doctoral
Nursing Practice D.N.P.

Certificate Programs
Casino Management
Criminal Justice Studies
Journalism
Meeting and Event Management

UMass Ambherst participates, together with the University’s other campuses at Boston, Dartmouth, Lowell
and Worcester, in UMassOnline, an administrative service unit of the University of Massachusetts system that
offers marketing, distribution and other support for campus-based online programs for a fee. UMassOnline
offers no academic programs of its own, and all programs it distributes are offered by and under the auspices
of the individual campuses.

Over the past several years, with the growth of distance education capacities and offerings, UMass Amherst
has engaged in a systematic review of issues related to approval and review, quality control and academic

oversight of online and other technologically mediated academic offerings. To help guide the campus
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conversation on these issues, in September 2004 the Faculty Senate established an Ad Hoc Committee on On-
line Learning (ACOL), which initiated an in-depth examination of a broad range of issues related to online
instruction. Based in part on ACOL’s identification of issues requiring additional examination, in December
2006 the campus administration and the Faculty Senate convened a Joint Task Force on On-line Learning
(JTFOL). The JTFOL brought together faculty and relevant administrators to propose policies and
approaches to ensure the integrity of online education in the areas of standards and best practices,
administration of online instruction, resources and support.

Following a wide-ranging discussion, JTFOL recommended that “all UMass Amherst courses and programs
(including those offered through CPE) ... should continue to be subject to the same policies and procedures to
include: administration, assessment, evaluation, faculty selection, course development, and overall quality.”
In addition, JTFOL recommended that:

e “The development of online programs and courses must be consistent with the overall mission of the
department and/or program.

e “All instructors of UMass Amherst courses, regardless of their classification in SPIRE (with respect to
mode of delivery) and including those offered through CPE, must be vetted by the appropriate
Departmental Personnel Committees and Department Chair.

e “Faculty must participate in the decision-making process regarding the development, use and
administration of online teaching material, class size, platforms, staffing and other critical
administrative issues.”

These recommendations were adopted by the Faculty Senate on Sept. 20, 2007. As a result, it has been clearly
established that all online and off-campus programs — indeed, all programs offered by UMass Amherst
regardless of location or delivery mechanism — are subject to the same standards and oversight, and program
approvals and revisions are considered through the same unitary process.

Students are supported in their courses regardless of location or mode of instruction. UMass Amherst
Libraries are available to all residential and continuing education students, and fully support students
enrolled in distance learning courses (http://www.library.umass.edu). The Library catalog is fully online, and
UMass Ambherst has developed extensive online databases and electronic resources in the full range of
disciplines. Online availability of full-text materials is extensive and growing. Books and other materials are
readily available through interlibrary loan and library express document delivery. Online tutorials are
available for all major library resources, and live email and telephone help is available 24 hours a day, five
days a week (http://www.library.umass.edu/serv.html).

Online courses make provision for appropriate faculty contact through email, telephone and through tools
embedded in the electronic course management system. Academic advisors are available via telephone and
email (http://www.umassonline.net/AcademicAdvising.html). The admissions process is fully online
(http://www.umassulearn.net/Admissions), and financial aid advisers are available via email and telephone
(http://www.umass.edu/umfa). In addition, students are provided technical support for all online courses via a
toll-free telephone number and live chat (http://www.umassonline.net/AmherstTech.html).

CPE also offers several certificate and degree programs with instruction delivered at off-campus sites. Table
4.2 shows off-campus instructional sites in Massachusetts during the academic year 2008-09. Like UMass
Ambherst online programs, off-campus programs are subject to uniform policies and procedures regarding
administration, assessment, evaluation, faculty selection, course development and overall quality.
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Table 4.2

In-State Off-Campus Locations and Programs, 2008-09

Degree Program Program

School of Education

M.Ed. Project Lead Educational
Administration

M.Ed. Bridges to Future Pathway

M.Ed. 180 Days in Springfield

M.Ed. Access to Critical Content and
English Language Acquisition
(ACCELA)

M.Ed. Science Programs

Isenberg School of Management

M.B.A. M.B.A.
School of Public Health
M.P.H. Public Health

College of Natural Sciences
Plant & Soil Sciences
M.S. Plant & Soil Sciences

College of Humanities & Fine Arts
Art, Architecture & Art History
M.S. (pending

approval) Preservation

Note: 50 percent or more of the program may be completed off-campus.

Design, concentration in Historical

Location (s)

Kasparian Professional Development Center,
Springfield

Greenfield High School, Greenfield and
Turners Falls High School, Turners Falls

Chestnut Accelerated Middle School,
Springfield Central High School, John J.
Duggan Middle School, Renaissance School
for Exceptional Learning, Springfield

Springfield and Holyoke Public Schools

Robert M. Hughes Academy, HS of Science
& Technology, Springfield

Holyoke Community College, Holyoke;
Berkshire Medical Center, Pittsfield; UMass
Collaborative Services Facility, Shrewsbury

UMass Medical Center, Worcester

Cape Cod Community College, West
Barnstable

Hancock Shaker Village, Pittsfield

Until recently, the University Without Walls (UWW) program offered classes at off-campus sites at
Springfield Technical Community College and at the MassMutual Insurance Co. educational center, in
Springfield, MA, and at Quinsigamond Community College in Worcester, MA. A relationship is still
maintained with Springfield Technical Community College in the event of possible future collaborative
efforts. In all cases, clear understandings were developed regarding the terms and conditions of use of these

facilities.
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UMass Ambherst offers shortened semesters during the summer and winter terms, five weeks in the summer
and three weeks in the winter. Courses offered are subject to the same approval and oversight as all other
courses, and no distinctions are made between courses offered at different times of the year and during the
regular semester or shortened sessions. Course management practices for the shortened sessions maintain
course objectives but may adjust assignments and projects so as to allow for appropriate reflection and
analysis within the abbreviated time frame.

Integrity and Evaluation

The Guide to Undergraduate Programs is published annually to provide extensive information on the
University’s academic offerings. Intended primarily for entering first-year students, it is given to them without
charge; enrolled students may purchase copies at the University store or refer to it at the library or advising
offices throughout campus. In addition to helping entering students become familiar with current academic
offerings in all areas, the Guide serves as the informational link between the various instructional parts of the
University. The Guide provides the most specific and timely information possible. It is available online
(http://www.umass.edu/ug_programguide/) and in print. The Guide lists courses available in each college,
school, division and department. The Schedule of Classes, detailing specific instructors, times and locations of
class meetings, is issued each semester by the Scheduling Office. The Schedule is available through the SPIRE,
the online Student Information System, and is on the Registrar’s website, http://www.umass.edu/registrar/.

The catalog of courses available at the university and the course schedule for a particular semester are readily
available on the campus computer system SPIRE and are accessible to the public. Courses included in the
catalog and on SPIRE are current; they have all been offered within the past year or two, or will be offered in
the coming year.

The institution monitors course availability as part of its commitment to ensure that enrolled students have
adequate course selection to complete their degrees within four years. Departments are not allowed to reduce
the number of student credit hours offered without review by the Provost’s office. Monitored by the office of
the Registrar, the Dean of Undergraduate Education is alerted to courses that are in high demand. This effort
is specifically designed to assure that the total number of General Education and required courses are not
compromised. The title and responsibilities of Dean of Undergraduate Education were added to the Deputy
Provost as a direct result of a campus desire to assure the adequate capacity of classes relative to the
undergraduate student body. The Dean has the responsibility to monitor class enrollment and has the
authority to add sections as needed. For example, enrollment monitoring led to the addition of a third section
of general biology to accommodate the number of students required to take this course. About three-fourths
of undergraduate students complete their baccalaureate degrees within four years of entering the university;
this is a reflection of improvements accomplished in recent years (Time to Degree of Entering First-Time
Students).

Academic credit is awarded only through courses and processes overseen by the faculty and administration,
as described in the Approval Procedure Guide and the Academic Regulations published by the Registrar.
UMass Ambherst operates on a semester system, with the three-credit course as the dominant model. A student
taking five courses per semester for eight semesters would attain the 120 credits necessary for graduation. No
credit is awarded for remedial or pre-collegiate work.

The award of credit for standard lecture and laboratory courses follows conventions typically employed at
American institutions of higher education, modeled on the “Carnegie unit.” Special course numbers are
reserved for internship, practica and independent study courses, and award of credit for these purposes is
supervised directly by faculty. Dissertation and other non-course-based credit at the graduate level are
determined by institutional policy and as detailed in individual programmatic requirements.

There are exceptions to the three-credit course model. Some courses carry variable credit, with the number of
credits awarded determined by faculty evaluation of individual student work. Some courses offered on a
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modular basis, or as seminars with limited expectations for time commitment in and out of class, carry fewer
than three credits. Seminar courses, for instance, typically carry one credit. Some courses carry four (or
occasionally more) credits, with the additional credit associated with specific expectations beyond those for
the standard three-credit course. All assignments of credit are approved through the course approval and
revision process.

In recent years, UMass Amherst faculty have engaged in an ongoing discussion of the relative merits of the
four-credit system vs. the three-credit system. Although the three-credit system remains the norm, there has
been some increase in requests for conversion of three-credit courses to four credits. At the time of this
writing, the joint faculty-administration General Education Task Force (See “General Education,” this
standard) has recommended recalibrating some General Education courses to a four-credit norm. Faculty
Senate action is pending. To maintain clarity concerning the award of credit, in 2004 the Faculty Senate
adopted standards and guidelines for increasing the number of credits carried by a course (Increasing the
Number of Credits for a Course). This policy establishes a framework for considering course workload, time
commitment, evaluation and proportionality when credit increases are proposed.

UMass Amherst awards credit for experiential learning only through its University Without Walls (UWW)
program. UWW students prepare special transcripts and a Prior Learning Portfolio (PLP). UWW adheres to
the standard developed by the Council for Adult and Experiential Learning (CAEL) for awarding credit for
prior learning. Each faculty member is in the process of receiving certification for prior learning assessment
(http://www.cael.org/online pla certificate program.htm). In addition, at least two times during the academic
year randomly selected PLP are selected from each UWW 370 course to be reviewed by an academic team to
assure consistent academic standards.

The PLP is a rigorous process that allows students to complete the portfolio in stages. Most students seek to
complete a portfolio that will award between one and 15 credit hours. The portfolio is completed during the
semester length UWW 370 (Junior Year Writing) course. At the end of the course it is evaluated for credit
using a rubric approved and used by all UWW faculty members. Students who wish to seek additional credit
complete the PLP the following semester. The expectations are higher and a more complete PLP is developed
according to clearly published guidelines. These portfolios are reviewed by two additional UWW faculty
members. If the student is seeking 24 credits or more, an outside evaluator also reviews the PLP.

Prospective and current students can learn about the opportunity and process for earning credit for prior
learning at information and advising sessions and through the UWW website

http://www.umass.edu/uww/programs _courses/pl portfolio.html.

The Undergraduate Admissions Office at UMass is professionally staffed and serves to establish and maintain
transfer policies and procedures by working collaboratively with academic departments and with appropriate
committees, such as the General Education Council and the Academic Matters Committee of the Faculty
Senate. The Senior Associate Director of the Transfer Office also provides functional supervision to the
coordinator of Continuing and Professional Education Admissions to assure consistency with the university’s
degree audit program for all undergraduate students.

The University’s transfer credit policy is published online on both the Undergraduate Admissions Office
(http://www.umass.edu/admissions/application process/Transfer Students/) and the Registrar’s Office
websites (http://www.umass.edu/registrar/gen info/records/transfer credit.htm). Acceptance letters to transfer
students include a Preliminary Transfer Credit Award form. Final official transfer credit evaluations,
including course equivalencies, are completed when students indicate their intention to enroll. Once students
enroll they have access to their own degree audits after transfer credits are posted to their records through the
online registration system (SPIRE). Students may also request transfer credit information from the
Undergraduate Admissions Office at any time during the application process.
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UMass has a long history of initiating articulation agreements and maintaining positive relationships with
Massachusetts community colleges and is one of only four state colleges and universities to fully honor the
Commonwealth Transfer Compact, the Joint Admissions Program and the Tuition Advantage Program. The
Commonwealth Transfer Compact provides students an opportunity to transfer 60 credits and assumes
completion of General Education courses from any of the state institutions of higher education. The Joint
Admissions Program links particular community college programs with specific majors at UMass Ambherst,
guaranteeing students who complete their associate degrees with a minimum of a 2.5 grade point average
admission not only into the University but specifically into the linked major. The Tuition Advantage Program
offers tuition waivers to students who transfer to UMass Amherst through the Transfer Compact or through
the Joint Admissions Program with at least a 3.0 grade point average. About 15 percent of transfer students
annually benefit from the Tuition Advantage Program. In fall 2008, more than half the entering transfer
students (659 of 1,183) came from Massachusetts public institutions. Of those, 471 students transferred from
community colleges; 331 of those students entered through the Joint Admissions Program. All students
receiving their baccalaureate degrees are required to complete a minimum of 45 credits, or 37.5 percent of
required credits, at UMass Ambherst.

Information regarding these programs is available on the Transfer Admissions website
(http://www.umass.edu/admissions/application process/Transfer Students). A database is maintained of
community college courses shared with those institutions. A transfer counselor is responsible for maintaining
relationships with those institutions and visits them at least twice each semester to assure these opportunities
for students. This information is also included in mailings to freshman applicants who are Massachusetts
residents but were not accepted to the University when they first applied.

In fall 2009, the Commonwealth Transfer Compact, the Joint Admissions Program and Tuition Advantage
Program all will be combined into Mass Transfer. Mass Transfer has been designed in collaboration with the
other Massachusetts public higher education institutions in an attempt to simplify the various components
available for students desiring a transfer within the state.

Academic regulations and requirements are published annually through the Office of the Provost. The
awarding of a baccalaureate degree requires that credit, grade point average, program of study and course
requirements all have been met. Some of these requirements are maintained by the University consistent with
nationally recognized expectations of academic performance and achievement. Additionally, there are
requirements, such as the General Education program, geared toward providing students with a consistency
and a logic relative to an undergraduate education at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. The goal is to
provide a student with a lifelong appreciation for learning through the combination of the General Education
program, a student’s major area of study and elective courses.

Undergraduate graduation requirements are reviewed and published annually in Academic Regulations,
which is easily found on the Registrar’s website, http://www.umass.edu/registrar/. These requirements also
are detailed in the commonly used Guide to Undergraduate Programs.

The Office of the Registrar is responsible for assuring that a student has met all University degree
requirements and administrative obligations. Senior staff review the records of all potential degree candidates.
The list of candidates is then submitted to the appropriate academic departments for final clearance of all
departmental requirements. If any requirements or obligations have not been met Registrar staff send the
student a notification letter detailing outstanding obligations and directions for developing a resolution plan.

The University makes every attempt to assure that academic dishonesty is prevented and addressed. The
Academic Honesty Office, within the Office of the Ombudsperson, is responsible for maintaining all records
and processing all issues pertaining to academic honesty. All questions regarding academic honesty are
processed through this office. All members of the campus community are able to obtain any necessary
information about the appropriate procedures to address academic dishonesty through this office.
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Entering students receive a copy of the Code of Student Conduct, which includes a detailed explanation of
academic honesty and the consequences of misconduct. A copy of the Code, as well as the policy on academic
honesty, is easily retrievable from the office of the Dean of Students and from that office’s website
(http://www.umass.edu/dean students/codeofconduct).

Since 2006, the Library has supported Turnitin.com, a software program that “detects textual matches
between student papers and other documents available in electronic form on the Internet, in subscription
databases, and in databases of student papers.” In 2007, the service became fully integrated into SPARK, a
UMass course management system that stores student papers in a database visible only to UMass instructors.

English language skills must be demonstrated by students entering the University, and writing skills must be
demonstrated to complete degree requirements.

Students entering the university are presumed to be proficient in English; non-native speakers are required to
verify English language proficiency. Proficiency may be demonstrated in a variety of ways. Entering students
may either submit an SAT-I verbal score or test results from either the Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL) or the English Language Placement Test (ELPT). Transfer students who are already studying in the
United States and have successfully completed two English composition courses might not be required to take
either test based upon review of their academic records.

Students are required to complete two writing courses — College Writing, a first-year course, and Junior Year
Writing, completed within a student’s major. Entering students are given a placement examination to
determine whether they are placed in Basic Writing, College Writing, or whether they qualify for exemption
from the course requirement. College Writing is the only University course that satisfies the first-year writing
requirement. Students are expected to fulfill the writing requirement during their first year at the University.
Transfer students are expected to fulfill this requirement during their first semester.

International graduate students are also required to demonstrate their English proficiency through these tests.
All applicants to the Graduate School who are not citizens of the United States and whose native language is
not English are required to take the TOEFL examination. International graduate students whose native
language is not English and are interested in teaching assistantships also must demonstrate oral English
proficiency. Students may fulfill this requirement by taking the Test of Spoken English, administered by the
Educational Testing Service, before they arrive on campus, or the SPEAK test upon arrival. Students must
achieve at least a 50 on either of these tests. Students who do not pass at this level will be offered
assistantships commensurate with their level of proficiency in spoken English and are asked to enroll in the
spoken English Communication Instruction classes offered by the Graduate School. The University’s English
as a Second Language program (ESL) offers courses in academic writing, speaking, grammar and vocabulary
to help non-native speakers of English master the formal conventions of academic English for both General
Education courses and courses in the academic disciplines.

Il. Undergraduate Programs

Description

In fall 2008, a total of 20,539 undergraduate students were enrolled at UMass Amherst. By comparison,
18,835 undergraduate students were enrolled in fall 1998, meaning undergraduate enrollment grew by nearly
10 percent over the decade (Undergraduate and Graduate Enrollment Campus Summary 1998-2008). The
campus offers 94 degree programs to undergraduates (Degree Programs Offered). Undergraduate degree
programs are fully described in the Guide to Undergraduate Programs.

The general model for programs at the University of Massachusetts Amherst consists of three components: a
set of introductory or foundation courses within the broad disciplinary area; a set of prescribed courses
carrying the student through a coherent progression of content and methodologies; and a set of electives,
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within the major or in related fields, to provide the student with a sense of context for and application of
work in the field. A student’s major area of study provides depth to the undergraduate education, while
courses taken as part of the required General Education program provide breadth to the undergraduate
experience; together these complementary components of undergraduate education prepare students with
essential knowledge and skills for particular fields — as well as for lifelong learning and contributions to a
complex, global society.

The Major

A major at UMass Ambherst constitutes intensive or specialized work in a particular department or program
and provides notable depth to undergraduate education. The number of credits required for a major varies
widely, depending on the field of study. Every major requires the successful completion of at least 30 credits
in a coherent and extensive set of courses with a particular discipline or focus; many require more. The
university offers 90 majors, including the Bachelor’s Degree with Individual Concentration (BDIC), a major
which the student creates in conjunction with a faculty sponsor. Departmental major requirements may
change yearly. Considerable information about majors is available in the Guide to Undergraduate Programs

under major field headings, and details may be requested directly from specific departments on campus.

Many programs offer multiple concentrations. These
are alternate paths to degree completion that allow the
student to pursue a particular specialty or sub-field
within the general framework of degree requirements.
Concentrations may be oriented toward preparation for
graduate work in a field, toward professional or career
interests, or toward greater understanding of a sub-
field. Many undergraduate degree programs are
organized around traditional or emerging disciplinary
fields, although even “disciplinary” degrees increasingly
incorporate perspectives and methods from a variety of
disciplines, especially in upper-division elective courses.

Overall learning objectives for each degree program are
defined at the time of approval, and are refined and
updated as new concentrations and other program
revisions occur over time. Many programs have
developed learning outcomes in the context of their
student outcomes assessment programs (See
“Assessment,” this standard). Increasingly, programs
are including capstone or other culminating or
integrating experiences to bring together the body of
work constituting the major. Programs in areas of
professional training and application design their
curricular to reflect traditional and evolving standards
and practices in the profession, and include course-
based and/or field-based opportunities for practice and
application of professional skills and knowledge.

General Education
Students seeking baccalaureate degrees at the UMass
Ambherst must successfully complete General Education

requirements, as well as the requirements of their
majors. This combination of general and discipline-
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A Focus On: Gen Ed

A focus on improving General Education at
UMass Amberst is meant to invigorate the
undergraduate curriculum, with new revisions
taking full effect in fall 2009. Undergrads had
complained that Gen Ed courses were more
obligation than inspiration — something to
“get out of the way.” So a Task Force,
drawing from all corners of campus, worked
during 2007 and 2008 to infuse Gen Ed with
clear purpose and relevance. The result:
updated learning objectives, communication
strategies aimed at students and faculty, better
instructor development, and a systematic
approach to course assessment and
improvement. Asks a poster that's part of the
initiative: Why Gen Ed? Answer: The suite of
required liberal arts courses prepares students
as critical thinkers dedicated to lifelong
learning; the courses provide breadth to
complement a major’s depth. But the initiative
did more than reconfirm the relevance of Gen
Ed: It provided a model for academic
problem-solving and improvement, involving
representatives from across campus and
infusing the resulting program with clear
standards and continual assessment.
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specific requirements is designed to provide students with the breadth and depth of knowledge and
understanding to support lifelong learning (Guide to Undergraduate Programs, p. 18). The General
Education requirement is university-wide, and focuses on the fundamental questions and the principles, ideas,
and methods of analysis in the humanities and fine arts, social sciences, mathematics, and natural and
physical sciences. The General Education requirement complements the major area of study and provides
opportunities for students to hone critical thinking, reasoning and communication skills.

Specifically, the General Education requirements are: Writing, including a first-year writing course and a
junior-year writing course within the major (six credits total); confirmation of Basic Mathematics skills (three
credits); Analytic Reasoning (three credits); three Biological and Physical World science courses (nine credits
total); six Social World courses in Literature, Arts, Historical Studies, Social and Behavioral Sciences, two of
which must include a “social and cultural diversity” component (18 credits total). Together, the General
Education requirements total 39 credits, or one-third of a student’s undergraduate program. Generally, only
one course in a student’s major department may be counted toward the satisfaction of General Education
requirements. These requirements are noted in the Guide to Undergraduate Programs as well as on the

Registrar’s website (http://www.umass.edu/registrar/registration/gened requirements.htm).

The General Education program has an impressive history. It was one of the first programs in the nation to
include a diversity requirement. The program was also one of the first to incorporate a two-part writing
requirement for all undergraduates, including a common first-year writing course and a junior-year writing
course in the student’s major field of study (UMass Amherst Writing Program). This advanced, discipline-
specific writing course focuses on writing particular to the disciplines.

Despite its impressive roots, the General Education program was in need of thorough review by fall 2007.
The Provost and the Faculty Senate Rules Committee appointed a joint Administrative/Faculty Senate General
Education Task Force (GETF) to re-energize and improve this core component of undergraduate education.
Work of the GETF built upon that of the longstanding Faculty Senate General Education Council and
focused on clarifying the purpose and intended learning objectives for General Education at UMass Ambherst;
evaluated how General Education is currently delivered; identified the supports and barriers to effective
delivery of the program; and identified the essential assessment questions related to General Education
(General Education Task Force Focus).

Among Task Force accomplishments was development of a new General Education Purpose Statement that
clarifies the learning objectives for General Education. The new Purpose Statement emphasizes that General
Education courses “stretch students” minds” and “broaden their experiences” — adding to undergraduate
learning by fostering the flexible thinking essential to success in an increasingly complex and global society.
The Faculty Senate Rules Committee approved the statement in May 2009. The Task Force also focused on
building better communication with students, instructors, advisors and the public about the purpose and
value of General Education. For instance, a new General Education website serves as a central information
resource (http://www.umass.edu/gened).

Of course, clearer learning objectives and effective communication strategies are not enough to assure
program quality. So the GETF identified new ways to promote quality and effectiveness among General
Education courses. The Task Force focused on enhancing instructor support and development, providing, for
instance, a new General Education Fellows Program through the UMass Amherst Center for Teaching
(http://www.umass.edu/cft/fellowships/general education.html). The GETF also reinvigorated course
monitoring and assessment strategies. The Task Force supported development of new assessment tools,
including an instructor survey. The survey results — reflecting data from 70 percent of General Education
courses in the sample — provided important information about how these courses align with learning
objectives in the newly approved purpose statement (Instructor Survey Results).

This assessment work dovetails with that of the Faculty Senate General Education Council, which approves
all General Education courses and on a five-year cycle reviews courses for continued inclusion in the General
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Education Program. The Council reviews course syllabi, course assignments related to General Education
learning objectives, and departmental statements that describe the specific ways a course meets expectations
for its General Education designation(s). The GETF affirmed the importance of this monitoring system; the

Task Force requested and received additional resources to support the Council’s continuing work.

Commonwealth College

Commonwealth College, the honors college at the
UMass Ambherst, was established in 1999 to offer
academically talented students a community that
promotes engagement with peers, leading scholars and
society. Commonwealth College works to provide its
students a foundation for successful lifelong learning.
The curriculum emphasizes inquiry and critical
analysis, independent research, collaborative work,
engagement with society, and effective communication
skills. To graduate with Commonwealth College
honors designations, students must maintain specified
grade-point averages and complete honors courses,
including a capstone experience. Entering students may
be invited to join Commonwealth College; currently
enrolled UMass Amherst students may apply for
admission if they meet established entry criteria.

Appraisal

While the General Education program has a strong
foundation dating to its development in the late 1980s,
the program needed attention and improvement by the
fall of 2007. The General Education Task Force
(GETF) review has re-energized General Education on
campus. It affirmed the continued relevance of General
Education’s intended purposes and learning objectives,
assessed the alignment of those objectives with current
courses, and identified a number of recommended next
steps for enhancing the effectiveness of General
Education.

The expansiveness of General Education offerings and
the variety of instructors teaching these courses
continue to represent a challenge to ensuring that
courses are aligned with General Education intentions.
The GETF’s alignment analysis indicated that while
many of the objectives are addressed by most General
Education courses within the relevant designation,
there are some objectives that are not currently
adequately addressed.

Commonwealth College has experienced great success
in its first decade. Enrollment of first-year students
grew to more than 600, and by fall 2008 total
enrollment in Commonwealth College had grown to
3,637. This far exceeded the projections that had

Standard Four: The Academic Program

A Focus On: Writing

A focus on writing has solidified written
communication as a hallmark of undergraduate
education at UMass Amberst — an appropriate
centerpiece at a public research university,
where knowledge is the stock-in-trade. For
nearly three decades, the campus Writing
Program has overseen a two-part writing
requirement for all undergraduates: a first-year
course in academic writing and a junior-year
course in a student’s major field of study. The
first-year requirement, College Writing, instills
basic skills in small, activity-based classes.
Junior-year courses, such as Writing in
Chemistry, and Marketing Communication, are
specific to the disciplines; these courses impart
the fluency students need for further study and
success in the workplace. UMass Amberst was
among the first universities in the nation to
combine general and discipline-specific writing
requirements. With this approach, the campus
has pioneered the inclusion of writing
throughout a student’s college career, and
across his or ber studies. In 2003, U.S. News &
World Report named UMass Amberst Junior
Year Writing one of 25 “Programs that Really
Work™ in writing in the disciplines. The campus
Writing Program also runs the popular Writing
Center, which provides free tutoring at the
W.E.B. Du Bois Library. With its three main
elements, the Writing Program serves more
than 10,000 students annually and is central to
undergraduate General Education on campus.
The Program was honored in 2009 with the
Program of Excellence award from the
Conference on College Composition and
Communication, the top national honor for
writing programs. It’s another sign that writing
is valued as a core component of UMass
Amberst academics.
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driven planning and budgeting for the unit, and during academic year 2008-09 the campus took steps to
increase admissions selectivity so as to reduce enrollment overtime. The campus also ended the requirement
that students be enrolled in Commonwealth College in order to earn Latin honors (magna cum laude, summa

cum laude).

A Focus On: Academic Innovation

A focus on academic innovation is sparking new
UMass Amberst programs that draw on campus
strengths to meet students’ evolving needs and
interests. Many new academic offerings combine
disciplines, degree levels, and even studies at
partner institutions. These unique programs
cross traditional academic boundaries. They
immerse students in new areas of knowledge —
and prepare them to tackle emerging challenges
in an interconnected world. Interested in an
interdisciplinary program? Try Environmental
Science, Public Health Sciences, or a program
that combines Linguistics and Psychology. Want
to design your own program? Do it through
University Without Walls or the Bachelor’s
Degree with Individual Concentration program.
Got five years? Then consider a program that
delivers classes at both UMass Amberst and
Mount Holyoke College, yielding degrees in
both physics and engineering. Want an
undergraduate degree and a graduate degree?
Get them both with a “3+2 program, such the
one that combines a bachelor of fine arts in
Design and a master’s degree in Architecture.
When students need fresh and responsive
programs that are grounded in academic quality,
UMass Amberst can put it together.

Ill. Graduate Degree Programs

Description

Projection

Work of the GETF concluded in spring 2009, yet the
campus continues to act upon recommendations to
enhance the instructor experience and student learning in
General Education. These actions include continuing to
bolster instructional support, revising the course-review
mechanisms to better align them with Gen Ed learning
objectives, and exploring a Student Learning Assessment
pilot focused on General Education learning objectives.

The campus is also taking quick action on the GETF’s
recommendation to reshape the program to offer students
more opportunity to engage in General Education topics
in some depth and to integrate Gen Ed experiences with
their majors (Special Report of the Dean of
Undergraduate Education on Modifications to General
Education Requirements). In summer 2009, the Faculty
Senate Rules Committee recommended that General
Education courses in the “Social World” and in the
“Biological and Physical World” move from three-credit
to four-credit courses, offering students the chance to
engage with these areas in more depth. They also
recommended that the requirement include an upper-
division integrative experience that would connect Gen
Ed learning with students’ majors. Faculty Senate action
is pending.

The fiscal year 2010 state budget eliminated the separate
appropriation Commonwealth College had enjoyed since
its creation. As noted in the Framework for Excellence,
“one essential task for the campus in the next few years is
therefore to establish a viable financial and enrollment
model for Commonwealth College.”

The University of Massachusetts Ambherst is the largest provider of graduate education within the University
of Massachusetts system and among all New England public institutions. Graduate education is central to the
UMass Ambherst mission as a flagship land-grant campus and as an institution with a designation from the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching as a research university with “very high research
activity.” Graduate degree programs foster rigorous study and mastery of complex fields, positioning students
for scholarly careers, research and professional practice; graduate programs ultimately prepare students for
critical contributions to enhance quality of life and solve pressing and emergent problems in the
commonwealth, nation and world. Graduate students, in their vital roles as teaching and research assistants,
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are likewise essential to the university’s work today, as UMass Ambherst creates and disseminates knowledge
to foster key innovations and economic strength in an increasingly complex and globally connected society.

In fall 2008, a total of 5,820 graduate students were enrolled at UMass Ambherst, and the campus offered 73
master’s and 52 doctoral degree programs (Degree Programs Offered
http://www.umass.edu/oapa/publications/factbooks/degrees/FB _de 01.pdf). Admission to graduate programs
is competitive and based on applicants’ academic qualifications and potential for advanced academic study.
Admissions criteria include undergraduate grade-point averages, scores on the Graduate Record Examination
or the Graduate Management Admissions Test, recommendation letters that address academic ability, scores
on the Test of English as a Foreign Language for international students, prior experience in conducting
research, and samples of work for some disciplines.

UMass Ambherst tenure-system faculty form the backbone of the graduate program. In addition, retired
faculty, faculty from other campuses in the University of Massachusetts system, faculty from the Five Colleges
community and others may be approved to teach courses and serve on graduate theses and dissertation
committees. Programs are offered, and in some cases have been redeveloped, based on availability of full-time
faculty members. UMass Ambherst faculty are widely known and acclaimed for research, scholarship and
publications, and for creative work in literary and fine arts. More than 92 percent of faculty members at the
Amherst campus are members of the graduate faculty, and their qualifications are consistent with those at
other institutions with Carnegie Foundation designations for “very high research activity.” The UMass
Amherst graduate faculty is notably augmented by graduate faculty members from the university system’s
campuses in Boston, Dartmouth, Lowell and Worcester, and from the Five Colleges partnership, which
includes UMass Amherst, Amherst College, Hampshire College, Mount Holyoke College and Smith College.
Contributions from colleagues at these affiliated and partner institutions boost graduate degree programs and
provide UMass Ambherst with a strategic advantage in graduate education.

The UMass Amherst Graduate School is the principal administrative unit for graduate education. The
Graduate School is charged with stimulating intellectual and creative growth in graduate education, enforcing
rigorous academic standards, and developing the most professional processing of admission applications and
the maintenance of student records. The Graduate School also strategically develops programs to guide and
support a diverse student population in the quest for successful degree completion. The Graduate Dean
fosters graduate education and the research, scholarship, teaching, academic outreach and economic
development associated with graduate-level work. The Graduate Dean is expected to promote advanced
education, assert quality control and continuously monitor the minimal requirements across disciplines for
the admission, retention and matriculation of graduate students. As an ex-officio member of the Graduate
Council, the Graduate Dean, in collaboration with the Graduate Council, exercises overall review and
supervision of graduate programs within the colleges and schools, provides guidance in the development of
new programs, and maintains standards for existing programs. The Graduate Dean ensures that each
graduate program has been developed in accordance with the highest national professional standards for its
field. External reviews — provided through the Academic Quality, Assessment and Development (AQAD)
process — contribute information to assist in identifying strengths and targeting areas for growth and
development.

Graduate degree programs emphasize advanced study in each discipline. Students gain mastery of complex
fields of study through core graduate courses focused on the fundamentals of each discipline; elective courses
tailored to an individual’s area of interest; oral and written parts of the preliminary comprehensive
examination, based on fundamentals and planned research; preparing and defending a dissertation or thesis
proposal before a faculty committee; and completion of substantial research that culminates in a dissertation
or thesis and final oral examination, or defense. Dissertations prepared by Ph.D. students reflect original
work of publishable quality. The learning objectives, in both depth and breadth, thus reflect a level of rigor
and complexity that far surpasses that in the baccalaureate program. The departments regularly assess and
update curricula to ensure continuity between undergraduate and graduate programs, while maintaining the
significantly advanced expectations that mark graduate degree programs. Graduate courses more rapidly
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adopt results from recent technical and advanced literature, yet material once taught at the graduate level
often migrates to the undergraduate curriculum as it matures and integrates with foundational material.
Academic advisers also work with graduate students to help ensure that coherent and advanced competencies
are gained.

The curricula prepare students for academic careers, professional practice or a combination, and degree
requirements reflect these purposes. Programs designed to prepare students for academic careers typically are
research-oriented and emphasize, through literature review and analysis, recent technical and scholarly
developments in fields of interest. In doctoral programs, this analysis extends to defining research
opportunities, preparing research proposals, and engaging in scientific and technical debate. Master’s theses
and doctoral dissertations, while differing in required intensity, are meant to be expressions of original
scholarly work; results from doctoral dissertations are usually published in peer-reviewed journals or
conference proceedings. Professional or practice-oriented programs emphasize application of knowledge —
including development of new applications — by focusing on concept analysis and mastery, research
methodology, professional skills acquisition and the ability to communicate knowledge. In fulfilling program
requirements, students gain skills in producing and organizing results of research and scholarship,
interpreting those results, and convincing others of their validity, correctness and relevance.

Expectations are appropriately differentiated according to the master’s and doctoral degrees. Several
professional master’s programs in schools and colleges, such as the Isenberg School of Management,
Engineering, Public Health and Nursing, offer separate degree plans that emphasize research as well as
professional practice, with either a required thesis or a coursework-only option. The research emphasis
requires a thesis and close coordination with a thesis advisor. The coursework-only option typically requires
six additional credits of courses. All degree programs within each college and school have a core curriculum
to ensure that the students have acquired essential knowledge and skills. This is demonstrated by the
evaluation and examination of a student’s thesis, the coursework performed and the interactions with faculty.
Graduates are sought by industry and academia, and many become very successful professionals, providing
further evidence of program strength.

Graduate degree programs provide commensurate information resources, information technology and
physical resources, including an academic research library boasting a broad spectrum of virtual information
resources. Most departments provide state-of-the-art computer classrooms with relevant software and clusters
of computational workstations for research. Facilities such as the Conte National Center for Polymer
Research, the Engineering Laboratory II building and the new Studio Arts Building are of major importance
to graduate teaching and research seminars.

Appraisal

Enrollment and Degree Conferral

In fall 2008, a total of 5,820 degree and non-degree graduate students were enrolled at UMass Ambherst, and
the campus offered 73 master’s degree and 52 doctoral programs. The total number of enrolled graduate
students declined slightly from 1998 until 2001, and since then has steadily but fractionally increased; the
total number of enrolled students is 3 percent greater when comparing 2008 enrollment to that a decade
earlier (Figure 4.1). State-supported enrollment shown in Figure 4.1 is composed primarily of on-campus
students, while students enrolled in Continuing and Professional Education (CPE) programs access resources
off campus and online. Growth in the popularity of off-campus and online graduate programs is largely
driving an increase in the number of master’s degrees awarded.
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Figure 4.1

Trends in State-Supported and CPE Graduate Student Enroliment
Fall 1999-2008
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Total 5,659 5,356 5,311 5,456 5,592 5,676 5,699 5,770 5,759 5,820
State-Supported| 4,693 4,461 4,385 4,393 4,331 4,196 4,091 4,124 4,049 3,971
CPE 966 895 926 1,063 1,261 1,480 1,608 1,646 1,710 1,849

Of the 5,150 matriculated graduate students enrolled at UMass Ambherst in fall 2008, 46 percent were
doctoral students and 54 percent were master’s students (Figure 4.2). In the five years from fall 2003 to fall
2008, doctoral enrollment grew by 3 percent, while master’s enrollment grew by 11 percent.

Figure 4.2
Trends in Graduate Student Enrollment by Level, Fall 1999-2008
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The number of master’s degrees annually awarded at UMass Ambherst has climbed by nearly 30 percent in the
last decade, to 1,215 in 2007-08 (Figure 4.3). But the number of doctorates awarded annually has remained
fairly flat. The campus has plans to increase doctoral production to a level that will place it among the top 35
public institutions in this category.

Standard Four: The Academic Program 40



Figure 4.3

Graduate Degrees Awarded by Level
Academic Years 1998-99 through 2007-08
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International students are an important component of graduate student enrollment as the campus seeks to
infuse programs with a global perspective, and to attract and retain the best and brightest students from
around the world. In fall 2008, international students composed 22 percent of the total population of 5,820
degree and non-degree students, with international doctoral students outnumbering international master's
students by a ratio of more than 2-to-1. The UMass Amherst Graduate School, like others across the nation,
saw a decline in international applications after the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, and subsequent
changes in U.S. visa requirements; since 2005, international applications have rebounded slightly and in
2008, 45 percent of all applicants to the Graduate School were international.

Graduate Record Examinations data reflect strong academic qualifications for graduate study; these
indicators have generally climbed during the past decade. The highly qualified graduate student population at
UMass Ambherst not only indicates potential for success in degree acquisition, but also indicates the potential
for graduate students to help advance robust teaching and discovery activities, which are integral to a thriving
research university. Verbal scores on GREs have not changed significantly since 1998, with the 10-year
average around 540. Yet quantitative scores have risen from 614 in 1998 to a peak of 700 in 2003, before
settling near 680 after 2005. The trend line for GRE quantitative scores follows patterns in applications from
international students.

Recruitment and Retention Issues

Fifty-six percent of doctoral students who entered UMass Amherst between 1992-93 and 1997-98 have
earned their degrees, with wide variations by program (Doctoral Student Qutcomes); this is slightly better
than the national average of about half. Yet non-completion impedes fulfillment of the goal to increase
doctoral production by about 30 percent and to grow overall graduate enrollment by some 10 percent — goals
set to help elevate the stature of UMass as a thriving public research institution that excels in teaching and
knowledge creation.

Data suggest that inadequate funding and a decline in the number of teaching and research appointments for
grant-funded research hinder doctoral student retention. Indeed, a web-based survey of some 2,000 graduate
students, conducted in 2007, found that financial constraints represented the most oft-cited obstacle to
academic progress; an overly heavy workload for pay was the second-most frequently cited obstacle to
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Both the state and the campus have attempted to respond. The state provided reasonably steady increases in
funding, totaling more than $400 million over five decades. In the 1980s and 1990s, however, as the
magnitude of the deferred maintenance problem became increasingly apparent, the campus began to dedicate
more of its own operating funds to the problem in the form of both direct expenditures and debt service for
University of Massachusetts Building Authority (UMBA) borrowing. This effort required diverting funds from
teaching and other regular operations, but there was no ready alternative.

Figure 8.3 shows the long-term trends that have led to the current facilities crisis. Over the past two years, the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts has taken two major steps with the potential to greatly increase capital
investment at UMass Amherst. The first was passage of a higher-education bond bill (HEBB) authorizing as
much as $700 million over the next 10 years for the Amherst campus. To date, $100 million of that total has
been committed for the construction of a new science building now under design. The second was passage of
a life sciences bond bill (LSBB) that included $95 million for a facility on the Amherst campus. Figure 8.3
shows both the actual state funds released to date, including the $100 million for the science building, and
also the potential state funding if the remaining authorizations in the two bond bills are released to the
campus. It is clear that securing the remainder of the potential state funding is essential to keeping up with
facilities needs, even as it is equally clear that doing so will not by itself solve the longstanding problem.

Figure 8.3

Note: The “Potential state funds” line represents monies generated with the higher-education bond bill (HEBB) and the life-sciences bond bill (LSBB).

The campus has now invested twice as much as the state. For a time, the dramatic increase in campus
spending kept pace with the growth of deferred maintenance, as depicted in Figure 8.3. But as campus-funded
borrowing increased, so did the proportion of the campus budget devoted to debt service. It is now
approaching the limit established by the bonding agencies: current obligations into the next decade preclude
significant additional borrowing, even if operating funds could be made available to pay the debt service. But
the need continues to grow, even with the huge investments made by both the state and the campus.
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The problem of deteriorating facilities has been long in coming but only relatively recently has it been fully
understood and documented. The University has developed various ways of managing and measuring the
condition of its physical resources: a space inventory together with a space-needs assessment modeling tool; a
reorganized design and construction service; a comprehensive facilities audit; a comprehensive work-
management system; and an equipment-inventory system. In addition, UMass Amherst has invested
considerable resources in recent years in a detailed Geographic Information System (GIS) as a tool for
assessment and planning documentation.

During the past six years, the campus has worked with expert external consultants. This includes Sightlines, a
facilities advisory company based in Connecticut with the largest higher-education facilities database in the
country. Sightlines reviews facilities conditions and benchmarks this information with peer institutions.
Sightlines also provides recommendations for maintaining current facilities and for investments to improve
facilities conditions. This portfolio of information is organized in an online database, which allows facilities
personnel to prioritize maintenance and repair requirements. This effort was coupled with a campus effort,
the Building Disposition Plan, a document that lists every campus building, details the deficiencies in each,
and recommends the future for each. This effort enables staff to download information and identify how
changes will affect the value of the facilities portfolio. Information is always current, and the collaboration
with Sightlines has resulted in an Integrated Facilities Plan. The Plan supplements the space-needs assessment
modeling described earlier, by adding a physical condition component, thus providing essential information
for decision-making about space assignments.

The Plan assesses what space can be maintained and repaired, what can be repurposed, and what should be
demolished. It provides one perspective on assessing the scale of the campus’s facilities needs by calculating
the dollar value of deferred maintenance — the cost of making existing campus structures fully functional in
terms of their originally designed purposes. That figure now exceeds $2 billion. Many of these structures,
even if restored to original condition, would not be capable of supporting modern science and instructional
programs. In many cases, funds would be better spent on new construction or major renovation and
repurposing. The Comprehensive Science and Engineering Plan and the Comprehensive Academic and
Classroom Facilities Plan, now nearing completion, indicate the scale of campus facilities needs in more
practical terms: what it would take to construct and renovate the facilities necessary to support modern
science and instruction, and to allow the campus to remain competitive? Early indications are that, from this
perspective as well, funding needs exceed $2 billion. In sum, all analyses converge on the need for the campus
to attempt to secure capital investment exceeding $2 billion over the next 10 to 15 years. Of that, much is
needed in the near term to address immediate facilities deficiencies.

Staffing

Because of budget cuts, the Physical Plant staffing level has decreased more than 25 percent between 2000
and 2009, from 586 full-time employees to 436. This impact of this staffing decrease has been exacerbated by
the construction of new facilities. Between fiscal 2000 and 2009, total campus facilities increased by 403,000
square feet. While Physical Plant personnel are competent, the ability of a reduced staff to keep up with larger
workloads presents serious challenges.

The Physical Plant staff is also being challenged by increasingly complex technical systems and equipment
being installed in new buildings. The University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees has recognized the
problem of under-funding maintenance and has developed a policy that requires new construction to have an
annual maintenance support equal to 3 percent of the construction cost, exclusive of utilities; it requires a
fund to be set up with annual contributions equal to 1.5 percent of the construction cost for each new
building. This will be used to cover future capital replacement costs associated with these buildings as they
age.

Standard Eight: Physical Resources 116



Projection
Facilities

The completion of the Comprebensive Science and Engineering Plan and the Comprebensive Academic and
Classroom Facilities Plan represents the next step in mapping a long-term facilities strategy for the campus.
These plans will prioritize space needs; will establish a sequence for new construction, renovation and
demolition; and will identify how most effectively to use available funding as it emerges over time. This
planning sequence will culminate in a campus Master Plan, now being initiated. The Master Plan will tie
together the science and academic plans and add comparable analysis for remaining categories of facilities,
including student life and athletics. Taken together, these planning efforts will for the first time give the
campus a comprehensive view of its facilities needs and capacities, the sequence and timing of necessary
construction and renovation, and the funding necessary to achieve those improvements. It will guide campus
decisions, and also will form the basis for seeking investment from private donors and state and federal
governments.

Based on these new insights and ongoing financial planning, the campus has developed a capital funding
framework for the next decade (Table 8.2). It shows funding needs apportioned over the first five years and
the second five years of the period. It also shows known funding potential for the same periods. Nearly $900
million is needed in the first five years, and over the entire decade funding needs total $2.08 billion. Of this,
the campus plans to provide nearly $300 million through direct expenditure and University of Massachusetts
Building Authority (UMBA) borrowing. The state has authorized $694 million through the higher education
bond bill and the life sciences bond bill, with the great majority of those funds scheduled to come in the
second five-year period. Most of the funds have not yet been allocated to the campus, and securing them in a
timely manner is critical. But Table 8.2 shows that even if all currently authorized state funding is fully
allocated to the campus, the funding plan will still fall short by more than $1 billion in meeting the needs
identified in the various capital plans.

Table 8.2
Campus Planned Resources for Capital Funding, 2009 — 2018
(In Million $)
Sources of Funds Capital Plan 11 Total of Plan |1
FY09 to FY13 FY14to FY18 FY09 to FY18
Projected State 199 495 694
Committed Campus (excludes auxiliary) 199 91 290
Gifts/ Fed/ Other 3 3
401 586 987
Uses of Funds Capital Plan 11, Projected Needs. Total of Plan |1
FY09 to FY13 FY14to FY18 FY09 to FY18
Science 304 725 1,029
Other Academic 243 240 483
Other: Deferred Maint. Student Life 335 230 565
Infrastructure, Admin
882 1,195 2,077
[Surplus/ Deficit | (481) | (609) | (1,090) |

The campus must continue to explore all possible funding sources to address its facilities needs in the coming
decade. As part of this effort, the campus will enlist allies whenever possible to maintain and accelerate state
investment in the campus. Targeted fundraising can ease the problem, as can assistance from the federal
government and public-private partnerships. But the scale of the challenge makes clear that state capital
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appropriations will have to be a major source of funding to maintain UMass Ambherst’s physical capacity to
deliver instruction and to conduct research.

Money is not the only remedy needed. The campus will continue to pursue relief from the unduly
bureaucratic processes required by the state that put major constraints on, and add substantial cost to, the
process of planning, designing and building facilities. UMass Amherst has highly qualified professional design
and construction project managers, so allowing the campus to manage its own projects should be considered
as a major cost-saving measure.

Institutional Effectiveness

Over the past decade, the campus has transformed its understanding of and approach to facilities planning.
Where once it was in the position of reacting to immediate problems, it now has a comprehensive and
detailed analysis of its physical capacities and challenges. The shift has been particularly dramatic in terms of
science, classroom, and other facilities critical to the UMass Amherst mission. The campus now has in place
or is in the final stages of developing comprehensive plans for science and engineering and academic and
classroom facilities. These evaluations reveal major challenges that will require years to address fully, but they
have resulted in sharply focused resource and facilities plans in the short and medium term, allowing the
campus to derive the maximum possible value from its investments. These assessments will also be used to
inform conversations with the University system and the commonwealth in developing a long-term facilities
strategy.
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Standard Nine: Financial Resources
Description

UMass Ambherst primarily relies on a combination of state support and student fee revenue for its General
Funds budget. General Funds provide the primary source of revenue for the base budget that sustains the
faculty and staff. General Funds also provide the primary support for instruction and some support for the
institution’s research enterprise. On a cash basis, the General Funds budget for current fiscal year 2010 is
$460 million. The total campus budget also includes auxiliary revenues and restricted funds, such as external
gifts and grants and contracts.

The Revenue Picture

Higher-education funding in Massachusetts is unusual for two reasons: Tuition rates are set by the
Massachusetts Department of Higher Education, not by campus governing bodies; and, perhaps more
striking, tuition revenue for in-state students goes into the General Fund of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, not to the institutions where students are enrolled. For the past decade, average tuition has
been fixed at $1,714 per year for a Massachusetts resident taking undergraduate courses at UMass Amherst
on a full-time basis (Resident Tuition Rates).

Separate from its handling of tuition, Massachusetts provides annual appropriations to public colleges and
universities through its annual budgetary process. The state appropriation to the University of Massachusetts
comes in at the system level. The Board of Trustees delegates authority to the President for allocating the state
appropriation among the five campuses in the University of Massachusetts system. The percentage distributed
to each campus has held steady, with the Amherst campus receiving about 50 percent.

In contrast to the tuition strategy, the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees has the sole authority to
set mandatory student fees for UMass Ambherst, and fee revenue is retained by the campus. As a result,
student fees have become an important revenue source for UMass Ambherst. Indeed, campus fee revenue is
comparable to tuition revenue at other public flagship universities: Student fees have increased beyond the
rate of inflation in years when the state appropriation has declined; increases have been held at or below
inflation in those years when the state appropriation has increased. During 2009-10, tuition and mandatory
fees total $11,732 per year for a full-time undergraduate from Massachusetts, with a rebate of some 10
percent planned, as described in Projection below.

In fiscal year 2004, the state legislature granted UMass Amherst the ability to retain out-of-state tuition

revenue. At that time, tuition revenue from out-of-state students amounted to about $28 million annually,
after accounting for waivers granted primarily to graduate students (Figure 9.1).
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Figure 9.1

Tuition Retention, Fiscal Year 2004 - 2010 (Projected)
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The state simultaneously reduced its yearly appropriation to the University by the total amount of annual
out-of-state tuition revenue the year legislation passed. That means out-of-state tuition generated above the
2004 level amounts to additional revenue for the institution, which incentivizes growth in out-of-state
enrollment. Out-of-state tuition rates, also set by the Massachusetts Department of Higher Education, have
not changed since 2004. Out-of-state enrollment has increased in recent years, and the campus has been
successful in broadening its revenue base. The campus is now earning upwards of $31 million per year from
out-of-state tuition. Annual tuition is $9,937 for an out-of-state undergraduate attending UMass Amherst full
time, while required fees are $13,292 in 2009-10 (Office of the Bursar fee schedule).

UMass Ambherst also has a strong program in online education, and net revenue from this initiative directly
benefits schools, colleges and the campus General Funds budget.

The University Budget Process

The University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees votes on the budget each spring. The operating budget for
each of the system campuses is broken out in the budget document presented to the Board. The submitted
budget for the coming fiscal year is part of a package that includes the past two years of actual results, a
projection for the current fiscal year, and a projection for next fiscal year (Fiscal Year 2010 Operating
Budget). In addition, projections for the next four years are submitted with the Financial Indicators Report. A
set of financial and facility performance indicators covering the same period also is submitted in the package
each spring. These indicators measure the long-term financial health of the institution and assess its ability to
cushion itself against negative downturns. These indicators are compared against the ratios at peer
institutions as a further measure of financial stability.

Multiyear projections can be challenging because the state appropriation is such an integral component of the
campus’s financial budget, and this revenue source is difficult to predict from year to year. However, other
revenue sources, such as indirect cost recovery from grants and tuition revenue from nonresident students, are
more predictable; the budget includes solid multiyear forecasts for these income streams.

The request for state funds begins nine months before the July 1 start of each fiscal year. The President’s
Office coordinates the five-campus request process and establishes parameters based on the outcome of a
University-wide funding formula. The budget requests from each of the five campuses are consolidated into
one University request that is submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Higher Education for approval.
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The Department submits budgets to the Governor for the three sectors of higher education: the community
colleges, state colleges, and the University.

In January, the campus begins formulating tentative funding allocations for the general funds budget based
on the anticipated level of state appropriations, centrally retained student fee and tuition revenue, interest
earnings, and indirect cost recovery from grants. These allocations are reworked throughout the spring as the
budget outlook becomes clearer. Once the state appropriation is finalized, final budget allocations are made.

In November, the campus budget process begins for auxiliary, sales and service operations, and units funded
by non-mandatory student fees. New fee requests and/or increases to current fees must be approved —
depending on the fund - by either the President or the Chancellor.

The campus also maintains a long-range projection model to monitor its financial situation and react to
changes in major revenue or expenditure categories. The model has been useful in anticipating future
operations and maintenance costs for new buildings, increased utility costs as a result of converting from coal
to oil and natural gas, and increased expenditures on emergency preparedness and campus safety to keep
abreast of contemporary safety and security issues. When revenues fall short of projections, the model
distinguishes between mandated and optional future costs and helps determine whether cuts to the General
Funds budget will be necessary.

Other financial tools also feed into the campus projection model: The campus closely monitors student
enrollment and models future-year enrollment patterns. The Budget Office works with the Office of Grant
and Contract Administration to project indirect cost-recovery revenue based on a model that looks at recent
research award data. The campus maintains debt repayment schedules going out 30 years and has identified
periods over that span during which the campus would have the capacity to take on additional debt. These
data are used to develop the capital plan. Separate from this long-range projection model, the Provost’s
Office maintains an allocation model for determining how best to allocate monies for new tenure-track
positions to address teaching deficits and invest in promising research sectors.

Financial Management

The campus has an extensive system of internal controls that ensures sound stewardship of its funds.
Accounting and purchasing policies are continually updated and maintained online; employee administrative
training is offered throughout the year. Expenditures are controlled by the budgets established at the
beginning of the fiscal year or project period. Payroll, fringe and requisitions for supplies, equipment and
services are encumbered to ensure that funds are set aside before any purchase orders are issued. The campus
competitively bids all contracts for goods and services in accordance with state and university purchasing
regulations. The campus participates in group purchasing organizations, such as the Massachusetts Higher
Education Consortium (MHEC) and others, to achieve significant volume discounts on common goods and
services.

Financial Reporting

UMass Ambherst has an integrated financial system that supports timely and accurate transaction processing
and financial reporting. Each system has secure workflow processes that allow electronic routing and
approval of transactions. The major systems are:

e PeopleSoft Financial Systems — Accounting and Budgeting;

e PeopleSoft Student Systems — Student Billing and Receivables, Registrar, Housing and Financial Aid;

e PeopleSoft HR — Payroll, Time and Attendance;

Monthly financial statements are prepared and distributed to departments for each budgeted account and
provide budget-to-actual information for the month and fiscal year periods. In addition, the finance systems
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allow for online, real-time inquiry of transactions and balances. Various queries and budget reports also are
available, allowing departments to evaluate summarized financial activity for their units.

All fees and rates charged by the revenue operation must have campus Budget Office recommendation,
approval of the Chancellor, and approval of the President or Board of Trustees. Once established, fees and
rates cannot be changed without Budget Office recommendation, approval of the Chancellor and, in certain
cases, the President or Board of Trustees. Revenue operation activities must be consistent with the University
mission and must be appropriate to the normal activities of the department or unit. All financial activity must
comply with both the University’s policy for the management of university funds and campus policy. All
income must be expended for the purpose for which the operation was established, and the operation must be
fiscally sound. Finally, the campus financial system of record (PeopleSoft) strictly limits where revenue can be
deposited. This assists the campus in tracking any unapproved revenue deposits. The Budget Office works
with the campus Controller’s Office to identify any irregularities.

The campus employs a rigorous hiring process to recruit qualified personnel to manage the important
financial structures of the institution. Through separation of duties and practices, external and internal audit
oversight, and system security measures, the campus takes all reasonable steps to ensure that financial
resources are managed effectively and appropriately. Each year, the campus includes in employee paychecks a
copy of its whistleblower and fraud policies. Board of Trustees policies concerning financial management and
personnel are all available on the Board of Trustees website.

Annual financial statements are prepared by the campus, audited by an independent audit firm, and presented
to the Board of Trustees for review.

UMass Ambherst is subject to financial audit from a variety of entities, helping to ensure the campus is
financially stable:

e University independent auditing firm: PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) currently performs the annual
General Purpose Financial Audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards (GAAS). In
addition, PwC performs the annual audit of federal awards in accordance with OMB A-133
guidelines.

e Other programmatic audits may be required by sponsoring entities in addition to the general purpose
financial audit; these are performed by various auditing firms under the review of the university
internal audit director.

e Office of the State Auditor: As a state agency, the University is subject to periodic audits by the state
auditor.

e University Auditor: Internal audits are conducted periodically by the University System office and
cover a variety of issues, including cash handling and accounting procedures. The Auditor reports
directly to the President.

e University Trustees: The Board of Trustees has an audit subcommittee that reviews audits performed
by the University Auditor.

e Federal Government: As a recipient of federal grants and contracts, the University is subject to audit
from relevant government agencies, such as the Department of Health and Human Services.

All audit reports are submitted to the audit committee of the University of Massachusetts Board of Trustees.
Management letter comments and other recommendations are presented to the Board with corrective action

plans as necessary.

The campus has developed clear written policies for each of its major financial activities. These policies and
instructions are distributed to interested parties; many are available on the campus web site.

The campus relies on the financial tools and practices described above to ensure the integrity of its financial
management. The campus currently faces a liability because of the critical state of facilities (See Standard
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Eight). Therefore, any evaluation of its financial condition must include a full assessment of its capital assets.
For many years, the Trustees’ annual review of financial indicators excluded any meaningful ratios to show
the full extent of the deferred maintenance liability. As a result, there was an emphasis on financial practices
that accrued balances and limited debt in deference to the health of the financial ratios. Several years ago,
ratios shared with the Board of Trustees were expanded to include a set of facility indicators. By including
these indicators, Trustees were given a broader context upon which to evaluate how each campus in the
University system was managing its assets. This has helped to enhance sound financial stewardship.

Appraisal

The story of UMass Amherst over the past two decades — similar to those of many other state institutions —
depicts a steady decline in state support, a rapid growth in student fees, and a need to broaden the revenue
base. Notably, the total cost of education at UMass Amherst, as measured in inflation-adjusted dollars, has
dropped during the last decade. However, as state support has declined, the burden of paying for higher
education increasingly has shifted from the state to students and families. The campus has maintained access
by increasing institutional financial aid to in-state students by nearly 1,000 percent during the last decade
(Report to the Trustee Quersight Task Force, Aug. 25, 2009).

Emerging from the state’s fiscal crisis in the early part of this decade, UMass Ambherst identified and affirmed
its highest priorities. Three were established and remain among the campus’s top priorities:

e Add new tenure-track faculty positions;

e Reduce the deferred maintenance backlog for campus facilities; and

e Keep UMass Ambherst accessible to all qualified students by providing need-based financial aid.

During the budget downturn in fiscal year 2004, the campus was forced to cut $20 million from its General
Funds budget. Although all parts of the campus budget incurred reductions, the academic core budgets were
shielded from the deepest cuts. When the state budget recovered two years later, the incremental allocations
of state monies received over three fiscal cycles were devoted almost entirely to increasing the number of
tenure-track faculty. Student fee increases and revenue from other non-state sources were used to fund the
other two priorities listed above.

Fiscal year 2009 began positively for UMass Ambherst. The state appropriation rose for the fourth consecutive
year, providing more money to add faculty positions. Enrollment reached peak levels. Other revenue sources,
particularly interest income, were up over the previous year and the President’s Office pledged additional
interest payouts during the year. Then the current fiscal crisis began to unfold.

It soon became clear that state revenues were off dramatically and rescissions to the state appropriation were
quite likely. In fact, from fiscal year 2009 to fiscal year 2010, the campus has lost $50 million. That
staggering reduction occurred this way: The original state appropriation to UMass Ambherst for fiscal 2009
was about $230 million. As state revenues dropped, so too did the actual appropriation for the year — by
some $12 million; that left the campus with an actual appropriation of just over $218 million in fiscal 2009.
Bad news has continued on the appropriation front for fiscal year 2010: The initial budget for fiscal 2010 is
$187 million; that is down another $31 million, or $43 million from the original state appropriation in fiscal
2009 to the budget for fiscal 2010. In addition, because the campus has lost so much state money, some
faculty and administrative salaries normally included in state funds now will be covered by alternate funds
that carry a higher fringe rate charge. The estimated cost of this additional fringe rate expense is $7 million.
That means a total loss of $50 million.

As the crisis struck in fiscal 2009, the new academic year was under way and undergraduate enrollment
totaled more than 19,000 students. The campus focused on steps to balance its budget without disrupting
current operations. Even before the state announced appropriation cutbacks for fiscal 2009, UMass Amherst
cancelled any planned new discretionary spending, including some of the funding originally intended for new
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faculty positions. Spending on mandatory items, such as debt service, utilities and financial aid, continued as
planned. UMass Amherst then had 6 percent of its state appropriation reduced midyear. The campus drew on
its reserves, thus avoiding having to make damaging midyear budget cuts. That demonstrated how the
campus’s reasonable reserves sustain operations in the face of midyear budget rescissions.

The campus, therefore, had a plan to get through fiscal year 2009. As the grim economic news continued,
however, it became clear that midyear cuts would become permanent — and that even more state cutbacks
would occur in fiscal year 2010. In fact, reduced appropriations have required base budget cuts. In past years,
the campus has responded to drops in state appropriation with both spending cuts and increased student fees.
But because of the depth of the economic recession, increased fees were not an option this time unless the
campus changed its financial-aid policies to provide aid not only to the lowest-income groups that had
traditionally received such aid, but further up the income ladder to struggling middle-class families.

On the expenditure side, significant new spending would be required in fiscal year 2010 to operate the new
$50 million student recreation center. The campus began planning ways to bolster private support. Moreover,
good news came from a surprising source: energy prices. UMass Amherst took advantage of drops in the
market to lock in natural gas and oil prices at reduced levels. The net effect of these influences is a campus
budget deficit of $46 million in fiscal year 2010. This total does not account for fee increases or federal
stimulus funds; those two important factors are described below.

Given the overriding seriousness of the budget problem, a Budget Planning Task Force of faculty, students
and staff was formed to provide consultation during this crisis. Its immediate task was to deliberate on the
balance between fee increases and base budget cuts to address the deficit. After much deliberation, the group
forwarded its recommendations to the Chancellor, who then presented to the campus community an initial
plan for closing the $46 million deficit in fiscal year 2010:

e Increase undergraduate student fees by $1,500 annually. This steep fee increase in 2009-10 was
accompanied by a large increase in financial-aid funding, reflecting a notable change in how need-
based financial aid is awarded. UMass Ambherst has a long tradition of providing generous grant aid
to students with very limited means. The new model bolstered the level of aid provided to these
students — and also extended grant aid to more affluent families now struggling with the cost of higher
education. The campus argued that the model — marked by high fees and high aid — was more
equitable than a model that kept fees low, but restricted financial aid to the lowest income groups.
The Board of Trustees approved the fee increase, with the caveat that the increase would be rebated if
federal stimulus funds brought campus funding back to the 2008-09 level. In early August, Governor
Deval Patrick increased the amount of stimulus monies flowing to the University of Massachusetts
system. That led President Jack M. Wilson to announce a $1,100 fee rebate for all in-state
undergraduate students.

e Targeted base budget cuts. The campus plan included budget cuts that left academic departments
bearing a smaller percentage of the cuts relative to other areas of the campus.

Also during the course of fiscal year 2009, the campus deliberated about restructuring some schools and
colleges to save administrative costs and to better position the campus to take advantage of teaching and
research linkages. A separate Reorganization Task Force was established to study options. In spring 2009, the
Faculty Senate endorsed a proposal to create a College of Natural Sciences that brings together most of the
life sciences under one administrative structure and largely merges the former College of Natural Resources
and the Environment and the College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics. This reorganization took effect
at the start of the fall 2009 semester. Further reorganization remains under study.

The very welcome — but complicating — news that the campus would receive one-time federal stimulus

funding in fiscal year 2010 led to another round of planning. Federal stimulus funding is now expected to
total $56.3 million in fiscal 2010.
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The campus set four priorities for the use of these funds:

Mitigate layoffs;

Minimize student fee increases;

Preserve instructional capacity; and

Invest in new revenue-producing and cost-saving activities.

The amount of federal stimulus funds received will exceed the projected budget deficit. Even so, the campus
moved forward with an inflationary increase in student fees in fiscal 2010. This will allow UMass Ambherst to
dedicate a portion of the one-time stimulus funding to capital improvements, bridging monies for future base
budget cuts, and strategic investments to enhance emerging revenue streams.

Meanwhile, other sources of campus revenue have remained dependable (Table 9.1). Undergraduate
enrollment has increased by more than 500 students during the last two years. Grants and contract award
revenue has increased by 26 percent in the last five years. Demand for on-campus housing exceeds capacity,
and there has been a rapid growth in board payers as commuters and off-campus students have been
attracted by the improved dining program. While the size of the endowment is small for a flagship public
institution, the endowment’s market value has nearly doubled in the last five years, from fiscal year 2004
through fiscal year 2009; this mainly was due to new gifts and the introduction of policies designed to
increase the quasi-endowment.

Table 9.1

University of Massachusetts Amherst
All Funds on-Going Sources of Revenue

FYO05 - FY09

A. General Funds

FYO05 FY06 FYO07 FYO08 FY09

Actual Actual Actual Actuals Actuals
State Appropriation 181,345,371 195,019,028 206,858,422 223,752,538 214,662,875
Tuition Retention 28,058,048 27,822,067 31,068,042 32,653,764 32,298,848
Other State Special 1,818,450 3,430,000 3,868,804 3,629,917 3,608,220
Mandatory Student Fees 126,049,737 132,568,075 147,382,079 160,209,664 171,836,899
Indirect Cost Recovery 21,276,012 22,251,570 23,140,535 23,587,936 25,306,878
Interest Earnings 3,296,265 4,142,917 6,738,659 9,350,524 9,780,806
Other 14,539,796 15,942,901 19,471,731 21,411,877 25,521,847

Total 376,383,679 401,176,558 438,528,272 474,596,220 483,016,373

B. Other Unrestricted

FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09

Actual Actual Actual Actuals Actuals
Auxiliary Enterprises 109,889,724 118,722,571 131,924,128 142,559,971 149,102,768
Student Fee-Based Activities 19,726,293 21,505,750 19,223,385 19,832,407 19,552,203
Continuing Education 17,739,356 20,410,487 23,534,612 26,883,826 30,855,065
Sales and Services 13,499,138 12,612,189 12,871,938 14,094,034 13,993,651
Administrative Overhead Offset (11,759,497) (10,389,438) (12,561,923) (12,555,626) (12,850,927)
Other Unrestricted 2,048,543 2,789,823 3,035,490 2,620,548 2,216,031

Total 151,143,557 165,651,382 178,027,630 193,435,160 202,868,791

C. Restricted

FYO05 FY06 FYo7 FY08 FY09

Actual Actual Actual Actuals Actuals
Gifts 7,734,553 9,779,306 10,143,949 11,141,859 8,349,274
Grants and Contracts 83,136,534 91,394,965 95,501,629 101,625,383 104,510,028
Federal Appropriations 21,954,977 21,655,046 21,910,959 25,655,838 25,604,112
State Financial Aid 3,920,398 3,913,302 3,921,389 3,919,313 3,921,954
Restricted Endowment Income 2,551,128 3,037,064 3,771,392 4,616,867 5,606,230

Total 119,297,590 129,779,683 135,249,318 146,959,260 147,991,598

Grand Total 646,824,826 696,607,623 751,805,220 814,990,640 833,876,762

Notes: State funded salary increases are reflected in the State Appropriation line in the year in which the funding should
recover the indirect costs associated with student fee and revenue operations. To avoid double-counting
revenue this amount is removed in the Other Unrestricted section.
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With the economy still in recession, the campus continues to plan for further revenue reductions and the
exhaustion of federal stimulus funds.

Projection

Chancellor Robert C. Holub has urged the campus to cope with current budgetary challenges while
maintaining the ultimate goal of significant university advancement. “In this economic climate, we must keep
in mind the good of the campus as a whole and our common desire to emerge from the current downturn in a
position to move rapidly into the highest ranks of public research institutions in the country,” he wrote in a
June 19 memo to campus (Update on Campus Budget).

As described, the campus has lost $50 million in the current fiscal crisis. Federal stimulus money and student
fees will make up the difference in fiscal year 2010. But the campus will face a very difficult time in fiscal year
2011, when federal funds expire and state funding has not yet recovered. The campus anticipates a deficit
exceeding $25 million in fiscal year 2011, as shown in Table 9.2.

Table 9.2
Sources & Uses of General Funds, FY09 to FY11 ($ in thousands)
Sources: FY09 FY10 FY11
State Appropriation 218,271 187,609 187,609
Tuition Retention 32,299 31,613 31,613
Mandatory Student Fees 171,837 184,402 210,461
Other 60,610 56,727 59,912
Sources 483,016 460,350 489,594
Uses: FY09 FY10 FY11
Campus Programmatic Units 307,704 312,038 324,900
Fixed Costs:
Central Budget 45,350 45,963 49,243
Debt and Utilities 76,983 81,987 81,984
Financial Aid 30,816 33,416 37,337
Base Commitments 460,853 473,403 483,243
Annual Additional Base:
Salary Increases and Other Labor Costs 1,487 8,060 11,762
Debt and Infrastructure 6,920 1,223 1,184
Need Based Financial Aid 2,600 3,921 8,765
Other 5,044 6,856 4,969
Base Budget Reduction (3,500) (10,222)
Base Additions 12,551 9,839 26,680
Total Base Uses 473,403 483,243 509,922
One-Time Uses 9,388 8,515 5,775
Total Uses 482,791 491,757 515,697
Operating Surplus/Deficit 225 (31,407) (26,103)

Notes: The fiscal year 2010 state appropriation reflects the final allocation from the University of Massachusetts President’s Office to the Amherst
campus. The budget in Table 9.2 is presented on a cash basis. The Board of Trustees budget in Attachment A is shown on an accrual basis.
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As the Chancellor noted in his Update on Campus Budget memo, fiscal year 2011 could present a “funding
cliff” after one-time federal stimulus support expires. And even when state revenues rebound, funding likely
will be at a lower level than before the crisis. The campus will have to adjust to these new fiscal constraints.

UMass Ambherst is working again in a consultative way to determine the best way to proceed. Task forces
composed of faculty and staff representatives are investigating options for revenue generation. One agreed-
upon strategy for the coming years is to develop new revenue-producing activities so the campus is less
dependent on the state appropriation. Specifically, the campus wants to:

o Generate more sponsored research;

Raise more money from private sources;
Examine revenue potential in summer sessions;

and

e Explore curricular reforms in consultation with faculty.

Increase total enrollment, particularly the number of out-of-state students;
Expand online and executive-education course offerings;

Explore creation of new fifth-year master’s degree programs;
Consider further reorganization to lower administrative costs while boosting teaching and research;

Some members of the Budget Planning Task Force strongly recommend that many of these goals are

attainable only if the institution can add tenure-system faculty.

Additionally, every non-instructional unit will participate in a zero-based budgeting exercise to approach cuts
with insight into what would be lost and where efficiencies might be gained. The newly appointed Provost is
developing an approach to examine the budgets of academic units.

In an important related topic, the campus is actively engaged
in developing a detailed facility needs plan for the next 10
years (See Standard Eight). The state is anticipated to
contribute nearly $700 million over the next decade for
capital improvements, and the current planning process will
inform the use of these funds. Despite this large infusion of
state support, these funds combined with the campus’s own
capital contributions still leave a shortfall of nearly $1.4
billion for critical capital improvements. Since additional
capital funding will be needed beyond the state contribution,
the campus will actively solicit outside support for facility
needs and will continue to focus on freeing up more
institutional funds to devote to space improvements.

Private giving has been affected by the economic recession, but
a new Vice Chancellor for Development and Alumni Affairs
was appointed and additional development personnel are
scheduled to be hired. Development activity will gain new
emphasis and intensity as UMass Ambherst seeks more
financial self-sufficiency to address funding constraints that
impact pressing needs, including faculty and facilities. Indeed,
the Chancellor highlighted the importance of development in a
Nov. 28, 2008, message to the Budget Planning Task Force:
“(S)uccessful fundraising provides the enhanced support for
teaching and research that raises a campus from good to
great,” he wrote.

Standard Nine: Financial Resources

A Focus On: Access and Affordability

A focus on preserving access and affordability
helps guide the UMass Amberst enrollment
strategy, which includes a strong commitment
to financial aid from the campus budget. The
strategy supports access to higher education
for families across the economic spectrum,
including those with limited financial means.
It is a modern expression of UMass
Amberst’s land-grant roots, and it has
remained strong even in challenging economic
times. As state support has declined, and
students have been asked to contribute a
larger share of their educational costs, the
campus has broadened financial-aid eligibility
for middle-income students. This model helps
to both maintain educational quality and
meet the needs of a broader array of
constituents who have struggled to pay for
higher education during the current economic
slump.
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UMass Ambherst will continue its commitment to access and affordability, as demonstrated in steady annual
increases in financial aid (Table 9.2). A campus Enrollment Management group has met regularly to evaluate
enrollment patterns and financial-aid practices so that the enrollment process advances the intertwined goals
of recruiting high-caliber students, maintaining access for all qualified students, and deriving sufficient net
revenue to support campus operations. UMass Amherst has tracked its efforts with a financial-aid report
annually presented to the University Board of Trustees; the report’s tables have reflected how financial-aid
funds are distributed, the financial profile of aid recipients, and the range of student indebtedness at
graduation. As part of its ongoing efforts, the campus has contracted with a national consulting firm to
provide recommendations about how best to allocate future financial-aid resources to achieve enrollment
goals.

As the Chancellor has stated: “In these times it is essential that we come together as a campus community,
face the tasks before us, and act without delays. The campus will be forced to make many decisions in the
next year or two. Some may be unpopular; some may involve elimination of programs or jobs; some may
implement reforms or structures that individuals will deem sub-optimal. None of us would choose this
challenging reality, but working together we can emerge with our values and our commitment to the
institution intact.”

Institutional Effectiveness

Like many institutions, UMass Amherst over the past decade has experienced significant changes in its
revenue structure and in the demands placed upon it to maintain its competitive position. Throughout this
period, the institution has emphasized careful stewardship and realistic financial planning. Development of
consistent and effective financial indicators has allowed the institution and the Board of Trustees to control
risk and maintain financial health even in the face of significant — and often rapid — changes. As a result, as
the current economic downturn has unfolded the campus has been able to control costs responsibly, shift its
revenue profile realistically, and focus its resources on the mission-related core. The next few years will be
challenging, but the campus has in place the tools and strategies necessary to maintain its integrity.
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