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Executive Summary

The University of Massachusetts Amherst is a major national public university with very
high research standing, a land grant mission and strong orientation toward education.
Amid serious economic setbacks, the campus strives to support students and to ensure
future balanced growth by restructuring in order to leverage opportunities that maintain
the core research, teaching and engagement mission in the present and that increase
excellence in the future. The Chancellor has charged the Reorganization Task Force
(RTF) “to provide advice about a proposal on college reorganization and to explore as
well the possibility of a College of Arts and Sciences, or any other alternative
organizational structure that it finds appropriate for the campus.” This preliminary report
is focused on four colleges: the College of Humanities and Fine Arts (HFA), the College
of Social and Behavioral Sciences (SBS), the College of Natural Resources and the
Environment (NRE) and the College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics (NSM). In
this preliminary report, developed on a brief timeline during the past month, we make the
following recommendations:

First, we recommend strongly that the initial plan, conceived months ago, to form two
colleges — the result of mergers between NRE and NSM and between HFA and SBS — be
considered as two separate plans. The considerations and logic of each of these proposed
mergers are completely different and must be considered separately.

Second, we recommend that the integration of life science across NSM and NRE, which
appears to be a productive path for the campus, continue to move forward. At the same
time, other forms of cohesion -- for example, among the physical, computational and
mathematical sciences and among the environmental sciences and in the relationship of
both to the life sciences -- must be considered carefully.

In order for an organization to be successful and sustainable, underlying principles have
to be strong and adopted by all in the organization. Therefore, even as the campus moves
forward with a new streamlined structure composed of fewer colleges and schools, we
recommend that all potential moves of departments from one college or school to another
be made only after further analysis and consultation with all relevant deans and faculty.
We also recognize that a reasonable target date for making such changes be set in the
near future. This date for such decisions should be established such that the
reorganization process moves forward in an expedient manner while still providing for a
more thorough examination of all aspects related to the impacts of departmental moves
across schools and colleges.

Third, we have followed the Chancellor’s guidance to “explore as well the possibility of a
College of Arts and Sciences” and recommend that a College of Arts and Sciences (CAS)
be formed to advance the goals set out by the Chancellor. A CAS would house the core
scholarly research departments, as well as related applied research units, on the campus
within one administrative system. This administrative unity would break down
bureaucratic stovepipes that impede collaboration across colleges for research, teaching,
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faculty activities, programs for students and a range of other core tasks. A CAS
constitutes a framework within which multiple strategic opportunities can emerge and
develop.

A College of Arts and Sciences with a divisional structure, at least initially, allows the
campus to co-locate the existing structures. Although a CAS would include a college and
a set of associate divisional deans, this “additional” layer would substitute for having four
deans of four separate colleges. It is argued that the benefits of horizontal integration
outweigh the “additional” layer. Moreover, our colleges currently are organized with a
dean and associate deans. We also note that many universities do not use a divisional
structure in the sense that divisional associate deans are in place. These are options to be
reviewed carefully. We view a move to CAS as a “process model” which would begin
with the existing divisions (HFA, SBS, NRE and NSM) being put under one college
administrative structure. New structures within a CAS, for example, a Life and
Environmental Sciences focus, could evolve out of this initial structure. We recommend
that the critical details of administrative structure within the CAS be worked out by the
principals.

Fourth, a strong alternative to CAS is a "Seven College Model". In this model, the
integration of NSM and NRE units would continue while the autonomy and strategic
directions of HFA and SBS are preserved, in the short run, given their current strategic
directions. While this fails to achieve the integrative potential that CAS promises, it
permits the life, physical, environmental, and computational sciences to begin developing
appropriate administrative structures to harness collaboration and integration. It also
allows for the consideration of a future CAS if so desired, and so could be considered an
interim step.

Fifth, we strongly recommend against a merged college combining HFA and SBS.
Moreover, we do not recommend such a merger as a transitional step toward a CAS.
This would entail two strategically different and labor-intensive transitions resulting in
loss of productivity. Further, a merger of HFA and SBS works against strategic
advancement of research, education and engagement for the campus.
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INTRODUCTION

The University of Massachusetts Amherst is a major national public university with high
research standing, a land grant mission and strong orientation toward education. Moving
forward the campus strives to support students as the flagship university of the
Commonwealth and to work toward balanced growth by restructuring in order to leverage
opportunities that increase excellence in research, education and engagement. The
Chancellor has charged the Reorganization Task Force (RTF) “to provide advice about a
proposal on college recrganization and to explore as well the possibility of a College of
Arts and Sciences, or any other alternative organizational structure that it finds
appropriate for the campus.”

The Reorganization Task Force was created by the Chancellor and communicated to the
campus community in a message of February 6, 2009." Chancellor Holub, in
consultation with the deans, appointed a representative body of senior faculty who are
heads and chairs in each of the four colleges affected by the proposed plan. In addition,
the Faculty Senate worked with the Chancellor to appoint three at-large members to the
RTF. The Reorganization Task Force developed a blog (http://blogs.umass.edu/reorg) to
allow members of the campus community to provide input concerning the reorganization.
The input has been in all cases detailed, thoughtful and often the product of group
deliberation. Task Force members also attended selected meetings of the Academic
Priorities Council to which deans, chairs and faculty from the affected colleges were
invited.

The RTF members have been asked, on a short timeline, to submit a preliminary report to
the Chancellor. This preliminary report is meant to offer a basis to guide further analysis
and deliberation. It is one contribution at the outset of a longer, broader process of
transformation on the campus during a period of acute economic scarcity. The
deliberations of the task force are guided by the importance of gaining economic
efficiencies in order to protect the core missions of the campus -- research, education, and
outreach — while also working to position the campus over the longer run for strategic
growth in the present and future.

We welcome the Chancellor’s invitation for faculty expert advice on these critical
strategic questions for the future of the campus. More broadly, we note the importance of
the broad, consultative approach the Chancellor has taken to this and other issues given
the external visibility, magnitude and importance of the research programs and national
experience of faculty.

The task force members, as charged, considered the following organizational alternatives:

* College of Natural Sciences (or name to be decided)
* College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences (CHASS)

! See Chancellor Robert C. Holub, “Task Force on Reorganization Members Named,” February 6, 2009.
hitp:/fwww.umass.edu/chancellor/budget_taskforcemembers_020609 . htm!
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* Arts and Sciences (including NRE)

¢ Seven College model (HFA and SBS remain autonomous; NRE and NSM merge)
* No change: retain current organization of schools and college

* Other

Our deliberations and analyses were wide-ranging but were guided, in part, by the
following broad criteria:

* Efficiencies in administration: immediate and longer term

* Demonstrated responsiveness to the economic crisis

* Minimizing disruption to strategic planning or implementation processes already
in progress

» Strategic opportunities/positioning the campus for the future. Potential effect of a
reorganization alternative on the ability to position the campus to increase
excellence in research, teaching and engagement.

* New research and engagement opportunities for collaboration and partnership
within and across departments, schools and colleges and with other universities
and research organizations

* New education and outreach opportunities for collaboration and partnership
within and across departments, schools and colleges and with other universities
and research organizations

* Other strengths and weaknesses

One of the chief criteria for the Reorganization Task Force is the necessity for the

. campus to reduce costs. [t is imperative that cost reductions be carried out to the extent
possible in ways that preserve the core mission — research and teaching — and that
maintain our capacity to work toward strategic goals and objectives. The strategic
rationale guiding the organization of schools and colleges on the campus must be clear
and compelling. The RTF has operated under the premise that “structure matters,” that
the organization of schools and colleges has a significant influence on research and
teaching, on the coordination and other transactions costs of carrying out the mission, and
on the ability of faculty, staff and students to work across boundaries to leverage new
opportunities and to respond to contemporary challenges whose dimensions are cross-
boundary in nature.

There is ample evidence that some staff functions can be centralized within larger
colleges and schools. But the rationale for staffing must follow from strategic research
and teaching needs in order to preserve the core functions of the campus.

For more than a decade, UMass Ambherst has used a decentralized model similar to that of
other universities with decentralized organization of schools and colleges. This model
has served the campus reasonably well. In recent years, additional investments in the
campus, including the Amherst 250 plan, have been guided by visioning and strategic
directions developed in the four colleges considered in this report. These colleges now
have strategies and momentum toward attaining strategic goals. Thus, any reorganization
should demonstrate its superiority to the status quo. Indeed, if budget reductions can be
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taken in the existing units with the same cost savings that would result from budget cuts
taken in reorganized units, then the argument for cost savings fails.

ORGANIZING FOR EFFICIENCY, EXCELLENCE AND FUTURE GROWTH

The central and highly challenging problems and opportunities of contemporary society
lie across the boundaries of disciplines and fields. Revolutionary developments in the life
sciences, in information science and technologies, in developments within nanoscience
and technology are themselves inter-disciplinary and demand study from other disciplines
and professions to examine societal impacts, new modes of economic developments,
social justice, international dimensions, and what is means to be a human being and a
citizen amid such transformative change. Intcgration of knowledge found in different
professional and disciplinary bases has become the guiding force for research and for
education programs that today’s students need to become equipped for the world they
will enter as graduates. This integration extends from the arts to the sciences and
professional schools.

While integration may serve the purpose of sharing and pooling resources and bringing
greater efficiency to administrative processes, its primary purpose in today’s excellent
research and teaching universities is intellectual. With this context in mind, the RTF
focused on integration as a key dimension of reorganization. We begin with integration
across the sciences and then extend this reasoning to the arts and sciences.

Integration across the Sciences

The “revolutions™ in the life, information and nano- sciences have led several universities
to attempt to build greater coherence within and across research groups to facilitate new
scientific advances, research environments that reflect current challenges, and
collaboration required to bring together scientific expertise. Similarly, excellent research
universities have sought to build a variety new initiatives, institutes, research centers,
graduate and undergraduate programs, concentrations, and courses to heighten the
visibility of their efforts, to attract and retain outstanding faculty and graduate students, to
provide undergraduate research and education opportunities, and to serve as catalysts to
further innovation.

To further these objectives, RTF members support the continued deliberations of faculty
and deans in NRE and NSM toward further integration of the lifc sciences. Their reports
and input to the Chancellor and other campus leaders reflect the details of their
deliberations. We note here some of the key issues to be resolved during the coming
months:

* Further integration of life science researchers is highly desirable
* NSM faculty in a memo to the Chancellor explain clearly and emphatically the
rationale for retaining the current proximity of the physical and computations
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science departments and mathematics within NSM citing close integration of
research

* NRE faculty in a statement to the Chancellor highlight the importance of retaining
coherence between the applied research and practice-oriented departments within
NRE and related research units whose focus is basic scientific research is an
essential part of discussions of the merger between NRE and NSM

The Life Sciences and the Environment

Support from 14 department heads and program leaders in the College of Natural
Resources and the Environment and the Department of Psychology was articulated in a
memo to the Chancellor and the chair of the Reorganization Task Force on March 3,
2009. We quote below from key sections of this statement:

We support a reorganized administrative structure at the University of Massachusetts that brings
together departments and programs into a unit entitled Life Sciences and the Environment. We
feel that this brand is extremely important given the social, ecological, economic, and political
importance of life sciences and environmental information in addressing human health and welfare
and meeting the goals of economic and ecological sustainability worldwide. Branding of an
administrative unit as Life Sciences and the Environment is particularly important to student
recruitment, recognition politically in Washington, DC and in Boston, and in recognition among
peer institutions. The form of the proposed reorganized administrative unit could be either as a

College of Life Sciences and the Environment

OR a

Division of Life Sciences and the Environment within a larger College of Science.

OR a

Division of Life Sciences and the Environment within a larger College of Arts and Sciences.

We feel strongly that departments and faculty would self-select to be within this administrative
unit.

Justification:

There is a strong political, social, and economic justification for the formation of a Life Sciences
and the Environment unit on this campus. Within Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Life
Sciences Center (MLSC) was created by the Massachusetts legislature in 2006. The MLSC was
established to promote the life sciences within Massachusetts. It is making financial investments
in public and private institutions and is building collaborative ventures among sectors of the
Massachusetts life sciences community. A new Massachusetts Life Sciences Initiative announced
in 2008 includes a $1 billion investment package to enhance and strengthen the state’s
internationally recognized leadership in the life sciences. Indeed, funding for a new Life Science
Building on the UMass-Amherst campus is dependent on continued investment in the Life
Sciences by the Commonwealth. In addition, “green” industry jobs are among the fastest growing
sectors of the Massachusetts economy and they will only increase in demand given the local and
global climate change and sustainable development issues that will be at the forefront of
economies in the next twenty years,
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Nationally, investments under the recent stimulus package in funding through NIH, NSF, USDA,
and DOE make it very clear that we will see continued attention paid to life science and
environmental issues. Research in life and environmental sciences is seeing expanded funding
opportunities and students trained in these areas will find jobs in new industries focused around
health care, environmental sustainability, sustainable development and renewable energy
production. By bringing together units on campus to work collaboratively on these opportunities
we stand a better chance of acquiring the resources needed to produce the information and train
the cadre of students that will be needed these new economic sectors.

Presently, life and environmental scientists at the University of Massachusetts Amherst are
dispersed among different colleges, with differing organizational structures, missions, and reward
systems. Formation of a College/Division of Life Sciences and the Environment will merge
groups of faculty with complementary interests into a common unit, overcoming

administrative barriers and promoting new alliances among them, Alliances will be fostered by an
atmosphere of greater awareness and better understanding among faculty, by increasing
interactions in teaching and advising, and by developing new state-of-the-art facilities such as the
new Life Sciences Building.

A key element of the new college/division will be the closer association of fundamental and
applied scientists and design researchers. Discoveries by fundamental scientists may remain
unused and unappreciated without collaboration with applied scientists/designers, and applied
scientists/designers may miss opportunities to develop new technologies without a continuous
flow of new fundamental knowledge. Together they can increase prospects, as well as shorten the
time needed, for converting a new finding into a meaningful development for society.

The University community is committed to providing a quality education to all undergraduate and
graduate students on this campus. The new Cellege/Division will facilitate development of
common core curricula among some life and environmental science departments and programs,
and reduce duplication of courses and overlapping curricula. In particular, the College/Division
will enhance oppertunities for faculty to cross traditional departmental and disciplinary boundaries
in their teaching activities. An improved teaching curriculum will achieve a more effective use of
faculty expertise and resources and help provide the modern hands-on laboratory training that is so
critical for preparing students for post-graduate education or employment in high technology
industries. As a result, the overall quality of teaching and guidance in the life and environmental
sciences will be substantially improved.

In summary, we feel that a Life Sciences and the Environment unit on campus would strengthen
in all aspects of our land grant mission, and give us the regional, national and global recognition
that the university deserves.

Life Sciences and the Physical and Computational Sciences and Mathematics

The argument for retaining cohesion across the natural, physical and computational
sciences and mathematics is given below, particularly through a letter dated February 3,
2009 from the department heads and chairs of the NSM and related directors of the
Interdisciplinary Graduate Programs: Molecular and Cell Biology, Neuroscience and
Behavior, Organismic and Evolutionary Biology, Plant Biology, the Chemistry-Biology
Interface Training Program, and the IGERT Program in NanoTechnology Innovation.

The Heads and Chairs of the Departments within the Cellege of Natural Science and Mathematics
and the Directors of the Interdisciplinary Graduate Programs wish to thank you for visiting last
week and providing a summary of the budget situation and the rationale for reorganization on



to this spirit to separate the disciplines into different colleges. Already faculty across the life and
physical sciences teach as part of the HHMI program and many more faculty in our departments
could well participate in this, There is also great potential for expanding the scope of
interdisciplinary undergraduate instruction beyond the HHMI program to a broad range of other
subjects (such as water, energy and the environment) that would encompass all of the physical,
life, computational and mathematical disciplines. At the graduate level there is also already much
nterdisciplinary training that crosses the life/physical sciences interface. Examples include the
Chemistry Biology Interface program (funded by a NIH graduate training grant), the Institute of
Cellular Engineering (funded by a NSF IGERT grant), and Molecular and Cellular Biology, the
largest of the interdisciplinary graduate programs. Developing these undergraduate and graduate
curricula and assigning teaching are much easier to accomplish within a single college structure
where instructional resources and one-time needs are allocated and where decisions concerning
tenure and promotion are decided.
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We also share some worries about combining the physical, mathematical and computational
sciences with engineering. We believe that there is a large cultural difference in the educational
missions; our instructional emphasis is different and is neither accreditation-driven nor primarily
focused on professional training for the workplace ... We are concerned that combining with
engineering will produce a college that will not serve either group of students well.






















































