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Standard Two: Planning and Evaluation 
 

The	institution	undertakes	planning	and	evaluation	to	accomplish	and	improve	the	achievement	
of	its	mission	and	purposes.		It	identifies	its	planning	and	evaluation	priorities	and	pursues	them	
effectively.		The	institution	demonstrates	its	success	in	strategic,	academic,	financial,	and	other	
resource	planning	and	the	evaluation	of	its	educational	effectiveness. 
 
Over the course of the past decade UMass Amherst has transformed its planning and evaluation practices. 
Following our last comprehensive review in 2009, we were urged by the Commission to develop “a 
strategic plan that sets overall institutional priorities.” At that point the institution had in place neither a 
consistent method for setting strategic priorities, nor a mechanism for aligning financial and other 
decisions with them.  
 
At the time of our fifth-year interim review in 2013, we had completed our first strategic plan for the 
institution as the essential foundation for strategic planning at the unit level and the alignment of 
resources with priorities. The Commission “note[d] with approval the University’s success in establishing 
its new strategic plan,” and observed that it “demonstrates a coherent approach” to achieving the 
institution’s long-range goals.  
 
The past five years have been devoted to building on the foundation of the first campus-wide plan and to 
putting in place systematic, comprehensive, broad-based, and integrated planning practices. We have 
achieved considerable success, and institutional decision-making today bears little resemblance to what 
was described in our last comprehensive review, or even in our fifth-year interim report.  
 
Institutionalizing Planning and Evaluation 
 
The 2013 plan, Innovation and Impact: Renewing the Promise of the Public Research University, set 
three overarching priorities: 

1. To establish the campus as a “destination of choice” for undergraduate students, so as to secure our 
strength in the intensely competitive admissions market in Massachusetts and the Northeast. 

2. To establish the campus as an “investment of choice” among state, regional and national 
stakeholders with whom we could partner to advance our research strengths. 

3. To mobilize our resources across the campus and at all levels to support our strategic priorities at a 
time of deepening fiscal constraint.  

 
While the campus had emerged from the national economic crisis with its basic strengths intact — owing 
in large part to the $80 million dollars in federal stimulus funds passed through by the state government 
— it was clear that long-term financial and competitive trends would continue, and require great focus 
and flexibility for the foreseeable future. We therefore moved to embed the logic and discipline of the 
campus plan into the routine life of the institution: 

• In 2015 we launched an integrated, annual planning and budget process for all academic and 
administrative units. Departments were asked to specify how they could contribute to campus-
wide priorities both within their existing resources and with additional investment from the 
institution.  

• To inform unit planning and campus decision-making an extensive body of evidence for 
academic departments was assembled relating to the campus’s strategic priorities: effectiveness in 
undergraduate and graduate education, research and scholarly impact, and effective use of 
instructional resources (see additional discussion below). Departments were encouraged to 
supplement this common evidence as appropriate. Departmental plans “rolled up” through the 



Standard	Two:	Planning	and	Evaluation	5-09-18	

	

2	
	

schools and colleges and major administrative areas, and produced prioritized requests for 
institutional investment.  

• Administrative units were asked to use available local performance data to guide planning, and to 
indicate plans for improving performance measures going forward.  

 
 
Appraisal and Projection 
 
This framework was implemented for the FY17 budget process, and is now in its third cycle. Each year 
the process has been appraised by the Campus Planning and Resource Committee (CPARC, see below). 
Following is a summary of findings and resulting improvements: 
 
Issue	 Improvement	
Process	Issues:	Understanding	expectations	and	
timing	at	each	level;	understanding	relationship	
between	new	Planning	and	Budget	Process	and	
existing	processes	(e.g.,	annual	faculty	hiring	
plans)	

• Simplification	of	process	through	reduction	of	
steps	

• Clarification	of	timeline,	expectations	
• Incorporation	of	annual	faculty	hiring	plans	into	
process	

• Incorporation	of	space	and	facilities	needs	into	
process	

Use	of	Evidence:	Understanding	and	interpreting	
large	volume	of	performance	data;	identifying	key	
themes	and	priorities	relevant	to	a	given	unit	

• Development	of	department-level	
“performance	profiles”	graphically	summarizing	
common	evidence	

• Modification	of	planning	guidelines	to	
emphasize	focus	on	key	issues	

Feedback:	receiving	useful	and	timely	feedback	
to	plans	at	each	level	(department,	Dean,	
Provost,	Chancellor)	

• More	explicit	identification	of	feedback	periods	
in	timeline	

• Implementation	of	“college	consultative	
processes”	tailored	to	each	school	or	college	to	
promote	feedback	to	and	from	Deans	and	
faculty	

Transparency/discussion:	Access	to	relevant	
budgetary	and	other	information	in	real	time;	
understanding	results	of	the	process	in	the	
context	of	evidence	used;	opportunities	for	
discussion	of	priorities	and	plans	across	
departments	within	schools	and	colleges	and	
across	major	academic	and	administrative	areas	

• Development	of	summary	financial	profiles	to	
improve	understanding	of	baseline	financial	
data	

• Sharing	of	school/college-level	perspectives	
through	the	college	consultative	processes	

• End-of-process	summaries	of	campus-level	
investment	correlated	with	campus	priorities	

 
These improvements have helped smooth the transition from a tradition with little or no formal planning 
and budgeting to implementation of a widely understood, regular process. With that transition well under 
way, we are now engaged in a second level of appraisal and improvement. Based on numerous 
discussions with stakeholders and formal feedback (including a survey of academic department heads), 
CPARC has identified further opportunities for improvement. 
 
Use of Evidence. The strong emphasis on evidence-informed decision-making has begun to permeate the 
campus culture, but two major challenges remain: 
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1. Issues with the data themselves. While considerable care and consultation were devoted to 
selecting and presenting useful evidence to support planning, issues of various kinds have 
been raised related to accuracy, validity, and context. These issues are addressed in detail 
later in this Standard.  

2. Interpreting the data. The sheer volume of information available to academic units can be 
overwhelming. In the first year information was provided in tabular form, and negotiating the 
dozens of topics and views was daunting. The more recent development of graphical 
summaries helps somewhat, but interpreting the data can still be complex. The campus 
provides a comprehensive view of available evidence — inputs, outputs, and outcomes; 
internal and comparative; point-in-time and trend analysis — across many domains. But this 
comprehensiveness requires careful analysis to pull out the information relevant to a given 
department’s situation.  

 
These issues can create frustration and sometimes contention, and run counter to our desire to promote a 
“culture of evidence.” CPARC has identified the need for workshops or other means to assist units in 
interpreting the available data, identifying gaps, and developing an appropriate analysis that applies 
salient information to each unit’s situation and choices. Creating an explicit “what does it mean” step in 
the annual process should result in a clearer understanding of expectations and priorities shared up and 
down the line, with the full opportunity for units to provide their perspectives, incorporate additional 
evidence, and address the balances and trade-offs necessary to make sense of competing or conflicting 
data.  
 
Feedback/Discussion. The new process has introduced considerable structure and transparency to 
planning and budgeting. In CPARC’s assessment, the campus community is more aware of the planning 
and budget context, better informed about how and when decisions are made, and more closely focused 
on how actions at the unit level relate to institutional success. Mechanisms such as the college 
consultative processes have been important in promoting understanding of and support for decisions. 
 
In its review of the planning and budget process this year CPARC noted two areas in which ongoing 
improvement will be important: 

• One objective of the new process is to promote both vertical understanding (department to dean, 
dean to Provost, etc.) and horizontal perspectives (awareness of needs and plans in other 
academic or administrative areas to promote collaboration and effectiveness). Much of our early 
effort has been focused on getting the “vertical” components in order. “Horizontal” discussions 
have proven more difficult, in part because of the many steps that must be completed during the 
busiest times of the year. As the new process becomes more familiar, however, we will continue 
to adjust the process and timeline to allow for some cross-fertilization while school/college and 
executive area plans are still in their formative stages.  

• The importance of the “what does it mean” step discussed above extends beyond effective use of 
evidence. In its assessment of this year’s process CPARC noted that academic department heads, 
in particular, often expressed uncertainty regarding the response to or results of their unit 
planning. Ongoing efforts to close the loop as planning rolls up to the school/college and campus 
levels will be important.  

 
The extensive and multi-faceted planning and evaluation efforts described in this standard are of great 
value to individual departments and the campus as a whole, but they also place significant demands 
on faculty and staff. Our experience over the past three years has shown this to be especially true in 
terms of demands placed upon academic departments to evaluate their effectiveness in undergraduate 
education. Between participation in campus-level planning, developing their own unit plans, 
developing their annual planning and budget proposals, preparing for and responding to AQAD 
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reviews, and responding to NEASC expectations regarding student outcomes assessment, 
departments often feel that they are asked the same questions over and over again, in slightly different 
forms, with little coordination among the questions or the questioners. We have therefore initiated a 
new framework for evaluation of student success and outcomes that attempts to stress the common 
themes and questions, supports thoughtful consideration of the issues, and produces an “educational 
effectiveness plan” (EEP) that can inform the many ands recurring requests for assessment of student 
learning and related issues. By enabling departments to “do it once, use it often,” we hope to 
eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort, clarify the fundamental questions, and focus effort on 
productive analysis and reflection. The first EEP cycle will be completed in Fall 2018, with results 
available for the unit plan refresh process. The EEP is discussed more fully in Standard Eight. 

 
 
Planning Principles 
 
As we have built planning capacity we have been guided by four broad principles that remain central to 
ongoing efforts.  
 
First, since 2012 we have adopted a collaborative approach in which responsibility for major planning 
activities is shared by administration, faculty, and students. The initial strategic planning effort was led by 
a Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight (JTFSO) created by the administration and the Faculty Senate, 
in which faculty, staff and students represented a majority of the membership. Discussions of alternative 
budgeting systems led to creation of a similar Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation (JTFRA), and 
other joint task forces have been formed to consider student learning outcomes, accountability issues, 
online education, and the credit and cost structure. The two major planning and resource groups 
— JTFSO and JTFRA — completed their original charges in 2016, and their work was continued and 
combined in the Campus Planning and Resource Committee (CPARC), a joint body that now carries 
responsibility for oversight of planning and budgeting issues. The Joint Subcommittee on Administrative 
Costs and Services (JSACS), which had been formed by JTFSO and JTFRA, remains as a subcommittee 
of CPARC.  
 
Second, from the beginning our planning approach has emphasized aligning planning and resource 
allocation. The absence of formal processes in either area presented an unusual opportunity, and we have 
designed alignment into planning at all levels. The campus-level strategic plan sets overall priorities, and 
each academic and administrative unit develops its own plan in that context. Annually, the new Planning 
and Budget process asks units to set priorities for actions to achieve their plans within both existing and 
requested resources, including allocation of centrally funded faculty lines. Campus strategic investments 
reflect overall planning priorities. The joint approach to campus-level planning — first under JTFSO and 
JTFRA and now under CPARC — reviews resource allocation policies and processes directly in the 
context of planning priorities and outcomes.  
 
Alignment of resources with priorities extends to physical resources. Standard Seven describes our 
primary challenges relating to physical facilities: a reduced but still massive deferred maintenance 
backlog; saturation of teaching, research and residential facilities as a result of historically high 
enrollment and research activity; the rapidly escalating costs of facilities modernization, especially in the 
STEM fields; and the limits on capital funding from both state and institutional sources. We therefore 
fully incorporate physical planning into strategic decision making. 
 
As with strategic planning and budgeting, ten years ago there were no systematic, ongoing mechanisms in 
place to assess space and capital needs and set priorities among them. In the absence of campus-wide 
strategic priorities facilities decisions tended to be ad hoc, and facilities funding decisions were not well 
integrated with other resource decisions. Several fundamental changes have now been put in place: 
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• In 2012 we completed the first comprehensive review of the campus physical master plan since 
19XX. The master planning review incorporated broad-based community feedback, and sought to 
take account of the major physical transformation of the campus since the last comprehensive 
plan (for example, XX% of total campus square feet had been constructed since the last plan). 
The master plan review focused on defining campus neighborhoods, and included a potential 
build-out analysis with a 50-year timeframe. It also identified opportunities for adaptive reuse of 
many legacy buildings, some of significant historical importance. 

• Over the past three years we developed the campus’s first comprehensive capital planning 
process, which produced a capital plan to guide decision making for the next ten years. The 
capital planning process involved multiple rounds of needs assessment with deans and vice 
chancellors, culminating in discussion of a draft plan rooted in the campus’s strategic priorities. 
The nature and timing of the capital plan was significant: we were approaching a rapid transition 
from a period of the greatest capital expansion in half a century (some $1.X billion in new 
construction and renovation between 200X and 20XX) to a period of sharply constrained capital 
funding from all sources. The capital plan both produced priorities reflecting the change and 
helped educate the campus to the situation and expectations going forward. 

• In tandem with the development of the capital planning process we made major revisions to space 
planning and analysis. Prior to that point space planning had been largely divorced from strategic 
planning, and even from capital decision-making. One early step was to focus on the backfill 
space created by the construction of major projects such as the Integrated Science Building and 
the Life Science Laboratories. This backfill created many opportunities but also presented many 
challenges, and a comprehensive planning approach tied to strategic priorities enabled important 
initiatives in Biomedical Engineering, neuroscience, public health, and modernization and 
expansion of teaching labs. Space planning has now been fully integrated into the larger 
discussion of facilities needs and investment priorities as one facet of strategic planning.    

 
Third, early on we placed high priority on maximizing the use of appropriate evidence in planning and 
decision-making. The initial campus plan stressed developing a “culture of evidence” across the campus, 
and this focus permeates all planning and budgeting activities.  
 
Fourth, we view planning as ongoing and iterative. The process we launched five years ago was a first 
foray for the campus, but it is our intention for it to be a permanent feature of campus culture. During the 
past year, as we approached our ten-year comprehensive review, we started by revisiting the campus-level 
plan. This strategic plan “refresh,” led by CPARC, engaged a series of working groups organized around 
topics from the original plan and posed the following three questions: 

1. What remains salient as we look forward for another five or ten years? 
2. What assumptions, conclusions or actions need to be changed? 
3. What is missing that should now be added? 

 
The working groups and others considered these questions and developed a series of “commentaries” to 
serve as the basis for both revision of the campus strategic plan and preparation of the reaccreditation 
self-study. In addition we engaged the campus academic, administrative, and governance leadership in a 
formal situation review to assess the nature and importance of a broad range of environmental factors that 
should guide the revised plan.  
 
Appraisal and Projection 
 
The joint, collaborative approach has proven very effective in expanding understanding, developing 
solutions, and building support for campus-wide policies and decisions. Its strong connections with 
faculty and student governance have supported effective coordination between larger issues considered 
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through the joint framework and the ongoing work of existing governance groups (for example, the work 
of JTFRA was routinely considered by the Faculty Senate’s Program and Budget Council [PBC]). This 
approach, which began as a series of ad hoc groups, has now been institutionalized through the creation of 
CPARC, and we anticipate that topical joint groups will be convened as appropriate going forward. 
 
The focus on alignment of resources of all kinds with strategy permits institutional resources at all levels 
to support the priorities identified through planning. Going forward, we will apply the lessons of the past 
few years to ongoing improvement. As noted above, early experience with the new Planning and Budget 
process produced improvements to strengthen alignment, and we anticipate maintaining this approach and 
looking for further opportunities to align resources with strategy. An extensive exploration of 
responsibility center management (RCM) budgeting resulted in several important features of the new 
Planning and Budget process, including greater focus on revenues and expenditures at the unit level, new 
financial incentives for schools and colleges tied to campus priorities, and more explicit expectations for 
business plans underpinning proposed programmatic initiatives. Further exploration of opportunities for 
decentralization and incentives will occur as we refine the new resource allocation process. We will 
continue to institutionalize the improvements in capital planning, with periodic review of revenue 
potential and programmatic priorities. The strong emphasis on adaptive reuse of existing facilities will 
continue, both as a cost-effective means of improving capacity and as a strategy for further reducing 
deferred maintenance. Progress in integrating space planning and management with larger institutional 
priorities creates a foundation on which we will build a more robust analytic capacity, especially in terms 
of effective utilization of existing physical assets. Space assignment remains largely decentralized, and 
understanding and improving the extent to which current assignments align with priorities will require 
better data, broad involvement of stakeholders, and clearer understanding of the potential for renovation 
and reuse of many different kinds of space.  
 
We have achieved considerable success in extending the focus on the use of evidence into the routine life 
of the campus. Challenges remain, and are noted in the discussions of specific planning and evaluation 
activities. But overall we have found this effort to be important and constructive, and we are committed to 
continuing to improve the scope and quality of information to support decision-making, and to put the 
resulting insights to effective use.  
 
The strategic plan “refresh” process revealed a clear consensus that issues related to funding, student and 
societal expectations, the federal research environment, and other key external forces remain highly 
important, and in many cases — including imminent demographic changes — are of growing concern. 
The original campus priorities to establish the campus as a destination of choice for students and a partner 
of choice for research and scholarship were affirmed, and a new priority — to be a “community of 
choice” that can attract and retain diverse contributors — was adopted. The strategies to mobilize 
resources in support of these priorities and to deepen the culture of evidence were also affirmed.  
 
The revised plan was accepted by the Faculty Senate on April 26, 2018, and serves as the basis for this 
self-study and as the context for a new round of unit planning that will begin in Fall 2018. 
 
Evaluation and the Culture of Evidence 
 
Much of our ongoing commitment to “instill a culture of evidence at all levels that applies the best 
possible information and analysis to decisions” is reflected in the evaluation and analysis undertaken to 
support the strategic planning process. The principal focus of these efforts is the quality, integrity and 
effectiveness of our academic and research programs. The common core of evaluation data to inform 
planning and resource allocation can be found at www.umass.edu/planning/data-profiles (password 
protected). For each academic department, a wide range of quantitative and qualitative data has been 
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assembled and annually updated to provide a balanced view of the many dimensions of academic quality 
and effectiveness: 

1. A graphical performance profile summarizes trend and point-in-time data on undergraduate 
education, graduate education, and research and scholarship. 
• Undergraduate student self-report of satisfaction with the overall experience in the major, 

academic advising, career preparation, teaching in the major, and teaching across all courses 
offered.  Satisfaction data are drawn from the annual Senior Survey, which is completed by 
roughly XX% of graduating seniors; evaluations of teaching are drawn from semesterly course 
evaluations, completed by roughly XX% of all students.   

• Data on the proportion of undergraduate departmental credit hours offered in large (i.e. 
enrollment >100) courses. 

• Undergraduate student self-report — also drawn from the Senior Survey — of the UMass 
contribution to each student’s knowledge, skills and personal development in terms of 
knowledge specific to the major and across nearly a dozen campus-wide learning objectives, 
including thinking critically and analytically, working effectively with others, and ethical 
decision making. 

• Graduate student self-report of satisfaction with overall program quality, quality of advising, 
and likelihood to complete the program drawn from the Graduate Student Survey, and data on 
satisfaction with graduate teaching drawn from course evaluations. 

• Multiple measures of instructional productivity, including student credit hours and course 
sections per instructor, average class size, and reliance on tenure system faculty. Because we 
participate in the National Study of Instructional Costs and Productivity (the “Delaware” 
study), each of these values is provided for the UMass department in comparison with the same 
discipline among the roughly 30 public very high research universities that also participate.  

• A summary of each department’s research and scholarly productivity across domains relevant 
to that discipline. Data are drawn from the Academic Analytics proprietary database, and 
departmental values are presented in the context of national data. 

 
The performance profile is intended as a gestalt, a way to juxtapose perspectives of many 
different kinds so as to initiate a discussion of each department’s situation in terms of success in 
meeting competing and sometimes conflicting expectations. 
 

2. Detailed departmental data tables show all the data underlying the graphical profiles, provide more 
comprehensive views of each domain evaluated, and typically provide trend data over a decade. In 
addition, these tables provide contextual information on each entering student cohort in terms of 
academic profile, academic preparation, and diversity (racial/ethnic, residency/citizenship, low-
income/first-generation status).  
 

3. A departmental profile providing descriptive data on admissions, enrollment, degrees, and other 
activity. 

 
4. Extensive contextual information on interpreting the profiles. This includes guidance on 

understanding the graphical templates, information on data sources, and advice on the appropriate 
use (and potential misuse) of the information provided.  
 

Appraisal and Projection 
 
The availability of data on academic quality and effectiveness from many perspectives is a strength that 
we continue to develop. As we do so, however, we are mindful of several issues that have arisen in our 
first three years: 
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• The common information provided for academic departments has several strengths: known 

accuracy and validity; common definitions; and efficiency in production and dissemination. But it 
also suffers from several weaknesses: by definition, it includes only information common to all 
departments; it risks promoting a “one size fits all” mentality; and it carries the potential for 
overemphasizing perspectives on the basis of availability of evidence versus importance or 
relevance. 

• Currently available evidence is almost exclusively indirect: either inputs and outputs, or outcomes 
that rely on student self-report (e.g, satisfaction, self-reported learning). This is a major challenge 
that is addressed fully in Standard Eight. 

• To this point, the evidence has primarily been available in static tabular or graphic form. Care has 
been taken to develop useful views, but developing alternative views, crossing data from multiple 
sources, and incorporating non-standard data can only be accomplished through special 
arrangement.  

• While voluminous evidence is provided for academic units, performance metrics for 
administrative units are far fewer in number and scope, highly uneven in coverage, and not well 
integrated with other institutional data (e.g., cost data, staffing levels). The contrast between use 
of evidence in academic units and administrative areas is increasingly stark.  

 
Going forward we will continue to improve the availability and usefulness of evidence to support 
planning and decision making.  
 
First, we are engaging this year in another round of campus discussions to evaluate the use of evidence in 
the planning process, including a review of the data elements used and potential changes or additions.  
 
Second, to make evidence easier to navigate, more widely available, and better understood, we are 
moving forward with comprehensive improvements to institutional research and related functions to 
transition from the current centralized model to a centrally supported distributed model. In the near term, 
plans are to adopt Tableau as a platform to aggregate institutional data from all sources, normalize it for 
analysis and reporting, and make it widely available to users with different levels of interest and 
expertise: those who seek simple, standardized views; those who wish to create customized view within 
established parameters; and “power users” who can create more complex analyses for themselves or to 
share. This change will require ongoing central support for data acquisition and processing, and new 
capacity to support distributed users. The capacity to support dashboards and visualizations will ease both 
navigation and analysis. The ability to integrate institutional and departmental or disciplinary data will 
support more nuanced analysis. 
 
Third, we will continue a broad-based effort to develop and apply performance data for administrative 
and support areas. This year, administrative units were asked to assess the availability and use of 
performance data as part of the annual planning and budget process. That baseline information will be 
used to develop strategies to expand the availability and quality of such data in each unit. These strategies 
will incorporate feedback from individual users and other units, building on a foundation created by the 
Joint Subcommittee on Administrative Costs and Services (JSACS). 
 
Other Major Evaluation Programs 
 
Formal evaluation extends to many parts of campus life, and we have been engaged in a systematic effort 
to expand the scope and effectiveness of formal, recurring evaluation. 

• For some decades our Academic Quality and Development (AQAD) program has reviewed 
academic departments regularly, typically on a seven-year cycle. AQAD guidelines detail the 
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topics and questions to be addressed in a departmental self-study, and a visiting team of experts in 
the field submits findings and recommendations to the department, the dean, and the Provost. 
AQAD results are used as context for unit planning and the annual planning and budget process, 
and are often utilized to assess recent or potential major program changes.  

• Until recently, no parallel system of evaluation was in place for administrative and support units. 
We are now engaged in developing a new Administrative Quality and Development (AdQAD) 
program to formalize administrative reviews. The AdQAD program differs from AQAD in two 
major respects: 1) it is topical, rather than cyclical (units are selected for review as needed, not on 
a set timetable); and 2) it may address multiple units involved in common or related business 
practices. The first review under the new program focused on two units with responsibility for the 
broad recruitment and hiring process: Human Resources and Equal Opportunity and Diversity. A 
full review of the personnel classification, recruitment, diversity monitoring, appointment, and 
onboarding processes resulted in significant organizational restructuring and revision of many 
policies and practices.  

• A different approach has been taken to evaluation of administrative and support units in Student 
Affairs and Campus Life (SACL). Since 2012, SACL has followed a seven-year cyclical review 
process guided by recommendations of the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher 
Education (CAS). CAS is a consortium of 42 professional associations in higher education 
formed to guide practice for student affairs and student support service providers. CAS identifies 
essential components and characteristics of quality programs and services in 12 categories. Since 
Fall 2012, twenty SACL departments and programs have completed a comprehensive self - study 
and external review.  

• A major new evaluation effort was launched last year with the administration of the first 
comprehensive campus climate survey. All of our goals related to diversity — in recruiting and 
retaining students and staff, in reflecting the diversity of our community, and in respecting diverse 
perspectives — rest on our success in building and maintaining a campus culture that attracts diverse 
perspectives and contributors. We want to be a community that others choose to join, and to which 
they want to contribute their strength. Various analyses over the years have suggested that we 
sometimes fall short of this goal, but there had been no recent, systematic assessment of campus 
climate.  A key recommendation of the Diversity Strategic Plan was therefore to determine how 
students, staff and faculty of diverse social identities perceive the campus. The Campus Climate 
Survey was conducted in November 2016, and assessed perceptions of inclusiveness; experiences and 
interactions within classroom, workplace, and community environments; experiences and interactions 
shaped by social identity; perceptions of the university’s response to unfair treatment; and 
recommendations for changes.  
 
 
Appraisal and Projection 
 
During 2017 the AQAD guidelines were revised for the first time since 200X to ??????. We will 
evaluate the effectiveness of the revised standards and make adjustments as needed. 
 
The HR/EOD AdQAD utilized a structured appraisal and analysis framework that will serve as a 
model for future reviews. Selection of units for review will be informed in part by the work of the 
Joint Subcommittee on Administrative Costs and Services. 
 
It is intended that the climate survey will serve both as a source of insight for making improvements 
and as a baseline for measuring progress over time. All campus academic and administrative units are 
now developing action plans to address relevant findings, and these will be incorporated into their 
overall revised strategic plans during the next academic year. 


