
 
 

Joint Planning Committee Minutes 
June 2, 2014 

Attendance: Craig Almeida, Tammy Anderson, Steve Beauregard, Craig Binney, Fr. John Denning, C.S.C., 
Fran Dillon, Pauline Dobrowski, Jeanne Finlayson, Tom Flynn, Marilena Hall, Heather Heerman,  Jim 
Hermelbracht, Sandra Kenney, Fr. Jim Lies, C.S.C., Chris Lydon, Maryann Perry, Greg Shaw, Douglas 
Smith, Liza Talusan. Excused: Emily Broe ’16, Daniel Doherty ’15, Joe Favazza, Jean R. Hamler, Glen 
Ilacqua, Laura Uerling, Sarah Varadian.  

 
The meeting began with a discussion of the Stonehill Community’s feedback on the strategic plan 
progress document. The Community’s comments, which were submitted electronically and collected 
from May 7 through May 27, were sent to the Planning Committee in advance of the meeting. Highlights 
include comments addressing the need to embrace the future while simultaneously preserving what is 
core to Stonehill, the need to support current and future students to ensure their success, the recent 
enrollment challenges that Stonehill has faced, the importance of having a strong reputation and brand, 
the potential for new programs, and the importance of good communication and collaboration. 

The Committee then discussed the feedback that the College received from the Board of Trustees.  
Highlights of the Board’s comments include the need for Stonehill to differentiate itself from other 
colleges and universities and the importance of innovation as we move forward. The Board also noted 
that the planning document is too internally focused and that the College needs to recognize the 
changing higher education landscape and articulate how Stonehill will respond to that change. Members 
of the Board also indicated that, as it is more fully developed, the strategic plan needs to become more 
focused. 

The discussion that followed touched on the College’s branding efforts, the mix of programs that 
Stonehill offers, and the topic of innovation, among others. For instance, the results of the College’s 
branding study indicate, among other things, that prospective students and their parents are 
approaching higher education in an increasingly pragmatic way, seeing job preparation as the primary 
goal of a college education. As Stonehill considers the blend of programs it offers going forward, and 
how the College presents itself to external audiences, the College needs to be more aware of this 
growing trend.  

This led to a discussion of what programs Stonehill might consider growing or adding in the coming five 
years. Members of the Academic Program Planning Group indicated that faculty are open to new 
programs, though much of the group’s discussions have centered on the general education program 
(how it’s somewhat restrictive and how it could be modified in a way that gives students greater 
freedom to take a variety of courses and pursue their interests) as opposed to new programs that might 
be introduced. However, the College should consider what new programs could be added over the next 
five years, and the extent to which those programs might be pre-professional in nature. The array of 
programs offered gets back to the College’s academic identity, which the Academic Planning Program 
Group has discussed. Many view Stonehill’s blend of liberal arts, sciences and pre-professional programs 



 
 

as a strength. Indeed, other colleges and universities have recently, or are currently, striving to position 
themselves in a similar way. 

The discussion also touched on what the Board referred to when speaking about the need for Stonehill 
to be more innovative. The Board’s comments were not restricted to the use of technology, though they 
did discuss this. Rather, their concept of innovation was broader, including not only online learning and 
the use of technology to deepen student engagement, but also partnering with other institutions and 
finding creative approaches to developing new programs and enhancing the student experience without 
a corresponding increase in costs.  

The Committee then spoke about how the planning process will move forward this summer. The 
timeline depends in part on whether or not the next Board meeting is moved from September to 
October, which is currently under consideration. Assuming the Board meeting takes place in October, 
the College would aim to send a draft plan to the Stonehill Community in early September and then hold 
a college-wide meeting in mid-September to discuss the draft plan. Any changes to the draft would then 
be made before submitting it to the Board in late September. 

Fr. John noted that the planning process has benefitted from the contributions of those serving on the 
four planning groups and others at Stonehill. Using their work and the feedback from the Community 
and the Board, Fr. John would like the division heads to lead the next stage of the planning process, 
which will become more focused this summer. As the division heads meet regularly in the coming 
months to complete the development of the draft plan, they will call on campus experts (individuals and 
smaller groups with relevant expertise) to help as needed. The expectation is that this approach will 
enable the College to develop a more focused and coherent draft in a relatively tight timeframe. The 
division heads will meet with the Planning Committee later this summer as the draft is developed.   

 

 

 

 


