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Executive Summary

This report presents faculty and staff input from the COS on issues related to the University reorganization that led to the creation of the College of Science (COS).  Using this input, the Committee draws conclusions and makes four recommendations.  


The issues leading to the primary conclusions presented in this report are (1) the loss of college status of the Mackay School in the reorganization and the subsequent inclusion of the Mackay School of Earth Sciences and Engineering (MSESE) in the COS, (2) the opportunities made available by the reorganization for departments in the former College of Arts and Science now in the COS, (3) the allocation of indirect cost funds and associated incentives for pursuing grant funding, and (4) the administrative relationship between the COS and the upper administration.   The conclusions and associated recommendations are presented in section 8, but the four recommendations are also presented here for convenience:     
Recommendation 1:  The Provost should work with the Dean of the COS, the Director of the MSESE, and with others as necessary to address the administrative issues and faculty morale issues surrounding the current administrative structure that includes the MSESE within the COS.    

Recommendation 2:  The Dean of the COS, and the department chairs of the COS, should put focused administrative effort into further identifying and pursuing specific opportunities for cooperation and coordination within the COS.  (Many such opportunities have been identified in this report.)
Recommendation 3:  The Provost, COS Dean and any other relevant administrators should work with COS chairs and faculty to find ways of allocating indirect cost funds and ways of administering research processes that maximize the ability and incentives COS faculty members have to pursue grant funding.   

Recommendation 4:  The Provost and Dean of the COS should review the allocation of rights and responsibilities between the COS and upper administration, seeking any reallocation that would enhance the productivity of the COS in ways that more than offset any costs to the rest of the university.   

1.  Committee Purpose and Charges

Committee Purpose:  To provide faculty input on issues related to the creation of the College of Science (COS).

Committee Charges:
· Meet with faculty and administrators in the college.  If possible identify potential problems with the reorganization, and make recommendations, if appropriate.
· Review the original reorganization proposal.  Determine the intended goals of the reorganization, and determine whether the reorganization met expectations.

2.  Committee Activities Leading to this Report

The process used to generate this report was as follows:

a. Planning documents that led to the creation of the COS were reviewed, including

i. A Proposal for the Creation of the Colleges of Liberal Arts and of Science---December 22, 2002.  

ii. Proposal for a New College of Science---November 15, 2002.

iii. Report to the Faculty Senate From the Ad Hoc Committee for the Proposed Reorganization of the College of Arts and Science and Mackay School of Mines---February 13, 2003.

b. The specific reorganization goals contained in the December 11, 2002 planning document, “A Proposal for the Creation of the Colleges of Liberal Arts and of Science,” were turned into a questionnaire for the COS faculty and staff.  (See Appendix A for the survey and its results.)

c. After receiving some feedback from the questionnaire, the committee met with the Dean and chairs of the COS to have a dialog about issues raised by the questionnaire. Other issues of interest to the chairs were also discussed.

d. A separate questionnaire was presented to the chairs of the COS so there would be written feedback from the chairs, not just meeting feedback filtered by the impressions of the committee members.

e. An open meeting of the COS faculty and staff was held to provide faculty and staff the opportunity to dialog with members of the committee.

f. After a draft of this report was written and presented to COS Dean Jeff Thompson, so as to give him the opportunity to make any additional comments or provide data on COS.

     At the open meeting, a few COS faculty expressed concern that the response rate on questionnaire was low enough that the feedback received may be providing a biased view of the reorganization and current state of the COS.    The committee recognizes that a self selection bias is likely because those with either particularly negative or particularly positive experiences will have a greater motivation to express themselves.     This problem was mitigated to some degree by the meeting with the COS chairs, where each department was represented by its chair and the Mackay School of Earth Sciences and Engineering (MSESE) was represented by its director.    Moreover, it is not the purpose of this report to provide average sentiment measures within the COS on any particular issue.  Rather, the committee has primarily sought to identify major issues and concerns.   Given that feedback was sought in multiple ways, it is reasonable to expect that this process has identified major issues and concerns.  It also has identified some ideas for improving the COS that may be pursued, which are cataloged in section 7 below.

3. Context for this Review 
The COS chairs, in face to face dialog and in written comments, raised a number of issues which provide context for this review. These include:

· Five years may be too short to fully to assess the consequences of the reorganization.
· Factors outside the college’s control (e.g., the university budget) impact on the college, and these cannot readily be parsed from the impacts of the reorganization.
· The real goals for the reorganization may not have been the ones presented in the reorganization planning documents.   In particular, it may have been a goal to mimic stronger universities that have a COS, and it may have been a goal to resolve the low enrollment problem in the former Mackay School.
· The reorganization has had different impacts on former A&S departments and the former Mackay School, and these differential impacts are difficult to fully recognize.
· Creating the COS affected other units on campus, such as the former Arts and Science departments now housed in the College of Liberal Arts, and these impacts are difficult to fully recognize. 
· Arguably, the university has not improved over the last 5 years, so it may not be reasonable to expect significant improvements within COS.
4. Possible Problems with the Reorganization and Related Recommendations 

The faculty questionnaire asked, “How have you, your colleagues, or your students been adversely affected by the reorganization?”    The complete set of written responses is presented in Appendix A.  Here, those responses are organized to highlight a few issues:

· Shared resources between MSESE and COS complicate logistics and increases costs.

· There is an extra layer of management in MSESE

· COS dean is too distant to understand Mackay issues

· COS sometimes forgets to cooperate/coordinate with MSESE 
· Personnel and budget actions take longer

· The demotion of Mackay from college status has damaged MSESE by:

· Weakening the perception of Mackay programs outside UNR, which has hurt MSESE recruitment

· Reducing the motivation and morale of the MSESE faculty

· Reducing level of trust

· Having MSESE director and COS dean leads to less transparency

· With regard to fundraising and recruiting activities

· With regard to information sharing and communication

     From these responses, it is evident that the loss of college status of the Mackay School and administrative issues related to the current inclusion of the Mackay School as a unit within the COS is of significant concern to a number of faculty members.   It is, therefore, not surprising that, on a question asking for suggestions for improving the COS organization structure, most of the written responses were related to the relationship between the MSESE administration and COS administration.    Multiple responses suggested either eliminating the MSESE position, or redefining the position to eliminate redundancies and more clearly delineate responsibilities.   However, contrasting the view that the position should be eliminated was the opinion that administration could be improved by strengthening the MSESE director position,  even making it independent of the COS dean.  

The review committee concurred that the chairs are in a relatively good position to evaluate the impacts of the reorganization, and a frank, open discussion between committee members and the COS chairs provided some insight.   A fundamental observation obtained from the chairs was that faculty in the former Mackay School of Mines will tend to have a different view of the reorganization than faculty in the COS who were not in the Mackay School.   For those now in the MSESE, the loss of visibility and reputation attending the loss of college status is widely perceived problematic.  The problems are perceived to be in the form of hampering the ability to raise funds, attract students, attract new faculty, and motivate existing faculty.  MSESE faculty in the COS also tend to possess a more negative view of the existing COS organizational structure.  Alternatively, COS faculty and chairs in departments that were in the former College of Arts and Science tend to possess a more positive view of the existing COS structure.
5. COS Chairs Survey
      The chairs of the COS departments were invited to complete a written survey to complement the open meeting between the reorganization review committee and COS chairs. Responses were received from 5 chairs and are presented along with the questionnaire in Appendix B.   In general, the respondents felt that the reorganization either did not adversely affect their departments or led to positive changes. Listed advantages included increased faculty lines, enhanced access to administration, and a sense that the COS brought together departments with more closely aligned priorities and needs.   For more detail, see Appendix B.
6. Extent to which Reorganization Goals and Expectations have been Met

The reorganization planning documents identified three overarching goals:

(1)  The more efficient and effective use of resources

(2) The development of additional revenue sources to supplement support from the state

(3) The development of new strategies to promote visibility of programs

Relative to each of these goals, input was obtained from answers to 5-level Likert scaled questions, from open ended written responses, and from dialog with faculty, staff, and administrators. 

Use of Resources

Overall, the Likert scaled questions indicate respondents have not perceived that the reorganization has significantly enhanced efficiency or made the use of resources much more effective.    The inclusion of the Mackay School within the COS was most prominently recognized as impairing effectiveness.   The reorganization has not reduced conflicts in funding priorities across departments in the eyes of the respondents, nor has improved the efficiency of the dean’s office.   On the sharing of space and equipment, the response was bifurcated, with a significant portion perceiving little improvement but a significant portion also perceiving much improvement.  On the positive side, there was an impression that the reorganization has increased enrollment in the Mackay School.   

Written comments on open ended questions largely support the Likert scaled questions.  Seven of the 26 respondents wrote something that indicates there is less efficiency since the reorganization because of added bureaucracy, with this largely being associated with the inclusion of the MSESE within the COS.   


On the other hand, written comments also that suggest the reorganization has enhanced resource utilization.   More student opportunities, more cooperative work between departments, more focus in chairs meetings, better administrative paperwork flow, more resources for recruiting, and more cooperative work between departments were all mentioned as positives.  

Opportunities to further improve resource utilization are perceived.  With regard to curriculum, additional opportunities for joint or co-taught courses, cooperation on the provision of core science courses, coordinating on courses in geology and geography were mentioned.

The dialog with COS chairs identified perceived resource efficiencies associated with the creation of the COS.    Chairs now find meetings more efficient because there are fewer chairs at the meetings, and those present have more common interests.    There is now more potential to share expensive equipment, though this benefit has not yet been fully realized.   There is now more flexibility with regard to teaching across departments.  Scientists typically earn higher salaries than liberal arts faculty, so the relatively high salaries are now easier to justify to peers, facilitating recruitment.    It is perceived that advantages from synergy will increase once scientists occupy the new science building.  

Development of Additional Revenue Sources

Regarding raising additional revenue sources, the Likert scaled results are mixed.    There is no strong impression among the respondents that an improved synergy within the COS has lead to an increase in grants.    However, the questionnaire results were bifurcated on two other measures:  The impact of the reorganization on overall fundraising success and its impact on naming opportunities.  

There is a perception among some faculty that the dissolution of the Mackay School as a college has hurt fundraising efforts because of lost reputation.    Now, revenues generated by the MSESE are shared with both the COS and the College of Liberal Arts.  As one of the few net generating units on campus, the MSESE is clearly valuable to the university as a whole.   The faculty member comment that there is now “more cooperative work between the departments” indicates that there are some synergies developing that had been expected in reorganization planning to yield additional revenues long term.    The discussion with the chairs indicated that the COS is still young enough that the benefits from such synergies have not yet been fully captured, including the synergies between departments of the MSESE and other departments in the COS.      

Development of Visibility

Regarding visibility, as might be expected, the questionnaire results suggest that the reorganization has damaged the visibility of the Mackay School, but has enhanced the visibility of the sciences overall.    Interestingly, the question about having a dean dedicated to the sciences prompted the strongest participation among the respondents, who always were given the option to opt out on answering a question by selecting “I cannot reasonably evaluate.”    The responses indicate a significant share of the faculty perceive a positive impact from having a dean dedicated to the sciences, while there is also a significant share who do not perceive much positive impact.

Written comments on the questionnaire confirm that increased visibility for the sciences has been a primary benefit of the reorganization.  Ads on National Public Radio now give the COS a visible presence in the community.  For students, positives identified by respondents include more student interest, more opportunities for science students, and more science students now identify with their college.   For fundraising, the new science building has provided naming opportunities.   At the open meeting, physics faculty indicated that the creation of the COS has helped increase number of physics majors, and also increase the number of high caliber students, including national merit scholars. 

7. Other Salient Observations by the Committee

This review process has allowed the review committee to gather a number of ideas for improving the COS.    Most, if not all, of these are ideas are not new to COS administrators.  However, we catalog the ideas here for the convenience of COS administrators and others seeking to improve the COS:

1. COS faculty should have the opportunity to provide input on the evaluation of COS staff so administrators evaluating the staff become aware of weak performance.

2. More communication and information exchange within the COS could help COS members recognize synergies and act to exploit the opportunities.  A newsletter, brown bag lunches, and sharing at the semester COS meetings were suggested as possibilities.

3. It would be good to take an inventory of COS equipment, perhaps even across campus, and make the inventory known.  There may well be unexploited equipment sharing opportunities.

4.  The rules for allocating MSESE indirect costs should be reviewed.  At minimum, the existing rules should be made readily transparent, so all know how these revenues are shared.   The rules should be set so that researchers have a reasonable incentive to pursue grant funding, and so the allocation of the funds satisfies a reasonable “fairness” standard.

5. The open VP for Research position should be filled with a qualified person, for the position would pay for itself.  The VP can develop strategies for grant funding, go to agencies, and pursue stimulus dollars.

6.   The COS and University to create a “service” oriented administrative culture rather than a “policing” culture.

7. The COS should constitute an effective advisory board.

8. Setting aside some indirect cost money to promote synergies within the COS may be effective at generating new interesting research projects and additional grant funding.
9. A remedy the cash flow problems experienced by researchers with grants is needed.  DRI banks a larger share of indirect cost money to smooth out cash flows.  Banked indirect cost money can also be used for proposal development.
10.  The visibility of Mackay should be leveraged, rather than being allowed to fade away.

11. Improvements in the communication and responsiveness between the upper administration and COS need to occur, especially regarding COS proposals that require upper administration approval or consideration.  
12. More autonomy of the COS from the upper administration would facilitate administration, in the same way that the university has asked for more autonomy from the state.  Specifically, the COS could benefit from more control over budget, positions, and space.
13. To enhance faculty morale, the role of faculty in the governance of the COS as a whole and departments within the COS should be transparently clarified.

14. The COS needs more faculty lines to be able to effectively offer its curriculum, some COS departments are being treated unfairly in this respect relative to the FTE they generate.  (For example, Biology is short by about 12 lines, so it majors must get some required courses in other colleges like CABNR.). Administrative decisions to reduce LOA funding will exacerbate the problem.
15. Increasing administrative work, including record keeping (e.g. digital measures) and assessment, is increasingly taking faculty away from teaching and research activities.  It is not clear that value of this additional administrative work is worth what is foregone.  Administrators should continuously seek to minimize requiring this kind of work of faculty, and regularly evaluate its benefits relative to the costs. 
16. Successful career paths need to be available for faculty who are especially adept at either  research or teaching, rather than applying a one-size-fits all measure of success, so comparative advantage can be used to accomplish the teaching and research mission of the COS and university.
17. More administrative support should be provided for extramural research, and the administration should be more proactive about increasing grant activity. For example, there is a need to fund a pool for leave and sabbaticals for research faculty, and a need to provide bridge funding for research faculty between grants.
8. Conclusions and Recommendations 
The loss of college status of the Mackay School in the reorganization, and administrative issues related to the current inclusion of the MSESE as a unit within the COS,  is of significant concern to a number of COS faculty members, particularly to those who were in the former Mackay School and now in the MSESE.    It is the general perception of the committee that there are some issues that can be resolved by administrative action, some issues that can be resolved by increased communication and transparency, and some issues that can be resolved by people coming to accept that the future will not be the past.   This conclusion leads the committee to the following recommendation:

Recommendation 1:  The Provost should work with the Dean of the COS, the Director of the MSESE, and with others as necessary to address the administrative issues and faculty morale issues surrounding the current administrative structure that includes the MSESE within the COS.    

For departments that were in the former College of Arts and Science and now in the COS, the reorganization has largely had either no significant impact or small positive impacts.  Positives mentioned by faculty and staff include:  More student opportunities, more cooperative work between departments, more focus in chairs meetings, better administrative paperwork flow, more resources for recruiting, more cooperative work between departments, sharing expensive equipment, teaching flexibility, justifying high salaries to peers, enhanced student and faculty recruitment, and increased visibility for science disciplines and science students.   Nonetheless, it is rather clear from the feedback that advantages to the COS from the reorganization have not been fully realized.  This leads to the following recommendation:
Recommendation 2:  The Dean of the COS, and the department chairs of the COS, should put focused administrative effort into further identifying and pursuing specific opportunities for cooperation and coordination within the COS.  (Many such opportunities have been identified in this report.)

The COS generates significant indirect cost funds for the university, and significant amounts of these funds are used to finance academic programs and other activities outside the COS.   The administration of indirect cost funds affects the ability of researchers to pursue future grants, the incentives faculty have for pursuing additional grants, and faculty perceptions of fairness.   From feedback received, there appears room for improvement in the administration of these funds.    Appendix C of this report presents some detailed suggestions from a faculty member who has “been in the trenches.”  The potential for improvement leads to the following recommendation:
Recommendation 3:  The Provost, COS Dean and any other relevant administrators should work with COS chairs and faculty to find ways of allocating indirect cost funds and ways of administering research processes that maximize the ability and incentives COS faculty members have to pursue grant funding.   

In the comments from faculty and staff, there are indications that, as a relatively new college, the COS has developed a relationship with the upper administration that is as effective as it can be.  In particular, there is a COS perception that it could accomplish more if it had greater autonomy in some areas.  This leads to the following recommendation.

Recommendation 4:  The Provost and Dean of the COS should review the allocation of rights and responsibilities between the COS and upper administration, seeking any reallocation that would enhance the productivity of the COS in ways that more than offset any costs to the rest of the university.   
 

APPENDIX A
Questionnaire---College of Science Review 
Roughly five years ago, the College of Science was created as part of the university reorganization that affected the former College of Arts and Science, the former Mackay School of Mines, and the College of Engineering.

You are being asked to respond to this questionnaire so that the Faculty Senate can review the reorganization from the perspective of the College of Science.  An Ad Hoc “Five Year Review Committee on the College of Science” has been formed by the faculty senate to conduct the review.  The members of this committee are 

Mark Pingle, pingle@unr.edu – CHAIR 

John Cannon, jcannon@unr.edu

Ron Pardini, ronp@cabnr.unr.edu                                            

Tom Watterson twatterson@medicine.nevada.edu

Mike Webster, mwebster@unr.nevada.edu                                       

Your responses to these questions will help the committee evaluate the extent to which the reorganization has met its stated goals, and identify administrative changes that may yet improve the College of Science.  WE VALUE YOUR INPUT, AND WOULD MUCH APPRECIATE YOU TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY!

To participate, we ask you to complete this survey and return it by December 3, 2008.  If confidentiality is not a concern to you, you can return it by email.  If confidentiality is a concern, you may return it by surface mail.  Return your completed survey to John Cannon:

By Email:  jcannon@unr.edu
By Surface mail:  John Cannon, Mail Stop 0280

If you have questions about the survey, please email Mark Pingle pingle@unr.edu or phone him at 784 6634.

College of Science Questionnaire (and Results)
A.  Demographic Information

1.  Current Position

(Number of participants show in each category: A total of 26 faculty and staff responded)
Academic Faculty Tenure Track _15__   Academic Faculty Non-Tenure Track _5__
Department Chair _0__


Administrative Faculty _4__

  Staff _2__

Other________________________________

2.  Years at UNR:  Mean=14.9   Median=15  Max=40    Min=2
B. Examining the Stated Goals of the Reorganization
(Percentages shown for each response)
B1.  The more efficient and effective use of existing resources.
3. There was a plan for redistributing Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR) money.  It was anticipated that the redistribution of ICR money would improve efficiency of operation of the dean’s office and departments would be relieved of some administrative duties.  To what extent has this efficiency been improved?
Very Little

Very Much

1_27__2__4_
3_4__
4_4__
5__0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate 62
4. Has the College of Science (COS) been more able to employ individuals with expertise to fill unique positions?
Not much more able

     Much more able

1_27__2_0_
3_19_
4_15
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate 38
5. Is there more efficient sharing of space, equipment and core facilities?
Not much more efficient
      Much more efficient

1_42
2_8
3_4_
4_23
5_4_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _19
6. Is the Core Curriculum now managed more efficiently and effectively?
Not much more 
      

Much more 

1_23
2_0_
3_19
4_12
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _46
7. To what extent did accreditation issues develop for the engineering department within the COS?​
No significant issues

Very Significant Issues

1_15
2_4_
3_8_
4_8_
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _65
8. Did the inclusion of the Mackay School of Earth Science within the COS enhance administrative effectiveness, or impair it?  
Impaired effectiveness
Enhanced effectiveness

1_38
2_15
3_4_
4_12
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _31
9. Have conflicts in funding priorities across departments been reduced?
Not significantly reduced

Significantly reduced

1_23
2_12
3_0_
4_8__
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _58
10. Has reorganization increased the Full Time Equivalent Students (FTE) enrolled in Mackay School of Earth Science?
Significantly decreased
     Significantly increased

1_0
2_0_
3_19
4_4_
5_4_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _73
B2. The development of additional revenue sources to supplement support from the state.

11. Has a separate COS led to more fund raising success?
Not much more success
    Much more success

1 27_
2_0
3_0_
4_8_
5_12        I cannot reasonably evaluate _54
12. Has improved synergy resulted in an increase in grants being obtained from sources that had been untapped?
Not much increase
    
Significant increase

1_23
2_12
3_8_
4_8_
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _50
13. Has there been an increase in naming opportunities for buildings, rooms, and facilities?

Not much increase
    
Significant increase

1_12
2_8_
3_4_
4_8_
5_12        I cannot reasonably evaluate _58
B3.  The development of new strategies to promote visibility of its programs.

14. Has the creation of the COS made the sciences more visible?
Not much more visible
    Much more visible

1_12
2_12
3_15
4_19
5_19        I cannot reasonably evaluate _23
15. To what extent has there been a positive impact from having a dean dedicated to sciences?
Not much positive impact
    Very positive impact

1_23
2_12
3_12
4_15
5_27        I cannot reasonably evaluate _12
16. Is the Core Curriculum more visible on campus?
Not much more visible
       Much more visible

1_27
2_0
3_4_
4_15
5_12        I cannot reasonably evaluate _42
17. How has the visibility of programs within Mackay School of Earth Science changed?
Much less visible    
Much more visible

1_19
2_15
3_19
4_8
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _38
18. How much have the relationships between COS departments and Center for the Core Curriculum improved?
Not much improvement    
Much improvement

1_19
2_4_
3_4_
4_8_
5_15        I cannot reasonably evaluate _50
19. How adequate are the resources for the administration of the COS?
Not adequate
    
                       Very Adequate

1_12
2_8_
3_19
4_15
5_4_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _42
C. Additional Questions of Interest

20. How has the creation of the COS impacted the ability of other colleges to achieve their goals?

Negative impact on other colleges             Positive impact on other colleges

1_0_
2_4_
3_4_
4_4_
5_0_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _88
21. How much can the existing organizational structure of the COS be improved so as to facilitate administrative efficiency? (Please offer suggestions in written comments section.)

Not much room for improvement  

Much room for improvement

1_0_
2_4_
3_19
4_15
5_31        I cannot reasonably evaluate _31
22. To what extent does the present inclusion of the Mackay School of Earth Science within the COS help students and faculty versus hinder?  (Please provide specific comments in written comment section.)

Current organization hinders   

Current organization helps

1_23
2_8_
3_12_
4_12_
5_4_        I cannot reasonably evaluate _42
D.  Your Written Comments and Questions 

23. What suggestions do you have for improving the existing College of Science organizational structure?
· Permanent chairs

· Eliminate MSESE director position (It is redundant): (3 respondents)
· Reorganize to eliminate MSESE director position and Dean position

· Make MSESE director position stronger (MSESE is not being given the resources it is due.)

· Redefine MSESE director role 

· (To eliminate redundancy for paperwork, to focus on MSESE goals)

· (To sort out who does fundraising for MSESE versus COS)

· Reorganize so MSESE director exerts less influence within COS

· MSESE independent again

· Reorganize so administration dollars help faculty do what they do, rather than police faculty

· Allow Dean to appoint Associate Deans more easily
24. How have you, your colleagues, or your students been adversely affected by the reorganization?
· Less contact with College of Liberal Arts faculty

· Lost a good dean in Dean Mead

· Shared resources between MSESE and COS complicates logistics and increases costs

· There is more bureaucracy now, less efficiency ( 7 respondents)

· Personnel and budget actions take longer than before reorganization

· Extra layer of management in MSESE

· COS dean is too distant to understand Mackay issues

· Increasingly complicated resource sharing, inequity in resource sharing

· 4 administration levels for annual evaluations

· Procedures for students are more bureaucratic than ever

· Students are confused about the MSESE/COS structure

· “Demotion” of Mackay has damaged perception of Mackay programs outside UNR (2 respondents)

· Has hurt MSESE recruitment

· Lost motivation because of the loss of Mackay School of Mines 

· Loss of trust (2 respondents)

· The reorganization has led to reduced morale

· Having MSESE director and COS dean leads to less transparency or coordination (3 respondents)

·  with regard to fundraising and recruiting activities 

· With regard to information sharing and communication

· COS does sometimes forgets to cooperate/coordinate with MSESE

· The line of command was confusing in the beginning but has improved

25. How have you, your colleagues, or your students been positively affected by the reorganization?
· Students have more opportunities

· More student interest in the sciences because of the College of Science designation

· Science students have an identity with their college that they did not have before

· More visibility to the sciences

· Chairs meetings focus on issues common to the sciences

· More cooperative work between the departments

· Former Mackay deans seemed to have less influence on central administration than COS dean has now

· Mackay enjoys a layer of protection from central administration, provided by the COS dean, that was not available before 

· Administrative paperwork seems to flow much better than before

· More money and administrators for recruiting activities

26. What curriculum overlaps, if any, do you observe in the College of Science that can be streamlined?

· Intro courses in Geology and Geography have overlap

· Core Sciences Overlap?

· Cooperation on provision of core science courses could reduce workload 

· Not overlap, but many opportunities for “joint classes” or co-taught classes.

· PHYS 301 (Math methods for physics) could be taught in math department


27. Please provide any additional written comments here.  (If you want to comment relative to one of the questions that was asked above,  it would be useful if you would identify the questions.  For example, if you want to comment relative to question #3, pleases begin your comment by writing “#3  I think …”)

Question related comments
· #3  Inclusion of MSESE in COS has increased support for all science departments

· #4   A weakened reputation has hurt recruiting and fundraising
· #6  The Core Curriculum is now managed more effectively and efficiently, though this has nothing to do with reorganization
· #11  COS fundraising is biased upward by construction of Math and Science Center and the focus on raising funds for it will harm fundraising for other science activities in the future

· #12  I see no evidence of new synergies between MSESE and COS

· #13  New COS building has provided naming opportunities

· #14  Ads on NPR help visibility of COS

· #21  Dean should either delegate signing authority to MSESE director or MSESE director should drop out of paperwork loop so there is not administrative duplication.  Probably latter is better so MSESE director can focus on other crucial activities

· #22  It is a hindrance to have all MSESE paperwork go through COS administration

General Comments

· “Engineering” was left off the Mackay School of Earth Sciences and Engineering.  (2 respondents)  Why?
· (Answer:   An inadvertent error by Mark Pingle, who wrote up the questionnaire.)

· It interests me that the timing of this questionnaire is just prior to annual evaluations.  

· (Note from Mark Pingle:  This reorganization review process was initiated by the faculty senate, not by the College of Science or any central administration administrator.)  

· It may not be fair to evaluate now in the face of budget cuts

· Before reorganization, Mackay School of Mines was a viable teaching and research unit with an international reputation, and that reputation is eroding.

· I have experienced cooperation and camaraderie working with faculty and students across departments in COS

· I supported the reorganization at the time, but now perceive it a mistake.  The old ways of doing business remain but civility has been lost

· The Mackay School faculty have too much influence within the COS, more than they had on science departments prior to the reorganization

· The COS needs to stress employment opportunities in the professions (e.g. some Mackay majors) as much as it stresses research opportunities (i.e., in the sciences)

· There is a COS advisory board listed on the college web site, but no board members listed.

· College committees and their members should be posted on COS web site

· In these difficult economic times, the COS administration should be more frugal 

Appendix B

College of Science Review

Chairs Survey
Note: responses were received from 5 chairs and are shown in bold italics

From the meeting of the review committee with department chairs it was evident that chairs and program directors are in a unique position to evaluate the impact of the college reorganization. We have therefore prepared an additional survey specifically for chairs and directors. Your answers will greatly help the evaluation of the College of Science and we are very grateful for your time.

Please circle or fill in your response to any questions you wish to answer:

1. Was your department or program previously part of the 

a. College of Arts and Sciences


b. Mackay School of Mines
4




1

2. What in your understanding was the primary goal in creating the College of Science? 

***Improve UNR.
***To bring together departments that focus on various dimensions of science under a single umbrella so as to develop programs and policies that lead to improved teaching, research, and outreach for the faculty, students, and staff of the new college.
***Collect departments with similar scholarship ideals in a single more agile and efficient organization.
3. To what extent do you think this goal has been achieved?

	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2

	made situation much worse
	
	no effect
	
	goal fully achieved








     1


1

          1     

4. Has your department been positively or negatively impacted by the creation of the college?

	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2

	very negative 

impact
	
	no effect
	
	Very positive impact











2

         2

4a. If so please indicate in what ways

***We have an advocate at the Dean’s level, and those Deans have helped.  In the past, however, the Mackay Deans helped as well.

***

· P&T considerations (eg. we typically don’t write books)

· Better understanding of higher start-up needs of new hires in applied areas

· College level support of better mathematical preparation at 6-12 level 

· Better understanding of the necessity of a PhD program in mathematics 

· Understanding that faculty in applied areas may need postdoctoral assistants. 

· Understanding of the nationwide format for lower division mathematics teaching at universities, including common syllabi and common final exams

· Support for a Core Mathematics program to oversee and coordinate lower division teaching

***The Biology department was one of the biggest departments in the College of Arts and Science, but it is clearly the biggest within COS.  In Arts and Science we found ourselves competing with other large departments (e.g., Psychology) or programmatic areas (e.g., the arts) that are hard to compare (apples and oranges).  The COS feels more like a group of partners sharing largely similar issues, so it is easier for the Dean to rationally allocate departmental support.  Biology has been well served in this environment.  I should add that this is just a gut level impression as I never served as a chair within the College of Arts and Sciences.

***Our department has been positioned well to expand in COS. We initiated a PhD program a year and a half and have been able to build a strong core of faculty.

***We have better communication with the dean. We have a shorter line to resources like TA positions, matching funds, faculty positions.

5. Has the creation of the college improved research opportunities for your department?

	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2

	much worse
	
	no effect
	
	much better








     1


 2                               1

6. Has the creation of the college improved teaching for your department?

	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2

	much worse
	
	no effect
	
	much better








     1


  3

NOTE: Other factors, separate from the reorganization, have improved teaching opportunities for NBMG faculty.

7. Has the creation of the college improved outreach opportunities for your department?

	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2

	much worse
	
	no effect
	
	much better








     2


 2

8. Has the creation of the college improved resources available to your department?

	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	2

	much worse
	
	no effect
	
	much better








     1


 1

          2

NOTE: Other factors, separate from the reorganization, namely the budget cuts, have made resources less available.

9. Please note any additional problems or benefits your department has experienced as a result of the formation of the college?

***It seems that administrative paperwork has increased, although not all of that is the result of college reorganization.  We could easily eliminate much of the unnecessary paperwork (having the same form signed by multiple people and walking that form from place to place across campus) by having all signatures electronic (as is currently done with effort reporting).
***One of the downsides of our department being in Science is that the size and frequency of research grants in mathematics is much smaller and can reflect negatively on us when compared with other sciences. So far the deans of COS have shown an understanding of this. If this understanding continues, it will not be a problem.

***My opinion at the time of the reorganization was that it just shuffled the deck chairs without any real effect.  I now feel comfortable within the COS and would prefer not to go back.  Even if the reorganization did not make much difference, I like the chairs where they are just fine.
***

· In addition to the new PhD program, we are able to offer many more scholarships to our students, primarily as a result of being within MSESE. 

· We have modestly expanded our space within our building. 

· We have more faculty since joining COS. 

· We have better support and relations with the MSESE Director and his office and the Dean and his office.

***The challenges are the same as everyone in the university. I don’t think the major challenges are college specific.

10. Please note any current challenges for the college as a result of its organizational structure

***It’s a shame that other units at UNR that have connections to the mining, energy, and water-resource industries in Nevada do not have a formal connection to Mackay.  Specifically, it would be nice to see a link between Mackay and the chemical and metallurgical engineering/materials science and engineering groups, in addition to other units in the College of Engineering.  These industries need more than geologists, geophysicists, and mining and geological engineers.
***I think the reorganization resulted in some protection for the COS departments, given the current financial environment.

***
· Our department encompasses not only earth/environmental scientists but also social scientists and planners. Insuring that we maintain a healthy balance within the department between these various groups will continue to be important, even with the fiscal challenges that lay ahead and the college’s direction.

· During these tough economic times, I am concerned both about losing a faculty line and perhaps losing good faculty. It is unclear how the college’s organizational structure will influence this.

***The biggest challenge will be to preserve resources in the coming years.

11. What should the university do to better support the research, teaching or outreach missions of the college?

***Allocate some funds in the teaching budget for research faculty to be engaged in teaching.  This is particularly difficult for faculty on 100% grant funds.

Set up a system, like at DRI and many major research universities, that covers sick leave, annual leave, and sabbatical leaves for soft-money faculty.  Leave pools ought to be able to be created either through a different fringe-benefit rate for soft-money faculty (versus State-funded faculty) or through setting aside some indirect cost recovery funds.

Set up a safety net for soft-money faculty to bridge between grants.  One way of creating this is to set aside a certain percentage of indirect cost recovery funds that are generated on grants for which the principal investigator is a soft-money faculty member.  The logic would be that these ICR funds are over and above what is normally expected from State-funded faculty researchers, money that the University wouldn’t otherwise get if it didn’t attract high-quality soft-money faculty.

Aggressively recruit some high-profile researchers in each of the science and engineering fields.  Attract endowment funds for these and supporting positions, so that we can recruit several members of the National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering to UNR.  Provide these faculty with incentives to build programs at UNR, particularly through soft-money research grants.

Implement a process that engages the deans, department chairs, and faculty in the federal earmark process, and communicate what the University has on its priority list back down the ladder.  The faculty may be more aware of certain emerging opportunities than the central administration.

Make sure that the reward system for faculty (annual evaluations and merit raises) encourages faculty to volunteer time and effort to outreach activities, including involvement in local, state, and regional scientific, engineering, and community organizations that benefit from UNR expertise.
***UNR needs to more fully staff OSPA.  Other than that I don’t think COS has substantially different needs for support of research, teaching or outreach than the other colleges.

***

· Disseminate clear information – both through department chairs and more broadly across the university’s faculty – about the security of faculty positions. This is important to reduce the chance of losing good faculty see their future as uncertain at UNR. 

· Provide concrete information about how research will continue to be a fundamental priority within the university. Some faculty members are thinking about how UNR could easily become primarily a teaching university if support for research is not clear specified and worked out. A shift to greater teaching orientation would be at odds with our recent history and, for a number of faculty, would impact their own career paths. 

· Our need for additional space for departmental faculty and students is a pressing concern. The process for making space available could be expedited and made more transparent and secure.

· Greater transparency would also be advisable in administrative investigations that affect the department faculty or staff so that chairs are given information and kept apprised. Also so faculty do not feel threatened by administrative actions.

***Stop the unfunded mandates and bad policies like assessment, P-card review, mandatory advising, digital measures, broken hosting policy, broken financial software, cumbersome graduate student admissions, student information software, silly ASTRA deadlines, absurd paperwork for seminar visitors, inability of department to save money past fiscal year, expensive remodeling costs, inflexibility in arranging faculty teaching loads, unclear Chapter 6 investigative rules, budget uncertainty and timing.

Appendix C:  Specific Funding Recommendations to help Researchers with Grant Funding
In response to the request for feedback, one accomplished COS researcher made the following suggestions for changes to the COS structure that would help research faculty smooth out the mismatches between the funding schedule and the university contract schedule:

1) Provide each research faculty member with a minimum of 0.5 FTE for one month each year, specifically to write new grant proposals.  [Explanation:  Technically, we cannot be paid from our existing grants or contracts for the time we spend writing proposals for future grants or contracts.  So, where are we supposed to find time or salary to do this?]

2) Establish a “bridging fund” account that research faculty can draw on to fill the gaps in funding cycles.  I expect that such an account would primarily be used to write contracts in the spring (i.e., cited as the source of several month’s salary, or of a fraction of FTE for the year), and then either not be drawn on at all, or be reimbursed by JVs from grant accounts when they are established.  [Explanation:  Research faculty are asked to provide account numbers for the following year's salary as early as March.  They don't know the decision on many submitted grant proposals at that point, and some proposals haven't even been solicited by then.  The mismatch of the university fiscal year and the federal fiscal year exacerbates this problem -- RFPs for many federal agencies don't come out until late spring, decisions are made in August, and funding starts in October.  So, a grant obtained this way is of no use when it's time to write a contract in the spring!]

3)  Confirm LOA teaching assignments for research faculty before these faculty have to write their contracts for the following year.  Both their teaching and their research will be better if they know what the demands on their time will be more than a month or two in advance!

[Explanation:  LOA teaching assignments for fall are not decided until June at the earliest ... and sometimes I have been asked as late as August to teach a section for the fall term.  There is a similar last-minute notification for spring term. This makes it impossible to plan on LOA teaching as a salary source when writing a contract, and it means that both teaching and research plans have to be rearranged at the last minute, to the detriment of the quality of both.]

The university and COS get indirect costs from every grant, and at least some of that should  be set aside to support the faculty who are bringing in the grants, so they can continue to do so!
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