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Final Report to the Faculty Senate Executive Board

Faculty Senate Earth Institute Ad Hoc Review Committee

March 5, 2004

I. Names of the Committee Members

David Bobzien, Information Technology

John Boone, Medicine

Linda Brunson, Administration and Finance

Mike Collopy, Faculty Senate Executive Board

David Coulsen, Journalism

Donald Hardesty (Chair), Liberal Arts

Keith Johnson, Extended Studies

Eric Marchand, Engineering

John Nelson, Science

Stan Omaye, Human and Community Sciences

Lew Oring, CABNR

Mike Robinson, Education

Amy Shannon, Library

Ed Smith, Cooperative Extension

Deb Stiver, Business Administration

II. History of the Proposal

The idea of the proposed Earth Institute began in 2000 with the goal of promoting environmental scholarship and teaching on the UNR campus.  At this time, the directors of the Center for Environmental Science and Engineering (Glenn Miller) and the Center for Environmental Arts and Humanities (Scott Slovic) met informally to discuss the possibility of uniting the two centers for the purpose of enhancing campus-wide interactions and opportunities for students, staff, and faculty interested in environmental issues and topics. Shortly thereafter, the two directors of the graduate interdisciplinary programs in Hydrologic Sciences (Scott Tyler) and Ecology, Evolution, and Conservation Biology (Dick Tracy) joined the group. This informal working group discussed the idea of a “Center for the Environment” with the Vice President for Research before the onset of a plan for campus reorganization. During the following three years, this working group or planning committee held several public meetings to solicit ideas and comments from the campus community. Other campus faculty volunteered to join the planning committee during this period, including Nancy Markee from Environmental and Resource Sciences, Jason Geddes from Environmental Health and Safety, and Jen Huntley-Smith from Core Humanities/History. This largely self-selected working group met with the Provost and received approval to continue developing the proposal as a planning committee. During this time, the name of the proposed center also changed to the “Institute for the Environment” to better reflect its purpose in the new UPC taxonomy in the university’s strategic plan. Another name change to “Earth Institute” took place before submission of the proposal to the Faculty Senate because of objections from the UCCSN Chancellor’s Office over the use of the words “institute” and “environment” in the same name. The Faculty Senate appointed an Earth Institute Ad Hoc Review Committee in December, 2003, and charged the committee with the review of the Earth Institute proposal. Toward this end, the Ad Hoc Review Committee conducted research and held a series of meetings from January 12, 2004, until February 27, 2004. The committee submitted a draft report to the Faculty Senate Executive Board on March 1, 2004. 

III. Summary of the Committee’s Review Process

In order to evaluate the proposal, the Ad Hoc Review Committee solicited comments from the university community and the public, held a series of public meetings and focus group discussions to discuss the proposal, and conducted research on similar programs at other universities and colleges. 

Written and electronic communications

The Ad Hoc Review Committee emailed invitations to UNR faculty, students, and staff and DRI faculty and staff to attend one or more of three open fora. The committee also invited environmentally related public groups and agencies, which included the Nevada Department of Education, the Washoe County School District, Resource Concepts, Inc., the Nevada Department of Agriculture, the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, the Rocky Mountain Research Station, the Nevada Department of Wildlife, the Natural Resource Conservation Service, Environmental Leadership, and the Washoe County Parks Department.

The Ad Hoc Review Committee emailed invitations to environmentally related programs at UNR to attend a “dedicated forum” or focus group discussion. The invited stakeholders included the Department of Resource Economics, the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Science, the Department of Biology, EECB (Ecology, Evolution, and Conservation Biology), the Department of Geography, BRRC (the Biological Resources Research Center), the Department of Health Ecology, the Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station, Environmental Engineering, the Mackay School of Earth Science and Engineering, Cooperative Extension, and the Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology.

To facilitate the communication process, the Ad Hoc Review Committee posted the Earth Institute proposal on the university’s website, invited the university community and stakeholders in the public to send email comments to a dedicated email account ( fsstaff@unr.edu ) and invited the university community and stakeholders in the public to mail written comments to the Faculty Senate Office. 

Meetings

The Ad Hoc Committee convened for an organizational meeting on January 13, 2004, and held two additional meetings to discuss the review process and draft the report; the meetings were held on January 29, 2004 and February 20, 2004. In addition, they held a meeting with the Drafters/planning committee of the Earth Institute proposal on January 20, 2004.

 The Ad Hoc Review Committee held three open or public fora, the first on February 6, 2004; the second on February 10, 2004; and the third on February 12, 2004. Public attendance was low at all three of the meetings and typically attracted only four or five people in addition to the committee members. People attending the meeting included UNR students, Desert Research Institute faculty, Bureau of Land Management staff, Cooperative Extension faculty or staff, UNR faculty senators, and the general public. Two or three of the drafters of the Earth Institute proposal also typically attended. 

In addition to the public meetings, the Ad Hoc Review Committee held three dedicated fora or focus groups. They met with environmentally related programs and stakeholders in the proposed Earth Institute from within the university community on February 12, 2004. Only a few of those invited attended the meeting. In addition to members of the Ad Hoc Committee, attendees at the meeting included representatives from the Environmental Engineering program, Cooperative Extension, the Department of Geography, and the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Science. The Ad Hoc Committee held a focus group discussion with the Provost and Vice President for Research on February 13, 2004. Finally, the Ad Hoc Committee held a dedicated forum discussion with the university’s College of Cooperative Extension on February 17, 2004. Cooperative Extension Dean and Director Karen Hinton attended the first open forum and emailed extensive comments to the Ad Hoc Review Committee but could not attend this meeting because of prior commitments. John Burton, the Assistant Director of the college, and Jerry Buk, Area Director, attended in her place. 

Research on Programs Similar to the Proposed Earth Institute at other Institutions

The Ad Hoc Review Committee searched the Internet for programs similar to the proposed Earth Institute and emailed inquiries about such programs via the List Serve Ecolog-l. This search found that Columbia University was the only academic institution with a program named the “Earth Institute” and that its mission focused more on geological and planetary sciences than interdisciplinary environmental programs encouraging environmental scholarship and teaching. Other programs with the name “Earth Institute” were identified outside academe in private non-profit foundations and non-governmental organizations such as The Northwest Earth Institute, which offers courses in “voluntary simplicity, bioregionalism, deep ecology and sustainability,” and the Vermont Earth Institute, which “educates and supports Vermonters to reduce consumption and adopt environmentally sustainable practices.”   

Searching under names other than “Earth Institute,” however, found a large number of environmentally related institutes, centers, and programs at other universities and colleges. The following is a sample. Central Washington is developing a multidisciplinary program in Environmental Science and Education. The University of California at Santa Barbara describes its Environmental Studies Program as “one of the first truly multidisciplinary programs in the country” that emphasizes “the importance of comprehending the interrelationships between the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences and their combined effects upon our environment.” This program has 350 students and is one of the university’s most popular majors. Austin College (Sherman, Texas) established a Center for Environmental Studies several years ago and finds it to be successful.  It is interesting to note that this program has traditionally spent about 10 times more than their internal, state allocated budget, with the remaining funds originating from grants. Lehigh University (Bethlehem, Pennsylvania) established an Environmental Initiative, which plans to create a similar Institute for the Environment over the next four years. The University of Virginia and Florida International University both have interdisciplinary environmental institutes that function effectively despite poor funding. Boston University offers undergraduate and graduate degrees through their Center for Energy and Environmental Studies. George Washington University created a “Green University Initiative” to integrate campus-wide environmental research and teaching programs. Cornell University’s Center for the Environment works to craft “interdisciplinary collaborations among scientists and professors drawn from throughout Cornell and collaborating institutions.” In a similar manner, the Harvard University Center for the Environment “provides a focus for interdisciplinary, cross-faculty research and education in the field of environmental studies at Harvard.” The Center for the Study of Environment and Society at Rice University “coordinates courses and curricula on environmental topics offered in the schools of Engineering, Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Humanities.”  

Summary of Information Gathered

The majority of written, electronic, and verbal comments about the proposed institute had to do with the name. Almost no one thought that the name described what the proposed institute was all about.

The proposal states that the proposed institute will “lead UNR’s public outreach efforts on the environment” and that “The Institute will take a leadership role in coordinating research and outreach on regional environmental issues critical to Nevada, in association with other departments and/or research units on the UNR campus.” The Ad Hoc Review Committee received many comments from the faculty and administration of the College of Cooperative Extension suggesting that the language of the proposal implies that the new institute will co-opt and “seek to control” the existing outreach activities of Cooperative Extension and that the proposal indicates very little awareness of the existence or operation of such programs. Conversations with the planning committee and the Provost suggest that this is not the case; however, the language of the proposal needs to be changed since it presently creates a conflict with Cooperative Extension that should not exist. 

 Several comments in the open fora and other communications suggested that the proposed institute should not formally “institutionalize” existing teaching and research collaborations between the university and regional organizations such as DRI but should allow the new Director to make those decisions.

Comments received by the Ad Hoc Review Committee suggest that the key purposes and missions of the proposed institute should be the following:  (1) to be a “clearinghouse” for information about environmental research, teaching, outreach, and services activities; (2) to continue and maintain the funding and operation of existing interdisciplinary graduate programs in the environmental arena (e.g., EECB, Environmental Science and Health, Hydrologic Sciences,  and Atmospheric Sciences); (3) to develop and enhance collaboration among the environmental sciences, humanities, and social sciences; and (4) to develop and enhance collaboration and partnerships among environmentally related programs in colleges, schools, and departments at UNR.

Funding of the proposed institute was another focus of comment and discussion. The university agrees to provide continuous funding of $200K annually for the proposed institute. This will support operating expenses, secretarial salaries, and the salary of the Associate Director if needed. UNR also agrees to provide the salary of the Director. With the addition of funding from the existing interdisciplinary environmental programs the total annual funding allocation will be close to $1 million. In addition, the Vice President for Research agrees to return five percent of ICR received in her office from new grants/contracts brought in through the proposed institute. The Director of the proposed institute is to coordinate fundraising efforts with the University Foundation. Some comments expressed concern about whether this can be done without a Development Officer in the proposed institute. The proposed institute is not intended to be a “cash cow” or moneymaker but will engage in fundraising and grant/contract writing activities focused on environmental research, teaching, outreach, and service. Other comments suggested that if too much emphasis was placed upon the development of grant writing activities, this would serve to effectively orient the proposed institute toward “science” related activities (since that is where most of the money is) and away from the “humanities.” 

Administration of the proposed institute was yet another focus of comment and discussion. The Director is to report directly to the Provost. The duties of the Director include working with graduate program directors  to develop agreements for teaching, research, and service programs at UNR and with other UCCSN or regional institutions. 

The Provost and Vice President for Research appear to favor bringing in an outside “science” person to direct the proposed institute. Another administrative position identified in the proposal is a half-time Assistant Director to Coordinate Undergraduate Curricula. Funding for this position would likely have to come from the annual $200K operating budget. The duties of the Assistant Director focus on development of an undergraduate major in environmental studies and coordination of undergraduate classes. We believe that this position may not be necessary at the outset of the institute and should await the outcome of future discussions related to the proposed major. 

The proposal indicates that the Advisory Board of the proposed institute should consist of “13-15 representatives of interested colleges.” Discussion suggested that this may be too large to be workable and its composition should be revisited. It also was suggested that a separate external advisory board be created to enhance external visibility, facilitate fundraising efforts, and maintain links with environmentally related groups outside the university community. This external board would be very helpful in facilitating fundraising for the institute, in cooperation with the University of Nevada Foundation.

Finally, academic programs of the proposed institute emerged as another key focus of comment and discussion. The proposal identifies the development of an undergraduate major in environmental studies as a beginning goal of the proposed institute. Some discussion suggested that the development of a new undergraduate major at this point would be detrimental to the establishment of the institute in its formative years. Many people felt that decisions about the implementation and optimal timeline for the  undergraduate major in environmental studies should be postponed and left for the new director of the institute to explore rather than be identified as an initial activity. Several comments raised other concerns about this proposed major. For example,  (1) what would be the “marketability” of such a major; (2)  how will the proposed Earth Institute collaborate with existing environmental curricula in colleges and departments and how will it coordinate with colleges and departments to create new academic majors and programs; and (3) what options will graduates of such a program have in continuing their education in a graduate program? The Faculty Senate charge to the Ad Hoc Review Committee includes discussion of the links of the proposed institute to the Core Curriculum. The planning committee did not have any suggestions about this issue. A revitalized “Introduction to Environmental Studies” is a possible core curriculum course.

IV. What concerns and conclusions about the proposed organization did the committee have?

The Ad Hoc Review Committee endorses the concept of the proposed Earth Institute but recommends that the proposal be revised extensively and reviewed again by the Faculty Senate before being submitted to the Board of Regents. We make the following specific recommendations:

Recommendation 1. The original proposal planning committee or working group should be expanded by the Provost to include stakeholders at the university whose interests are not presently represented. These stakeholders, for example, should include Cooperative Extension, the Department of Biology/EECB, and other units (e.g., economics and social sciences) with a major interest in the institute. 

Recommendation 1. Delay development of the proposed undergraduate major in environmental studies and leave the issue of creating new curricula to be explored by the new director in cooperation with colleges and departments.

Recommendation 2.  Remove statements that “institutionalize” existing teaching, research, and service partnerships and leave the continuation or establishment of such partnerships to the new director. Add a statement that the new director should work to establish and enhance collaboration and partnerships among UNR units and regional institutions (e.g., DRI, UNLV, UC-Davis). 

Recommendation 3. Remove the statement that FTEs will accrue to the proposed Earth Institute; the Provost and President stipulated that FTEs will continue to accrue to the university’s departments and colleges. 

Recommendation 4. Revise the budget to provide more information about how the budget will be used to achieve the goals of the proposed Earth Institute. Too much of the existing budget is committed to personnel (e.g., Associate Director, Graduate Teaching Assistantships, summer stipends) that may not be needed to achieve the goals of the institute. 

Recommendation 5. Add language that creates two advisory boards. One should be an “internal” board made up of faculty representatives from environmentally related units/programs within the university; the other should be an “external” board with members from outside the university community. The revised proposal should include procedures for appointing the two boards and clearly articulate their respective roles. 

Recommendation 6.  Remove statements in the proposal that imply that the new Earth Institute will co-opt and seek to control existing environmental outreach activities such as those in Cooperative Extension or other colleges. Language in the revised proposal should make it clear that the new institute will collaborate with and support existing outreach and service activities. Add a statement that the proposed institute shall seek , through collaboration, to enhance and expand research, teaching, service, and outreach opportunities for environmental faculty and students in the university. The revised proposal needs to pay more attention to the details of the interaction between the proposed institute and department/college programs to demonstrate that its mission does not duplicate or could not take place within existing university organizations. More work needs to be done in defining the “outreach” mission of the proposed institute, its goals in the community, and the way in which it would interact with existing outreach programs in the university. In addition, the 2003 UNR Strategic Plan stipulates that an institute should not duplicate the activities of an existing entity; the revised proposal needs to demonstrate clearly that this will not be the case.

Recommendation 7. Change the name of the proposed institute. Comments received by the Ad hoc Review Committee almost unanimously rejected the name “Earth Institute” as inappropriate. The mission of the proposed organization is clearly consistent with an “institute” as defined in the UPC taxonomy, and the organization is not likely to succeed and attract funding without the word “environment” in the name. Therefore, the Ad Hoc Review Committee strongly recommends that the Provost revisit the original name “Institute for the Environment” or “UNR Institute for the Environment” with the Chancellor of the UCCSN. 

Recommendation 8. Revise the timeline of the proposed Earth Institute and include realistic benchmarks for specific tasks. 

Recommendation 9. Add more information about the space requirements in the revised proposal. The existing proposal states that the new institute is to be housed in an existing CESE office in the Applied Research Building for the first year. This space, however, is quite small, since the proposal indicates that the original 1330 square feet allocated to the CESE has been mostly reallocated to other uses. Is the remaining space adequate for the proposed organization? The proposers need to provide more information in the final proposal before it is forwarded to the Regents. The minimum space needs for the first year would be an office for the Director and a reception/secretarial office. No facility is currently identified to house the institute after the first year.

Recommendation 10. Clarify the vision and goals of the humanities-based proponents for the proposed institute, the relationship between these goals and those of the environmental sciences, and the mechanisms for encouraging collaboration between the environmental humanities and the sciences in the institute. 

V. What is the recommended timeline for progress reports and a final report from the planning committee?

The revised proposal should be submitted in sufficient time to be fully reviewed and presented to the Board of Regents in advance of the beginning of the 2004/2005 fiscal year. The time schedule outlined below is adapted from the original proposal and is intended to serve as a model for the committee that ultimately develops the revised proposal. It is a rough outline of the events and timelines that should take place and omits specific details to allow flexibility in preparing the revision and, ultimately, for the Director and Advisory Boards of the proposed institute to make decisions.

· One-Year Plan: Upon approval by the Board of Regents, the Provost will appoint a steering committee and an Interim Director for the Institute for the Environment.  The interim director will oversee and initiate the start-up tasks to establish the Institute while a search is conducted for a permanent director. The following actions will take place during the first year after approval is obtained to establish the institute:

· Conducting the search for, and hiring a full-time director

· Identifying and occupying Institute office space on campus 

· Developing its own administrative infrastructure, including a Faculty Advisory Committee from representative units from throughout UNR

· Developing liaisons with agencies and private organizations outside the University

· Developing and implementing a web site to provide an easily accessible source of information regarding all environmental programs (graduate and undergraduate) at UNR

· Participating in the Environmental and Energy Committee to assist in implementing the University Environmental Policy

· Organizing a planning committee for a statewide Nevada Environmental Conference

· Writing a one-year program review and annual report, to be submitted to the Faculty Senate for review

· Five-Year Plan:  Over the following four years, the director will continue to develop the programs begun in the first year. Additional efforts will go into:

· Establishing an external Advisory Board of community leaders interested in supporting the Institute

· Fundraising/grants funded

· Student advisement

· Public relations on campus and with the community

· Improving the environmental consciousness of students, faculty, and staff on campus

· Coordination of programs within the University

· Coordination and development of programs in conjunction with other UCCSN entities, such as TMCC, WNCC, and DRI

· Coordination and communication with outside agencies and private organizations

· Marketing

· Assessment

· Explore the demand for an interdisciplinary Environmental Studies undergraduate major and, if warranted, developing the curriculum for the major

· Developing symposia, conferences, speaker series, and scholarship programs

· Writing yearly program reviews and annual reports, to be submitted to the Faculty Senate for review

· Ten-Year Plan:  After ten years, the Institute director, together with the Faculty Advisory Committee and the external Advisory Board, will conduct a self-study program review in order to assess the successes of the program as well as determine its future directions.
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