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IINTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Centers and Cooperative Programs have been components of the College of Forest Resources (CFR) at the University of Washington since 1926.  They mostly function to complement our traditional research and academic programs and tend to focus on research and outreach.  They offer unique opportunities for multi- and interdisciplinary inquiry; some are administered jointly with other UW academic units.  Although the majority of them do not administer academic programs, they are an important resource for graduate and undergraduate student learning and research, including mentoring and funding for masters and PhD students.  
Current CFR Centers and Cooperative Programs Reviewed (with the director’s name and year of initiation): 
· Rural Technology Initiative (RTI) (Bruce Lippke) (2000)
·   Northwest Environmental Forum (NWEF) (Brian Boyle) (2003)

· The Water Center (WC) (Robert Edmonds – Interim Director) – originally started as the Center for Streamside Studies in 1987 – combined with the Center for Urban Water Management to form the Center for Water and Watershed Studies in 2003 – renamed the Water Center in 2005. 

· Stand Management Cooperative (SMC) (David Briggs) (1985) – started as the Regional Forest Nutrition Project.

· Precision Forestry Cooperative (PFC) (David Briggs) (1999)
· Wind River Canopy Crane (WRCC) (Jerry Franklin) (1996)

· Olympic Natural Resources Center (ONRC) (John Calhoun) (1989)

· Center for Sustainable Forestry at Pack Forest (CSFPF) (Greg Ettl) (1926)

· UW Botanic Gardens (UWBG) (Sandra Lier – Interim Director) - started as the Center for urban Horticulture in 1980 (renamed UWBG in 2005)
· Center for International Trade in Forest Products (CINTRAFOR) (Ivan Eastin) (1984)

There are other Centers and Programs in CFR (listed below), but we were not asked to review them.  Many are cooperative units with federal agencies:
· Pacific Northwest Cooperative Ecosystems Study Center (PNWCESU) – Chris Lauver
· Restoration Ecology Network (REN) (Kern Ewing, Warren Gold)
· USDA Forest Service Mountain Ecology Lab (David Peterson)
· USDA Forest Service Forest Systems Engineering Cooperative (Steve Reutebuch)
· U.S. Geological Service Cascadia Field Station (Christian Torgersen)
· Center for Quantitative Science in Forestry and Fisheries (CQS) (Vince Gallucci)
· Consortium for Research on Renewable Industrial Materials (CORRIM) (Bruce Lippke)
There are large differences among the different Centers and Cooperative Programs. Some, like the Stand Management Cooperative are organized as research cooperatives, with members from private industry and government agencies.  Others are organized as consortia or network, drawing on the expertise and interests of faculty, staff and students and inside and outside the UW. The College also collaborates with Washington State University and with federal agencies (especially the USDA Forest Service, the U.S. Geological Service, and the National Park Service).  The federal employees associated with these centers are housed at CFR and hold UW faculty appointments without tenure or have affiliate appointments). Some Centers have state funding, while others do not.  Others have physical facilities like CSFPF, UWBG, and ONRC, while others are virtual centers.

In addition to the Centers, CFR has an Institute of Forest Resources established in 1979 (WA RCW 76.44.030) (originally created in 1947 as the Institute of Forest Products (RCW 76.44).  On January 13, 2009 Washington State Senate Bill 5097 was introduced to the Committee on Natural Resources, Ocean and Recreation.  Under this bill, the modified Institute of Forest Resources would provide the structure and continuity to resolve forest issues by drawing contributions from the centers and cooperatives into a more consolidated, collaborative, interdisciplinary, and integrated process that is responsive to critical issues facing the forest sector.  The wording of Senate Bill 5097 is shown in Appendix 1.  

A review of Centers in CFR has not been conducted for some time. This review is especially important because of the likely move of CFR into the College of the Environment (CoEnv) and the severe budget reduction the University is facing in the 2009-2011 biennium.  Research Directors and Program Leaders for these centers received the following memo (dated October 21, 2008) from Dean Bare with respect to the review:
Dear Research Directors and Program Leaders:

Our College faces challenging times in the coming months as a result of a series of factors: a) a smaller state operating budget appropriation as our economy contracts, b) change in leadership of our College, c) reductions in state and federal research funding caused by the on-going downturn in the economy, d) possible reduction in the operating account income from our endowments, e) the possibility of a new performance-based budget model for the UW, and f) possible alignment with the College of the Environment. All of these factors have the potential to adversely disrupt our operations and programmatic activities and generate considerable uncertainty within our College. Given the above, I believe we must redouble our efforts to closely examine all facets of our College's fiscal and programmatic health. 

Therefore, I believe it is appropriate that we closely examine the fiscal health and future strategic vision for each of our centers, cooperatives and research-based programs. While I do not intend to undertake a formal review of our center directors as defined Section 12-28 of the UW Handbook, I ask that each of you prepare a detailed plan that looks out five years and clearly articulates your future research program, financial resources, space and facility requirements, and human resources (including future leadership). Please define your unit's strategic vision within the framework of the College's strategic direction as reflected in our newly updated strategic plan. I do not expect these documents to exceed 8-10 pages in length although supplementary materials may be included in appendices as needed. 

Following receipt of all reports, I intend to appoint an ad hoc review committee, made up of faculty and staff, who will advise me on actions required to place all of our centers, cooperatives and research programs in the best possible position to ensure future sustainability in an uncertain decision environment. I would like your reports by December 15, 2008. Thanks and best wishes.  

B. Bruce Bare, Dean

Dean B. Bruce Bare then established an Ad Hoc CFR Centers Review Committee on December 5, 2008. The advisory Committee was chaired by Associate Dean Robert Edmonds and was composed of Professors Soo-Hyung Kim, Joshua Lawler, and John Perez-Garcia and Ms. Debbie Livingstone.  The charge to the committee from Dean Bare to the Committee follows:

You will recall that in my October 21, 2009 email to Research Directors and Program Leaders, I outlined the intent of this review. In brief, the Committee will examine the fiscal health and future strategic vision of each of our Colleges research centers and cooperatives. The reports that each center submits for review by the Committee will address the financial resources, space and facility requirements, human resource needs, and future programmatic directions for each center. By February 27, 2009, the Committee will review these reports and prepare a summary set of recommendations for further consideration. 

For some time we have been discussing ways to better integrate our various centers and research programs under a broad umbrella(s). Not only might such a grouping(s) lead to operational efficiencies and resource sharing, we might also realize programmatic collaboration for increased cross-disciplinary research funding, graduate education, and outreach. The Institute of Forest Resources is a logical unit that might provide the over-arching administrative home for some (all) of our centers. A research grouping based on programmatic themes similar to that espoused in the McIntire-Stennis strategic plan should also be considered. Also, we must be cognizant of the existing constituents that each of our centers serves. These support groups identify themselves with a particular center and are sensitive to retaining their continuing identity in the future. Thus, the Committee must carefully consider this issue in their deliberations. Lastly, we must consider our relationship with the CoEnv and its proposed advanced institute of the environment. 

We greatly appreciate the work of the Committee for helping us sort out, and set a future direction for, the efficient and effective management and organization of our research centers and programs. 

B. Bruce Bare, Dean
REVIEW OF THE CENTERS

The Ad Hoc CFR Centers Review Committee received plans from each Center in December, 2009.  The individual plans are shown Appendix 2.  

On January 8, 2009 the committee met and devised a process to review the Center reports.  An Excel spreadsheet for each center was devised for the analysis of each center with the following headings: Director, date started and history, finances (total funding, sources of funding, leveraging, vulnerability), research (type, quality and quantity), facilities, collaborators, interdisciplinarity, recognition, function, advisory board, administration and success, constraints and issues. 
Questions to be addressed by the committee in their report were:

· Do the Centers serve the mission of the College?

· Are the Centers leveraging research?

· How do they serve students – undergraduates and graduates 

· How much institutional support do the Centers get? Could the University provide support for undergraduate research, for example?
· Can efficiencies be achieved through sharing 

· staff?

· expertise?

· What role can the Institute of Forest Resources play in achieving these efficiencies?

· Are there potential near-term problems in leadership due to future retirements?

· Are there potential near-term problems due to funding?

· How would the Institute of Forest Resources be funded?

· How many tenure track faculty are involved with the centers

On January 22, 2009 Dean Bare met with the committee and elaborated on our charge to examine where the Institute of Forest Resources might fit.  Items discussed included future leadership of centers with pending retirements, the funding status and the role of the Institute of Forest Resources in managing budgets, the combination of mission statements from the various centers, and a possible financial model for the Institute of Forest Resources.  

The committee met again on February 5, 2009 to discuss the previous Center of Centers initiative, undertaken in 2008 (by Dave Briggs and Bruce Lippke), with its emphasis on shifting to an alliance of centers.  Their conclusions and ideas concerning the Center of Centers are presented below.
The committee had its final meeting on February 23, 2009 to discuss recommendations. 

Alliance Building: The Center of Center Idea
(Provided by Dave Briggs and Bruce Lippke)
Vetting the center of centers concept produced some deal breaking aspects we probably should have foreseen.  While some external groups could see some of the benefits we sought, others were quite negative.  While we recognized the need to maintain the identity of the individual centers because of their unique constituencies, the external advisors were less charitable, worrying that the centers focus would be redirected and that scientific credibility could be compromised.  The most worrisome response heard frequently was that there are other places we can get the research support we need.

The four takeaway points were: 

1. We must maintain the independence of centers and their alignment with advisors and constituents and their objectives or they will go elsewhere.

2. Centers that have a primary focus on data, data collection technologies, and publication of credible models and science could see some of their scientific credibility compromised if they are too formally aligned with others involved in more controversial policy analyses. 

3. It is more than ok to share resources and to support joint projects but not to divert the focus.

4. Even the appearance of a center of centers or an Institute will likely conflict with point 1. 

We conclude that the happy middle is to create a voluntary alliance of centers that can do a better job of point 3 without jeopardizing points 1 and 2.  

We could meet periodically to:

1. inform each other of new projects, and identify potential grant forming teams where appropriate.
2. stay abreast of resource surpluses or deficiencies.
3. consider tech transfer needs and outreach activities.
4. form new centers or draw on faculty or staff resources that might fill gaps.
We propose an alliance of centers for advancing forest systems.  This happens to be an NSF concept where the objective is to create industry/university collaborative alliances across US regions and campuses.  We expect NSF will be providing a smallish amount of seed money to incentivize such in the near future. 

Our likely voluntary participants would be: 

· SMC – treatments, basic data & models on impacts on growth and yield,  wood/product quality, soil, structure for habitat.
· PFC – precision technology and decision support; data algorithms, models.
· CINTRAFOR – marketing and trade.
· RTI – integrative management simulation and training including interactive video support.
· GIS databases – GIS support and database management.
· Bioenergy Resources – biofuel collection and processing.
· CORRIM – life cycle carbon and environmental burdens.
· CSF – Center for Sustainable Forestry (not integrated with Pack Forest Facility Mgt).
· ONRC - applied research (not integrated with site mgt.).
· The NW Environmental Forum – a user of the alliance’s science.
Others that may want to participate with perhaps a single person in both camps if not more thoroughly:

· USFS Fire Center

· UW Climate Change Center

· Water Center

· USFS sustainable forestry team

· Wildlife group either by individuals or more

· CFR policy either by individuals or more 

· CE, ME, EE, ChemE, Architecture on specific projects 

This alliance can be informal yet quite effective if it meets periodically.  We propose bi-monthly meetings Oct, Dec, Feb, April and June (skipping August) with agenda to include: 

· technical review of new projects and ending projects by participants

· review of budget shortfalls and surpluses with resource needs

· grants pending and new grant opportunities

· projected longer term needs/opportunities

· creating new teams to go after new funding sources

· communication/public release opportunities

· periodic (at least annual) publishing of center by center activities in a common format:

· mission

· projects and activities

· publications

· presentations

· outreach and tech transfer opportunities

· reception to end the meeting to foster networking

The alliance can be self-managed by a rotating committee of faculty (2 or more for continuity) with the ex-officio attendance of the Associate Dean for Research where links beyond the attendees is suggested.  We would expect this greater sharing of expertise to raise the quality of research and the stature of the college while contributing to the reputation of the participating centers without loss of their support from constituents.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Do the Centers serve the mission of the College?

Centers continue to be important to the research, outreach, and education efforts of CFR and all have functioning advisory committees or boards. All the Centers are viable and should be continued.   However, we do have some specific recommendations with respect to the Water Center and RTI.  Also Pack Forest and ONRC have some very similar characteristics.  They both have research, education, and outreach missions.  They both have conference centers.  They both have housing for researchers and outreach activities.  They both have computer facilities (ONRC’s may be far better than the teaching lab in Bloedel – the latter of which is used several order of magnitude more than that at ONRC).  The reports of both centers indicate that they are performing well below their potential—they are both underused.  We raise the question of whether we can support both centers.  Could we build-up one center to be more successful at the expense of the other?  

Overall, the research and outreach mission of the Centers is appropriate for the next five years and the Centers should be positioned to take advantage of new research initiatives relative to biofuels and bioproducts, forest health, global change, carbon sequestration and ecosystem services.  Some Centers may have to adjust their research directions to accommodate new initiatives and involve more faculty members.  
Are the Centers leveraging research?

Are they serving student research – undergraduate and graduate? 

Many of the Centers are effective at leveraging research dollars; others are not. However, the research and outreach conducted by the centers serves the state of Washington well. Centers continue to support graduate education through research assistantships and other funding and also support post doctoral research associates and staff.  They typically have not served undergraduates. Perhaps they could become more involved in an undergraduate research program.
How much institutional support do the Centers get? Could the University provide support for undergraduate research, for example.

The concept of Centers is strongly supported by CFR.  However, the majority of funding for the Centers is from external research funding.  At times CFR has provided a small amount of funding to the Centers as has the Provost’s Office (for the Wind River Canopy Crane (WRCC), for example).  The University/CFR could be encouraged provide support for undergraduate research through the Centers. Issues to do with funding are discussed below.  

What role can the Institute of Forest Resources play?  Can efficiencies be achieved through sharing staff and expertise?

Although each of the 10 centers functions separately and has a different mission there are overlapping roles as indicated in the Center of Centers discussion above.  The relationships among the centers are shown in Figure 1 which incorporates the Forestry Alliance Centers (CINTRAFOR, SMC, PFC) and Remote Sites (CSFPF-Pack Forest, ONRC, WRCC) under the umbrella of the Institute of Forest Resources.  Also under the umbrella of the Institute of Forest Resources is RTI.  We propose that RTI change its name to the Center for Spatial Analysis (CSA).  CSA would serve both the Forestry Alliance Centers and the Remote Sites.  We recommend that a faculty director be appointed for the Institute of Forest Resources who would also have the responsibility for the NWEF. Possible considerations to this position are that the director of the Institute of Forest Resources should be a faculty position (could be an existing faculty; could be rotated among faculty with an incentive of reduced teaching load) - and concurrently appointed as an associate director of the school of forest resources. The assistant director position to IFR would be to assist centers in grant seeking and administrative responsibilities, something similar that the current Forum director does.
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Figure 1.  The College of Forest Resources Centers in relation to the Institute of Forest Resources, the College of the Environment, other schools and colleges and external stakeholders. CSA (RTI) = Center for Spatial Analysis (Rural Technology Initiative), CINTRAFOR = Center for International Trade in Forest Products, CSFPF = Center for Sustainable Forestry at Pack Forest, ONRC = Olympic Natural Resources Center, NWEF=Northwest Environmental Forum, PFC = Precision Forestry Cooperative, SMC = Stand Management Cooperative, UWBG = University of Washington  Botanical Gardens, WC = Water Center, WRCC = Wind River Canopy Crane,
Both UWBG and the Water Center are unique from other centers in their missions and support bases.  UWBG is an independent center that does not need to be under the umbrella of the Institute of Forest Resources.  The Water Center serves a broad community in the University.  Thus the Water Center could be moved to the CoEnv and be funded by CoEnv.  We suggest that new leadership be appointed NOW and that the leader be a member of the CoEnv.  Recommendations regarding the Water Center are discussed in more detail below in the section on issues and recommendations for each center.
Are there potential near-term problems in leadership due to future retirements?

How many tenure track faculty are involved with the centers?

Center directors are tenure track faculty (3), non-tenure track WOT faculty (3), or staff (3).  Should it be a concern that we only have 3 tenure track faculty as center directors? What proportion of tenure track, non-tenure track and staff should we have?  These questions should be considered as we move forward.  Leadership is a particular problem for eight of the ten centers (ONRC, UWBG, RTI, SMC, PFC, NWEF, WC, WRCC).  Two of the centers have interim directors (UWBG, WC) and the directors of the other centers are approaching retirement.  Only two centers have relatively young directors (CINTRAFOR, CSFPF-Pack Forest).  

Are there potential near-term problems due to funding?

Most of the centers have financial problems. All of the Centers with state budgets have been recommended for cuts (ONRC, UWBG, PFC, WC, CSFPF-Pack Forest), some large, including elimination of the Water Center budget.  The SMC seems to be financially in reasonably good shape as its source of income is from assessments from private and government cooperators. However, it could be vulnerable if the forest industry worsens financially.  Paying increases in costs is problematic. Pack Forest is almost completely self-supporting from timber sales and conference center activities. With timber prices declining it is becoming harder and harder to fund Pack Forest under the current model.  The WRCC is currently mostly funded through the U.S. Forest Service and funding is tenuous every year. Funding for NEON in the long run will help, but this could take several years.  

Can efficiencies be achieved through sharing staff or expertise? Some efficiencies can be achieved through sharing, but this needs further analysis. CINTRAFOR funds from the state were eliminated this year, and federal funding is year to year.

What role can the Institute of Forest Resources play in achieving these efficiencies?  The Institute of Forest Resources could play a major role in achieving efficiencies (See Figure 1).

How would the Institute of Forest Resources be funded?

The institute could be funded through state funding and would be able to accept funding through research grants. 

Issues and recommendations related to each center are discussed below.     

Issues and Recommendations for RTI:

· Since 2005 (the end of the original grant), RTI has evolved into independent, largely self-supporting subgroups providing an array of technology tools and applications.  As a result, RTI is no longer a unified center.

· In our recommendations, RTI has been reconfigured as a ‘spatial analysis unit,’ composed of its constituent groups (See Figure 1).  The unit (tentatively named ‘Center for Spatial Analysis’ (CSA)) would continue to provide tools for research (database, modeling, tech transfer) to a variety of CFR, UW, and external clients.  The Spatial Analysis Unit would be part of the IFR reporting to the IFR director or assistant director.  The groups would be led by current staff people.  The need for an independent director is eliminated.

Issues and Recommendations for Northwest Environmental Forum:

· The Forum’s success in bringing people together to resolve complex environmental and natural resource issues has been due in large measure to the skills of the current and founding director, and the trust inspired by its being a UW-sponsored effort.  The leader will need to be replaced in the near future upon retirement.

· In our recommendations, the NWEF’s role, that of integrating science, technology, and social values, will be transformed into the leadership role of the Institute of Forest Resources.  The NWEF leader will assume the role of director of the Institute of Forest Resources, and be an assistant to the SFR Chair.  His/her role will include identifying and fostering collaborative forums, research, education, and funding for the Institute.  He or she may be aided in that role by an assistant staff person, if funding is available for that additional staff person.

Issues and Recommendations for the Water Center:

The Water Center has been a UW signature for interdisciplinary research and outreach in solving the region’s water issues for the past 20 years. Research at the center “has transformed the practice of stormwater management locally and nationally”.  The center is running a successful weekly seminar series and the annual review lecture series on water issues.  Water is one of the key environmental issues identified by the College of the Environment envision to focus on; The Water Center can and should take a central stage in this regard.

Issues

· The issues associated with The Water Center are: 1) the vacant directorship; 2) limited funding and high vulnerability to State budget cuts; and 3) limited research activities.

· The directorship has been an issue with The Water Center; the position is currently vacant and there are no designated funds to hire a new director.  Half of the center’s funding is from the State and the other half is from the Water Consortium consisting of local and regional stakeholders (e.g., City and county governments).  Both of these funding sources are highly susceptible to the current and future State budget reductions.

· While the mission of the center stresses production of peer-reviewed basic and applied research to solve the region’s water issues, research activities funded or channeled through the center have been minimal in the recent years. 

· The Water Center has not had funds for a faculty appointment for a permanent director for several years, and essentially provides only outreach services at this time. 

· The Water Center has depended on funds from CFR and the Water Center Consortium to operate in a minimal fashion during the 2008-2009 biennium. If CFR funding is eliminated as proposed, the Water Center will need funding from the CoEnv, in addition to funding from the Water Center Consortium, in order to operate through the 2010-2011 biennium in its current minimal fashion.  

Recommendations

· There are three possible recommendations for the Water Center: (a) disband the current Water Center and reform in the future, (b) relocate The Water Center directly under the College of the Environment as a core interdisciplinary research, education, and outreach unit working on the water issues (See Figure 1), or (c) combine with other water related groups on campus such as PRISM (Puget Sound Regional Synthesis Model). Foci of the Water Center should move beyond local and regional water issues to national and global water issues. If a transition is made into CoEnv, we recommend that new leadership to be appointed immediately inside the CoEnv community.

· The Water Center has been identified in CoEnv planning documents as an existing inter-college or inter- departmental center/institute, similar to JISAO and PCC, which will continue.  It should participate in the CoEnv Climate, Water, and Energy Working Group.  

Issues and Recommendations for the Stand Management Cooperative:
· SMC research will continue to be important in the foreseeable future.

· SMC concerns and issues focus on funding and near future staff retirements.  

· Uncertain funding from public agencies, flat dues and organizational changes in member companies has shifted source funding to grants and contracts.  

· Grant and contract funds are highly variable and higher risk to form the basis funds to offset projected cost increases.  

· There is a need to begin transitional planning for new leadership and staff replacements.

Issues and Recommendations for the Precision Forestry Cooperative:

· PFC concerns and issues also focus on funding, near future staff retirements and advisory board membership.  

· An increase in base funding to expand professional expertise in other critical areas and staff support in database management, programming and field support is sought to fully realize PFC research goals.  

· There is a need to begin transitional planning for new leadership and staff replacements, and expand advisory board representation and participation.

Issues and Recommendations for the Wind River Canopy Crane:

The Wind River Canopy Crane Facility and Experimental Forest (“Wind River Center” hereafter) have been and continue to be successful as a premier research facility and as an outdoor lab for academic education. The Wind River Center is regionally, nationally, and internationally recognized for research conducted at and by the center. The recent selection of the Wind River Experimental Forest  as a core site of the National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON) further enhances the center’s potential to provide high quality research and education opportunities at UW.  The current financial support is provided through federal funds, grants, user fees, and UW in-kind matching funds; this structure makes this center relatively less sensitive to current State budget reductions than other CFR centers.  The Wind River Center is well positioned to take the leadership in strengthening UW’s research infrastructure on the environment. This center will serve CFR well for a long-run and will put CFR in a strong position within CoEnv.
Issues

· The Wind River Center is facing the following issues: 1) Leadership transition, 2) Diminishing grants and federal supports, and 3) Lack of recognition and support for NEON by UW and the region

Recommendations

· The three issues identified above can be effectively addressed by recruiting a mid- to full-career tenure-track/tenured faculty to take the leadership of the Wind River Center in collaboration with the current director.

· We anticipate that the new director will improve financial resources for the center, take the leadership on coordination of NEON, and enhance terrestrial ecosystems research at UW.

Issues and Recommendations for the ONRC:
· The two largest issues facing ONRC appear to be that it is 1) under-used and 2) will need a new director in the near future.  

· Although there are many research projects currently being run through ONRC, for the size of the facility it should have a much larger research program.  

· Only 3 of the 7 administrative offices are currently used.  

· The apartments and dorms are underused.  

· And, there is an up-to-date computer lab with 18 computers that is used < 20 days out of the year.  

· The lack of use of the facility may be due to some combination of: the remoteness of the location, the cost of using the facilities, and potentially a lack of vision for an aggressive and dynamic research program.

Issues and Recommendations for the Center for Sustainable Forestry at Pack Forest: 
· Pack Forest appears to be facing several challenges.  
· Although it is currently largely self-sustaining, the level of timber harvest that is required to continue that trend may make it impossible for the center to meet its mission of informing, researching, and teaching about sustainable forestry.  

· The center is not currently achieving its potential with respect to research.  

· More staff or staff time is needed to establish research programs and write research grants. 

· Several of the facilities are in need of repair.  

· The center is exploring new directions and initiatives for outreach, but the central issue of whether or not the center can meet its mission given its current funding situation needs to be considered.

· We recommend that a full investigation into the viability of Pack Forest and the CSFPF be conducted.  We need to ask whether it can meet its current mission given its funding sources.  What will it take to meet the mission?  And, should its mission, or its existence, be reconsidered.  The College Lands Committee could be asked to do this.
Issues and Recommendations for UWBG:

· UWBG is currently excelling with respect to its mission (education, outreach and research) and it is recognized locally, regionally, and nationally. Major issues are lack of permanent director and curator, and geographic separation of faculty, staff and students from rest of CFR.
· UWBG is chronically underfunded and very susceptible to budget cuts. 

· Relationships among UW, City and Foundation are better, but strongly influence the search for a permanent director. How can we change this?

· Faculty is needed in critical areas – entomology, pathology, horticulture.
· Lab space is currently over allocated.
· We recommend that every effort is made to minimize the cuts to state funds at this center, but this will involve increasing cuts to other centers. 

· Overall more funding is needed to keep UWBG viable.  

Issues and Recommendations for CINTRAFOR

· Funding issues always present - director's salary is not UW funded

· Recent funding has been from vulnerable state and federal directed appropriations

· Faculty involvement with CINTRAFOR could be increased
· Sharing administrative support possible for efficiency
Appendix 1. Proposed New Wording for the Institute of Forest Resources

S-0167.2             _____________________________________________

SENATE BILL 5097

                            _____________________________________________

State of Washington 

61st Legislature

 2009 Regular Session

By Senator Jacobsen

Read first time 01/13/09. Referred to Committee on Natural Resources,

Ocean & Recreation.

1 
     AN ACT Relating to the institute of forest resources; amending RCW

2 
76.44.030; adding a new section to chapter 76.44 RCW; and creating new

3
 sections.

4 
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:

5 
      NEW SECTION. Sec. 1. The legislature finds that there are many

6 
issues facing the forest sector, such as climate change, forest health

7 
and fire, carbon accounting, habitat and diversity, timber and water

8 
supplies, and the economic health of forest dependent communities.

9 
These forest issues, and the approaches taken to address them,

10 
transcend the expertise and missions of the current University of

11 
Washington centers and cooperatives. While each center and cooperative

12 
contributes important expertise and resources, the structure and

13 
continuity for the integrated, interdisciplinary approach to address

14 
these complex issues is lacking. The institute of forest resources

15 
would provide this structure and continuity by drawing contributions

16 
from the centers and cooperatives into a more consolidated,

17 
collaborative, interdisciplinary, and integrated process that is

18 
responsive to the critical issues confronting the forest sector.
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1 
     NEW SECTION. Sec. 2. The head of the college of forest resources

2 
of the University of Washington must coordinate the existing college of

3 
forest resource's cooperatives and centers to promote a more holistic,

4 
efficient, and integrated approach to broaden its research program to

5 
address the issues facing the forest section.

6
     Sec. 3. RCW 76.44.030 and 1979 c 50 s 5 are each amended to read

7 
as follows:

8 
     (1) The institute of forest resources must pursue

9 
coordinated research and education related to the forest 

10 
sector and its multiple uses including: Its conservation, sustainable

11 
management, and utilization; its economic, ecological, and societal

12 
value; evaluation of forest land; 

13 
the manufacture and marketing of forest products,

14 
including timber, nontimber, and environmental services; and the

15 
provision of recreation and aesthetic values.

16 
     (2) The institute of forest resources must also seek to provide a

17 
framework to identify, prioritize, fund, and conduct interdisciplinary

18
 research critical to the forest sector and to develop integrated,

19 
synthesized information and decision support tools to improve

20 
understanding of these complex issues for policymakers and others.

21 
     (3) In pursuit of these objectives, the institute of forest

22 
resources is authorized to cooperate with other entities, including,

23
 but not limited to, universities, state and federal agencies,

24 
industrial institutions, domestic or foreign, where such cooperation

25 
advances these objectives.

26 
     NEW SECTION. Sec. 4. A new section is added to chapter 76.44 RCW

27
 to read as follows:

28 
     The head of the college of forest resources of the University of

29 
Washington must appoint a policy advisory board consisting of eleven

30 
members to advise the head of the college of forest resources of the

31 
University of Washington on policies for the institute of forest

32 
resources that are consistent with the purposes of the institute.

33 
Membership on the policy advisory board must broadly represent the

34 
various interests concerned with the purposes of the institute of

35
 forest resources, including the state and federal governments,
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1
 environmental organizations, local communities, the timber industry,

2 
and tribes.

3 
Members of the policy advisory committee must be compensated as

4 
provided in RCW 43.03.220 and must be reimbursed for travel expenses as

5 
provided in RCW 43.03.050 and 43.03.060.

6 
    NEW SECTION. Sec. 5. The institute of forest resources shall

7
 provide progress reports to the appropriate committees of the

8
 legislature by July 1, 2010, and July 1, 2011, on the coordination

9 
Required by section 2 of this act and the implementation of this act.

--- END ---
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