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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on your proposal to transition the College of Forest Resources (CFR) into a School of Forest Resources (SFR) in the College of the Environment (CoEnv). We welcome the chance to provide feedback to you at this critical conjuncture of the formation of the new CoEnv in the hope of clarifying several important aspects of your plan.
At the outset we wish to make it clear that both the justification and plan provided to us for review are the work of the Provost’s Office and not those of CFR. We also wish to express disappointment that if the RCEP is approved as planned, our College will disappear into a larger academic unit and in so doing will lose influence and status both on and off campus. This is not a happy event to contemplate for a College that is in its 102nd year of productive existence at the UW and has served our local, national and global community so well. Further, we are concerned that the excellent work of our faculty during the past decade to transform our College will suffer in the changed culture of a new college.
We believe there is a lack of detailed material in the proposal to justify consolidating CFR into CoEnv. Instead of a detailed justification of why CFR should be consolidated into CoEnv as a school, the RCEP documents attempt to justify why the University should develop CoEnv. Our reading of Section 26.41(C) of the Faculty Handbook leads us to conclude that the draft proposal does an inadequate job of justifying the proposed action, does not present alternatives detailing how the consolidation of CFR into CoEnv will occur and fails to explain why the proposed action is the preferred alternative. We believe additional justification material will significantly improve the proposal and improve the probability of a successful review. 
CFR faculty are not unanimous about joining CoEnv. Our faculty took three advisory votes over the past two academic years about whether it was advisable to join CoEnv as a core unit and give up our status as an independent college. The first advisory majority vote concluded that we needed more information to reach a decision. The second advisory majority vote concluded that we did not wish to join CoEnv, and the third advisory majority vote concluded that we wished to join the new college as a core unit. Following extensive sets of meetings between our faculty and upper campus administrators, the third vote carried by a 60% majority and was taken in November 2008, five months after the Board of Regents established CoEnv. All three votes were advisory in nature and, as such, we were advised to allow ineligible faculty to vote. Now that the RCEP proposal has been prepared and distributed to our faculty, we are prepared to take an official and binding vote.
We are very concerned about the lack of a clear organizational plan that describes how CFR will be incorporated into CoEnv, which academic units will join us and how intra-college relationships will be developed and managed. The discussion in the draft transition plan is sketchy and does not adequately describe the organizational framework for either CoEnv or SFR. As a School, we expect to be administered by a director reporting to the dean of CoEnv. In order to retain influence inside and outside the UW, we seek an additional administrative title for the director and suggest the title of associate dean for Forest Resources. This will demonstrate the UW’s stated objective (see transition plan) of supporting CFR with the resources it requires to meet its growing needs. 
There is no analysis comparing the existing CFR structure and programs with the structure and programs envisioned in the proposal. Although four organizational models are listed, there is no evaluation of these alternative structures in light of CoEnv goals and objectives and the analysis bears no direct relation to the role CFR might play in CoEnv. The model adopted for CoEnv is described as a hybrid structure consisting of degree-granting units, an interdisciplinary institute and a mechanism for allowing faculty, staff and students to participate from non-core units. How the adopted structure compares with the four models is not provided. As stated earlier, this discussion appears more directed at a justification for the new college and not why CFR should be changed to a school in CoEnv. Thus, much of this discussion is irrelevant to the proposed action of eliminating CFR.  
The proposal does not articulate how the envisioned interdisciplinary institute will affect CFR’s research programs and the Institute of Forest Resources. We currently support ten research and outreach centers and cooperatives. The proposal is silent on how these units will be related to the proposed institute and what the impacts may be on CFR.
CFR has undergone a successful transition this decade (see College of Forest Resources RCEP) and has honed its vision for the future. As a result of our staff and faculty’s vision and hard work, undergraduate enrollment in our Environmental Science and Resource Management major has witnessed double digit growth in successive autumn quarters since FY 2005. In FY 2008, our Paper Science and Engineering major increased enrollment 19% from the previous year’s autumn quarter. In autumn 2008 our two undergraduate majors enrolled 250 students and our graduate programs 155 students — the latter a 6% increase since autumn 2007. An evaluation of the impact on CFR’s enrollment it if joins CoEnv is missing from the proposal. Further, updated enrollment statistics should be incorporated into the proposal.
Since June 2006, twelve new faculty have joined CFR. Two of these are paid directly by federal agencies, one is a WOT appointment and nine are tenure-track assistant professors. We have worked hard to ensure that all new faculty are appropriately mentored, fully integrated into our academic, research and service programs and serve in a variety of service roles. These faculty are especially vulnerable to organizational change and must be given extra protection if CFR moves into CoEnv. Of particular concern are criteria for promotion, merit and tenure as well as teaching and research expectations and responsibilities. The proposal does not address these important elements and should be modified accordingly.
We are pleased that the proposal clearly states that all resources currently allocated to CFR will remain with SFR. We wish to affirm that these resources include all state and local funds, grant and contract funds, current use and endowment funds, RCR funds, self sustaining funds, all academic and research programs, space, IT, etc. It is also our understanding, and the proposal should reflect this, that all CFR endowments and current use gift funds will remain under the control of the Director of SFR if CFR joins CoEnv. Additionally, we understand that the award of chairs and professorships for SFR faculty will be managed by the SFR, with the dean of CoEnv providing concurrence to forward recommendations to the Provost for final action. 
The proposal should clearly articulate the allocation model for the distribution of RCR funds should CFR join CoEnv. Given the unique nature of CFR’s position and the low effective percentage of IDC that CFR grants and contracts generate, for at least the first three biennia, CFR should retain all RCR funds that it generates.  In return, SFR will not participate in soliciting additional RCR funds from any common RCR pool created in CoEnv. This arrangement may be re-evaluated after six years for further continuance. 
The proposal does not clearly state that ‘no harm’ will be incurred by CFR if it is transitioned into a SFR within CoEnv. In many discussions to date, our faculty, staff, alumni and supporters have been assured by UW administrators that the transition into a SFR will be advantageous to our unit and that additional resources will be allocated to add strength. We see no mention of this in the proposed RCEP and believe that the proposal will be strengthened by the addition of such material.  We suspect that some of our faculty voted to join the CoEnv based on assurances of ‘no harm’, yet the proposal is silent on this important point.
In winter 2009, the Graduate School conducted its periodic review of our undergraduate and graduate degree programs. The Review Committee’s preliminary report states that, “CFR is a high quality, well-respected unit, both nationally and internationally.” Given this positive review, which validates the remarkable progress of CFR since the last review in 1996, we believe that the RCEP proposal should clearly address how a transition into the CoEnv will allow us to retain this status and become even better in the years ahead. 
In summary, the RCEP proposal does not satisfy the requirements of the University Handbook as described in Section 26-41(C). Although it superficially describes the new CoEnv, it fails to provide a detailed justification and examination of alternatives that address the dissolution of CFR into a SFR within CoEnv. We encourage the Provost to provide this justification in order for CFR faculty to better understand the full dimensions of the proposed action and to build a stronger case for CFR’s involvement as a core unit.
The proposal must address the advantages to be gained by CFR in joining the CoEnv. The proposal must provide a detailed justification of the proposed action including an examination of alternatives and reasons for selecting the preferred choice. To do less could lead to the dissolution of an organization that is growing in student enrollment, has added a dozen new faculty since 2006, has a strong and growing public and professional outreach program, a strong research history and is well known throughout the region and world as a high quality program.
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