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An infrastructure for collaboration is not a set of centralized initiatives that forces everyone to do the same thing; it is an overarching framework, an agreement about priorities that stimulates many diverse initiatives but then links them so that they result in significant impact. As long as there is a guiding vision and an infrastructure for collaboration to ensure cooperation and coordination, then change proceeds best when a thousand flowers can bloom, when multiple experiments and grass roots programs translate the vision into local action.  From diversity comes innovation; from unity comes the capacity for effective action. 

Kanter, R.M. (1995). World Class: Thriving Locally in the Global Economy. NY: Simon and Schuster, p 379.


The Committee on Charting Directions for the College of Forest Resources (CFR) accepted the charge from President McCormick to consider future scenarios for CFR, specifically to:

1. Assess the fit between the present mission and goals of the College and the teaching, research, and outreach contexts in which it operates;

2. Identify key intersections of the College with other units on campus, including Engineering, Ocean and Fishery Sciences, and the Program on the Environment;

3. Develop a realistic approach for enabling the College to move beyond the animosities of recent years;

4. Make recommendations about the optimal organization and leadership for the College; and 

5. Most importantly, evaluate the prospects for the College to (a) become a leader in transforming the discipline in the future, and (b) join other UW colleges and schools in creating a progressive, productive, and entrepreneurial future for the University.

The Committee’s recommendations on each part of the charge are integrated in this report. 

During the past four months, the Committee has secured information for this analysis in the following ways:

1. Reviewed numerous documents produced within CFR over the past 5-6 years, particularly related to assessment of CFR programs and strategic planning;

2. Met with Dean Arthur Nowell, Ocean and Fishery Sciences, to discuss his assessment of the College in 1995;

3. Met with the College Planning Committee, comprised of the dean, associate dean, division chairs, chair of CFR faculty council, CFR alumni association board member, staff and student representatives, CFR administrator, and directors of CFR subunits;

4. Invited the acting dean to participate in several meetings of the Directions Committee;

5. Consulted with members of the CFR Advisory Board, including attendance of committee representatives at the November 7 meeting;

6. Conducted an open meeting with CFR faculty;

7. Conducted an open meeting with CFR staff;

8. Conducted an open meeting with CFR students;

9. Sought information about mission, goals, structures, and program areas in peer institutions; and

10. Engaged in numerous informal communications with CFR administrators, faculty, and staff, and with other UW deans and administrators.

This report is a summary of the Committee’s findings and recommendations.  It includes our view of long-term directions at the University level, an assessment of the driving and restraining forces in CFR, and recommended actions to be taken immediately and in the next few months. 

Long-term Direction: World Class

Although members of the Directions Committee have varied backgrounds and represent diverse constituencies, we reached early and continuing consensus on two premises.  First, the intellectual foundations and functions in CFR are vitally important to the University, the region, and the world.  Second, those functions should be nothing less than world-class quality. 

The Pacific Northwest region is at the center of critical natural resources issues and debates today. Approximately 20 million of the 40 million acres in the state of Washington are forested.  Vast public and private forests with intermingled water, wildlife, and other natural resources, in a growing urban and industrial area, produce complex economic, environmental, and social pressures.  These dynamic pressures and the challenges and opportunities they create, coupled with a world-class research university, present a compelling case for strong academic programs related to natural resources at the University of Washington.  If structures focused on such knowledge did not exist at UW, they would have to be created. 

The College of Forest Resources is a major UW unit devoted to this knowledge. To meet the above challenge, the future of the College of Forest Resources is necessarily linked to the future of related areas of study in the University.  Areas of overlap include the College of Ocean and Fishery Sciences, the Program on the Environment, the Graduate School of Public Affairs, the School of Business Administration, the College of Engineering, the School of Architecture and Urban Planning, the School of Law, and several departments in the College of Arts and Sciences, such as Botany, Zoology, Sociology, and Economics. The concept of a larger, integrative college focused on environments and natural resources has appeal, and some peer institutions have already taken that step to incorporate forestry and related disciplines, particularly fisheries, into a single structure. Such integration was recommended at UW in the report of an ad hoc task force in 1994, chaired by Dean Wallace Loh, but the proposal was not given further consideration in central administration. In a number of universities, more integrative units already have been created, for example:

· U Michigan: College of Natural Resources and Environment.  A new Program on the Environment was just created as an interdisciplinary program across existing units.

· North Carolina State: College of Natural Resources, includes parks recreation and tourism management, forestry, and wood and paper science.

· Penn State: School of Forest Resources, includes forestry, fisheries, wildlife, wood products, water resources.

· SUNY, Syracuse: College of Environmental Science and Forestry, includes functions of ecosystems, managing renewable natural resources.

· U Missouri, Columbia: School of Natural Resources, includes atmospheric sciences, fisheries, forestry, parks, recreation, soils, tourism, and wildlife.

· U Idaho: College of Natural Resources.

· Purdue: School of Forestry and Natural Resources.

· Duke: School of Environmental and Earth Sciences, includes environmental sciences and policy, earth and ocean sciences, and coastal systems sciences and policy.

· Colorado State: College of Natural Resources.

· Yale: School of Forestry and Environmental Studies (graduate level only in natural resources and environmental issues).

The Directions Committee deliberated the wisdom of recommending such an integrative unit in the short term.  Such a unit might result in some administrative efficiencies and enhanced opportunities for faculty collaboration. However, building a larger unit by combining diverse existing units, particularly if some of the current units are undergoing major internal change, might compound administrative complexity and compromise faculty identity and sense of community. Alternatives to structural integration include the creation of mechanisms for interaction and collaboration, such as the proposed Earth Institute or similar entity, and strengthening current linkages among existing units.


While recognizing the possibility of attractive alternative structures through which the University could address the research and educational issues related to natural resources, the Committee unanimously agreed not to recommend a larger structural integration of CFR at this time, for several reasons. First, such a recommendation could not be supported on the basis of data about only one college, as was our focus this Fall.  Second, immediate actions are needed so that progress in CFR continues and gains momentum; changing to a larger structural entity could be years in the making and in the meantime the uncertainties could undermine existing strengths. We recommend a long-term perspective of collaboration and integrative activity, together with an immediate commitment to transformational change within CFR so that faculty and staff can seize opportunities and excel in this rich and complex environment.  Maintaining and strengthening the program areas currently in CFR are essential. Whether over time those areas and disciplines should become part of a larger integrative structure depends on many factors beyond the scope of this analysis. It also depends on the extent to which CFR faculty and staff will rise to the challenge presented to them in this analysis.


For the same reasons, we also do not recommend relocation of any current CFR program or subunit to another school or college.  The area most discussed for relocation is the Paper Science and Engineering program, which could be part of the College of Engineering. Committee members varied in their opinions about such a change, but the large majority either thought it must remain in CFR because of the essential base in forest resources, or thought they would need a larger-scale assessment to make a recommendation to relocate that program. Such an assessment would include information about other schools and colleges, and thus it was beyond the scope of our task.


We unanimously recommend that the president, provost, and members of the CFR community set standards of a world-class college for CFR, make the appropriate changes to enable it to continue to move in that direction, and enforce the behaviors necessary for that outcome.  Our working definition of a world-class CFR includes the following characteristics:

· Undergraduate and graduate students meet market needs for economic, environmental, and social responsibility in fields related to forest resources and ecological sciences;

· The best academics in the field want to work and teach at CFR;

· Standards for admission to CFR majors are high and admission is competitive;

· Collaborative problem solving, scientific research, and intellectual debate are centered at the College and are recognized nationally and internationally;

· Research grants support contemporary problem-solving at the leading edge;

· A full range of constituents in the marketplace demands the outreach services, the high-quality graduates, and other products of CFR;

· Undergraduate and graduate curricula are solidly linked to other UW core programs; and

· Gifts and endowments liberally support the stature of the College.

With concerted effort, the College of Forest Resources could achieve world-class level. 

Current Transitional State of the College

The current transitional state of CFR and its potential for achieving world-class stature can be portrayed as a mix of driving and restraining forces.  Over many years, major restraining forces have impeded progress of the College, including the following:

1. Lack of a shared sense of and passion for a vision and mission resulted in linear thinking in disparate programs, lack of a gestalt that enables people to rally around common causes, lack of a sense of common intellectual identity and community, isolated scholarly interests, and lack of incentives for communication and collaboration.

2. Lack of effective leadership and shared governance stalled progress on long-term initiatives and contributed to insularity and low morale of faculty and staff, proliferation of curricula, operating inefficiencies, and inattention to conflicting, antagonistic, and disruptive behaviors. 

3. Animosities and polarization existed for many years, with a history of faculty “silos,” “us vs. them” mentality, and negative representations within and outside the University. Recent work of the faculty on the undergraduate curriculum illustrates major progress to overcome the wounds of the past.  Collaborative behaviors occurred in the past with good results, such as in strategic planning efforts, but they were interrupted. They have been resumed recently, and they must be carefully nourished to prevent relapse. 

4. Faculty understanding of and participation in shared governance is limited. 

5. Neglect of management and administrative disciplines has weakened the infrastructure, resulting in poor financial and functional performance and lack of accountability, as well as lack of clear decision-making processes and rules for implementing collective decisions.

6. The poorly developed and inefficient infrastructure continues to result in a highly vertical orientation, with expectations that the dean should fix whatever is wrong.

7. CFR has a large proportion of senior faculty, some highly productive, but some with expertise in areas that are no longer in high demand, and many who are not active in research and scholarly endeavor.  

8. Student enrollments decreased significantly over a five-year period and only this year showed some increase. Decreased enrollments have been reported in peer institutions as well. Enrollments may have been affected by lack of a core field of study (“hub”) with connections to the marketplace (“spokes”). In addition, several faculty and staff have said that both words in the College’s name, i.e., forest and resources, connote outdated images of the College and its work, and a change in the name might increase student interest in programs. 

Many driving forces coexist to counter the restraining forces, including the following:

1. The paradigm for CFR has changed, no longer limited to products of the timber industry but inclusive of the “triple bottom line” of sustainable environmental, economic, and social dimensions of natural resource systems. Pressures for this shift are both internal and external to CFR. 

2. CFR has a solid reputation and national ranking in both undergraduate and graduate programs in forestry. 

3. Faculty have expertise in many diverse disciplines within the CFR arena.

4. Some faculty are leaders in their research fields, bringing in funding and research opportunities for graduate students.

5. Collaborative initiatives are ongoing with other UW units, e.g., urban ecology, precision forestry, restoration ecology network, stand management cooperative, and streamside studies, and joint degree programs with the Evans School of Public Affairs and the Jackson School of International Studies.

6. Collaborative initiatives are ongoing with external agencies, e.g., the Cooperative Ecosystems Studies Unit, the USGS Cascadia Field Station, the Wind River Canopy Crane, and the cooperative agreements with Heritage College and Tuskegee College. 

7. Diverse program areas have the potential for integration and synergy, particularly at the undergraduate level.

8. CFR has a strong and supportive external community made up of alumni, industry, public agencies, nongovernmental organizations, and donors. A particular strength is the assertive, capable, and devoted Advisory Board.

9. After a period of dysfunction, recent faculty, staff, and administrative actions indicate readiness and willingness to heal and move on. 

10. Progress has been made in planning and, more importantly, in faculty taking steps toward collaborative program integration. Evidence of this change occurred during the work of the Committee.  At our called meeting with faculty to discuss the future of the College, only 42% of faculty participated, and the discussion reinforced perceptions of interpersonal conflicts, programmatic ambiguities, and organizational inefficiencies.  However, within six weeks, the faculty responded to the Committee’s charge, particularly regarding a sweeping overhaul of the undergraduate program, with 82% participation and a 98% affirmative vote for integration and collaboration. As requested, the acting dean and faculty then provided a plan for continued activity in the coming months.

Forward movement of CFR can occur by decisions and actions that will strengthen the driving forces and diminish the restraining forces.  Members of the Directions Committee unanimously agree that (a) major changes are needed, and (b) progress cannot be made without strong leadership and administration. Progress is now occurring in CFR. If it continues toward world-class characteristics, CFR faculty, staff, and administrators should be applauded and rewarded. If it does not continue, the Committee recommends that careful consideration be given to an alternative organization for the University’s teaching, research, and service efforts related to current CFR programs. We believe that, with concerted efforts, positive achievements will continue and will enable CFR faculty, staff, and students to participate fully in stronger University-wide programs related to the social, economic, and environmental dimensions of natural resource systems.

As requested in the president’s charge, the Committee gave particular attention to the issue of long-standing animosities in CFR. Historical conflicts were reported by faculty and staff in previous assessments (i.e., Nowell in 1995, Hegyvary in 2001, and in CFR self-assessments).  Some remaining conflicts were evident to the Committee. The conflicts appear to be related to old divisions that were reinforced in the organizational structure, to insufficient interaction and communication throughout CFR, and to the dynamics of a negatively charged work environment.  Decreased potential for “sensemaking” resulted in faculty and staff efforts to buffer themselves and their work. External intervention was necessary to help faculty and staff reverse that downward spiral. They have begun to do so. 

Members of the Committee believe that progress to move beyond old animosities will be possible and probable under these combined conditions: putting in place an effective, visionary dean capable of leading the organization in transformational change, building the necessary infrastructure for organizational support, setting and enforcing standards of productivity and collegial relations, and providing incentives and rewards for goal achievement.  

Selection and Appointment of Dean


A permanently appointed dean is needed to lead CFR toward world-class performance. The Committee recognizes and applauds the leadership of Acting Dean Bruce Bare under the difficult circumstances of the past several months. We debated long and hard a continuum of options for the deanship, including: (a) recruit for change via a national search; (b) incremental change, with an internal appointment for a designated time; (c) managed change—an internal appointment with specified conditions, expectations, and consultation; (d) receivership—an immediate external appointment for a limited time while a new structure is determined; and (e) incorporation of the College into a new, integrated UW entity. Options (d) and (e) were rejected, as indicated above.  


We unanimously recommend Option A: recruit for change via a national search. We recommend that the search begin immediately and that the search committee be charged to conduct a thorough but rapid search. Acting Dean Bare and other potential internal candidates should be encouraged to apply as part of the national search. In addition, the search should include consideration of unconventional candidates, such as persons knowledgeable about forestry and natural resources in the context of the triple bottom line, but with career paths different from the customary academic profile.


A national search is needed for many reasons.  Insularity from national and international arenas runs counter to the goal of building a world-class college. Quick appointment of an internal candidate would undermine credibility of the dean within and outside the University, and thus would be a disservice to the dean, the College, and the University. As faculty and staff have taken action toward the needed directions of change, many of them have expressed concern that a priority on expediency in current decisions might constrain future growth. 


Despite compelling reasons to proceed with a national search, this approach contains risks.  The reputation of CFR and external perceptions of UW administration in relation to CFR have suffered damage in the past year. The potential pool of candidates may have diminished as a result. The prolonged designation of an acting dean limits that person’s prerogatives for bold, far-reaching decisions during the current critical stage of development, unless mitigated by University-level support during the interim. Continued uncertainty could stall further progress and fuel negative behaviors that are part of the restraining forces indicated above. And a national search will require University-level commitment for financial support at a time of budgetary constraints.


We believe the advantages of a national search outweigh the risks.  Thus, we recommend that the search begin immediately and conclude no later than Spring quarter, 2002. We further recommend that the appointment of a new dean include these mandates: 

· empower faculty, staff, and students to achieve world-class status by engendering an atmosphere of mutual respect, giving support and credit for efforts to rebuild and reshape the College, and stimulating both the collective vision and the culture shift necessary for a collegial and highly productive academic community;

· put in place an organizational structure and leadership necessary to build cost-efficient and effective programs and infrastructure; and 

· strengthen collaborative linkages with other UW units and with external constituents.

These directives must be accompanied by the commitment of the president and provost to provide both the financial and organizational supports necessary to achieve the goals of the College. While a search is in progress and until a dean is in place, important activities must continue in CFR. The president and provost should empower the acting dean and faculty to proceed with the necessary work of CFR, including improvements in infrastructure and continued progress on work already begun to revise the undergraduate program.

Name of the College and Subunits


The name of the college should convey the vision for the college.  Neither the faculty nor the Committee believe that a mere change of the name will produce the desired organizational changes.  Although many faculty, staff, and students expressed discontent with the current name of CFR, discussions of alternative names were not conclusive because of continued ambiguity about vision and mission as well as terminology and linkages with other UW units.  Many participants said that the focus is not and should not be limited to forests or to the resources produced by forests, and the outdated connotation of that name (i.e., “logging”) skews both internal and external perceptions of the College. Although both forests and resources are important parts of the mission of the College—note that CFR’s top-ranked program is forestry—evolution of the name was suggested. Current and future foci of the College include environmental sciences, ecosystem sciences and management, and terrestrial ecology, and these areas of knowledge might be appropriately represented in a new name.


However, consideration of a different name should follow the work to be done on clarification of a compelling vision, mission, and definitive core of academic programs. Then and only then will an appropriate change be easily determined. The Committee unanimously recommends consideration of renaming the College as part of this ongoing effort. Such consideration should include market research and participation of the new dean, faculty, staff, and students of the College, the CFR Advisory Board, and colleagues in the University.


Similarly, subunits of CFR may require different names to fit and reflect the visionary context of the college. The names of any new or modified subunits should be determined in consideration of future-oriented mission and programs.  A subunit for particular attention is the Center for Urban Horticulture, which also must be reevaluated and designed in the expanded, visionary context. Again, naming or renaming any subunits should result from, not precede, decisions about long-term vision and directions.

Summary 

The Committee on Charting Directions for the College of Forest Resources has collected and reviewed extensive information about the past, present, and future of the College to respond to the charge from President McCormick.  We believe the intellectual foundations and functions now in CFR are critical parts of the University of Washington, and that those interests would best be served by strengthening the College of Forest Resources. Our recommendations are as follows:

1. Support the College of Forest Resources as an integral unit of the University of Washington. Firmly assert that its current reformation must continue.  If it does not, then consider alternative structures. 

2. As positive changes continue, enable the CFR dean, faculty, and staff to become leading participants in University-wide planning and implementation of collaborative programs focused on the social, economic, and environmental dimensions of natural resource systems.

3. Begin a national search for a new dean immediately and commit to a rapid turnaround.

4. Charge the new dean to take targeted actions and initiatives toward achieving the goal of a world-class college.

5. Require that the CFR dean, faculty, staff, and students achieve and sustain clarity of mission and goals, cost-efficient and effective programs, a comprehensive culture shift within the College, and productive collaborative linkages with other UW units and with external partners and constituencies.

6. Commit to providing University-level financial and organizational supports toward achieving the goal of a world-class college, both during the search process and after the appointment of the dean. Support should include but should not be limited to encouraged retirements of eligible CFR faculty and staff.

7. Support University-level structures to enhance collaboration among UW units, such as an Earth Institute or comparable unit, and consider the long-term possibility of integrating overlapping units related to natural resources.

The College of Forest Resources has some of the foundations necessary for continuing to build a world-class college. The challenge is to strengthen the appropriate forces of the past and present in the context of future vision and mission, overcome past difficulties and conflicts, and commit to excellence in a shared future.

Members of the Directions Committee stand ready to provide additional information and assistance in this important effort.

Respectfully submitted,

Sue T. Hegyvary, Chair

Professor Marina Alberti, Urban Design and Planning

Professor Gordon Bradley, Forest Resources

Lynn Catlett, Forest Resources staff representative

Charles Chamberlin, Deputy Director of Libraries

Bill Corbin, Executive Vice President, Weyerhaeuser, and Chair, CFR Advisory Board

Professor Jerry Franklin, Forest Resources

Elliot Marks, Vice President, NW Division, The Nature Conservancy

Assistant Professor Chavonda Jacobs-Young, Forest Resources

Professor John Slattery, Pharmaceutics, and Associate Dean, Graduate School

Curt Smitch, Special Assistant to the Governor for Natural Resources 

Edie Sonne, Forest Resources student representative

Dean Patricia Wahl, School of Public Health and Community Medicine

Professor John M. Wallace, Atmospheric Sciences

Phil Woolwine, President, Woolwine Inc.
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