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May 22, 2003

TO: 
B. Bruce Bare, Dean, College of Forest Resources

FROM:   Program Identification Committee for the College of Forest Resources; Members:


Chair, Gerry Philipsen, Professor, Communication


Neil Bruce, Professor, Economics 



Donald 
Janssen, Associate Professor, Civil and Environmental Engineering


John Kramlich, Professor, Mechanical Engineering

COPY:
Interim President Lee Huntsman; Acting Provost David Thorud; Vice-Provost 

Steven 
Olswang; Lea Vaughn, Secretary of the Faculty; Sandra Silberstein, Chair, 
Faculty Senate

RE:
College of Forest Resources PIC Report


The matter in question concerns the March 24, 2003 request, transmitted to the Provost, by Dean B. Bruce Bare, to initiate a procedure that could lead to termination of degree programs in the College of Forest Resources. The Program Identification Committee (hereafter called the Committee) was commissioned to review the procedures that led to the Dean’s request and to comment on whether the process that led to identification of programs for termination was fair and proper.


The Committee began by meeting twice, in April of 2003, with the College’s Elected Faculty Council, at which meetings we held extensive discussions with the EFC members. Based on our discussions with the members, our reading of the materials that the Secretary of the Faculty provided to us in our Committee charge, and our own Committee discussions conducted subsequent to our meetings with the EFC, we made some decisions that shaped the scope of our subsequent deliberations.


First, we decided to limit our discussions to the decisions regarding the proposed changes in undergraduate program curricula and not to discuss the proposed changes in graduate program curricula, because for the former, consolidation and termination of undergraduate programs, there was evidence of disagreement among the faculty, including that all of the faculty members of one of the affected programs opposed the proposed termination of its program, and for the latter, consolidation and reorganization of graduate programs, there was no evidence of disagreement among the faculty.


Second, we made a judgment that the changes in the undergraduate program curricula that could follow from the requested RCEP review process would constitute termination of undergraduate degree programs. We arrived at this conclusion after a very detailed discussion with the Elected Faculty Council, in which there was a careful examination of the proposed changes in relation to what the Faculty Code, and the College’s own Strategic Planning procedure, as adopted in February of 1999, specify as constituting a program termination. The evidence points, unambiguously in our view, to an interpretation that the recommended changes are something more than a minor transformation of existing programs; they are a major reorganization, as well termination of some programs that would result in programs being delisted in the University Catalog.


Third, with regard to our discussion of the recommendations regarding proposed changes in undergraduate program curricula, we decided to make a judgment only as to the appropriateness of the deliberative process engaged in by the College under the direction of the Dean. That is, we decided not to indicate whether the Committee supports or does not support the proposal of the Dean, but rather decided to judge whether in our view the program identification process itself was fair and proper. 


We believe this third matter is the crux of the current inquiry, because it allows us to address whether the necessary steps have been taken to move toward the next stage of the RCEP process. 


Having set ourselves on the course described above, we conducted three sets of fact-finding interviews, one with the Dean, one with a group of faculty who were involved in an Ad Hoc committee formed by the Dean to recommend changes to the College curricula, and one with a group of Faculty who have expressed opposition to the proposed RCEP review process. One other faculty member supplied us with detailed information about the review process as it has been conducted thus far. 


The interview with the Dean is required by the RCEP review process. For the other two interviews, we asked the Chair of the College’s Elected Faculty Council to recommend Faculty members with whom we should meet, we invited those faculty to meet with us, and they complied by participating in an interview with us. Having concluded those interviews, we asked, via email, a series of follow-up questions to all three groups, and finally some further questions of Dean Bare. 


Based on our review of (1) documents supplied by the College, (2) discussions with the Elected Faculty Council, (3) the responses made to our questions in interviews with the Dean and the Faculty groups indicated above, and (4) documents supplied to us by College Faculty members, we formulated our conclusions. 


Included in (1), above, is the College of Forest Resources Users Guide for “Procedures for Reorganization, Consolidation, and Elimination of Programs.” This document sets out the College’s Strategic Planning process, including definitions of what counts as a program and what data were selected for use in the first stage of the review that we are now considering. When we refer to the CFR Strategic Planning procedure, it is to the procedure stated in this document. This document was first established in the College on February 4, 1999, at which time it was distributed to Division Chairs with instructions to them to circulate it to all faculty members. It was first posted on the College internal website on March 3, 2000.


The Faculty Code requires that the Dean, prior to requesting the RCEP review process that would lead to termination of a degree program, review all programs, using appropriate data. The College’s Strategic Planning procedure set forth in “Procedures for Reorganization, Consolidation, and Elimination of Programs,” specifies that at least nine performance criteria should be used in such a review. Those nine performance criteria include:

· Number of majors and minors

· Graduates per year (5 year average)

· Initial placement of graduates

· 5-year graduation rate (Undergraduate programs only)

· Undergraduate retention 

· Number of undergraduates involved in research 

· Dollars raised

· Number of papers in refereed journals, proceedings, books

· Number of public and professional service activities

The use of such data should, in the language of the College’s Strategic Planning procedure, “precede specific program identification, and the formal invocation of the University’s RCEP procedures.”


In the present case, there is a long history of CFR review of and deliberation about curricula and program structure, some of it predating the adoption by the College of its present Strategic Planning procedure. The College has for six years discussed the possibility of reducing its number of undergraduate programs. We reviewed this history through our interviews, as described above, and through a close examination of College documents, including documents that the Dean told us would contain evidence of the data that were used, since 1997, in making the review and that informed the Dean’s March 24, 2003 request.


There is a long series of groups and teams, with accompanying reports, in which we found a record of the College’s deliberations about its undergraduate program structure. We reviewed all of those reports that the Dean advised us would be pertinent to our task.


Two specific documents from the lengthy CFR reorganization process should be mentioned here, as both looked at extensive data as a part of their process.  The first (referred to as the FASAC Report, April 11, 1997) included an examination of various criteria for each of the (at that time) six undergraduate curricula and a "scoring" of those programs.  None of the criteria in the scoring included the nine performance criteria listed in the CFR Strategic Planning procedures (or would they necessarily be expected to, given that they were adopted later as part of the RCEP process).  A subcommittee (apparently chaired by B. Bare, then a professor in the CFR) of the FASAC committee recommended that the undergraduate programs be re-organized into two curricula.


The other document of particular relevance to our deliberation is the Report of Ad Hoc Working Group on Curriculum Revision (November 2002-March 2003) which presents material pertinent to the review and deliberation process that was initiated by the Dean on October 31, 2002. On that date, in a letter to the College Community, the Dean re-affirmed his advocacy of a two-major model that would lead to the consolidation and elimination of some undergraduate programs. Then, on November 1, 2002, he established the Ad Hoc Curriculum Committee to prepare a proposal for curricular transformation that would be presented, not directly to him, but directly to the Faculty for its deliberation. Thereby the Dean effectively established a group within the College that would act for him. The mission of the Ad Hoc committee was not to advise the Dean, but rather to bring directly to the Faculty its plan as to how to implement the Dean’s proposal. The Ad Hoc Committee subsequently prepared and submitted to the Faculty a proposal for curricular change that would reduce the number of undergraduate program majors from seven to two. In the faculty meeting of December 17, 2002 this proposal was approved by a vote of the faculty (28 approve, 4 oppose, 2 abstain). All of the faculty members of one of the  programs that would be terminated opposed the proposal. On March 24, 2003 the Dean requested permission to initiate the RCEP procedure that could result in the consolidation and termination of undergraduate major programs. 


Our question is, Was the process that led to the Dean’s March 24, 2003 request fair and proper?


The crucial finding that we have produced is that, taking account of all of the various committees, teams, and groups that worked during the past six years on curricular revision and program consolidation, the College did not gather and use the information required by the Faculty Code, as specified in its own Users Guide for initiating the RCEP process. Therefore, we believe that the College is not at this time prepared to move to the next stage of the RCEP process. 


Our conclusion is grounded in three principal considerations.


First, we directly asked the Dean whether his review procedure used data pertinent to the nine criteria that the College Strategic Planning procedure states are, were, or should be used in making such a review. In an email query of May 13, 2003, the Committee asked the Dean directly whether he used the nine criteria and, if so, where we could find evidence of their use. In two separate email replies of May 16, 2003, the Dean stated that he had done so. He directed us to six documents that contained the evidence that data for these nine criteria were assembled and used. These documents are contained in a notebook titled Documents Relating to Curriculum Transformation at the UW College of Forest Resources (March 1996-April 2003), which was made available to our Committee for its review. Two members of our Committee reviewed carefully all of these documents, in most instances cross-checking each other’s observations. We were able to find evidence to support the Dean’s claim for only two of these nine criteria, and the evidence for those criteria is partial and only goes up to the year 2000. Those two criteria are number of majors (but not minors) and an undated and unexplained list of dollars raised, by program. For the other seven criteria, we were able to find no evidence that, over the seven years of deliberation, data for these criteria were considered in the College’s reviews of programs for possible reorganization, consolidation, or elimination. Thus, the record suggests that such factors as graduates per year, initial placement of graduates, 5-year graduation rate, and several others, were not considered.


Second, we examined the record of what appears to us to be the most data-rich source in the seven-year history of deliberation, specifically, the report of the Ad Hoc Committee that was established by the Dean on November 1, 2002, and that submitted the proposal for consolidation and termination that was voted on at the December 17, 2002 Faculty meeting. The Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee wrote to our Committee on April 25, 2003, and in her memo of that date stated that the Ad Hoc Committee used data on six matters. These data points are:

· Average student enrollment per CFR class (Spring 01-Fall 02)

· Number of students per class (fresh-senior) in each CFR major (Spring 01-Fall 02)

· Classes with >10 student enrollment in each CFR major, compared to all UW majors (Fall 02)

· Number of seniors enrolled in each CFR major, compared to all UW majors (Fall 02)

· Average student-credit hours in each CFR major

· Numbers of graduate-seniors and faculty in horticulture programs at other universities

Although this is a larger data array than had been used in previous deliberations, the Ad Hoc Committee data points do not include any of the nine performance criteria specified in the College’s Strategic Planning procedure. It may be that these six indicators are useful to the work of the College in its Strategic Planning, but they are not the criteria that the College itself announces as those that are to be used in this stage of RCEP planning. 


Third, one member of the Faculty had, during the period in which the Ad Hoc Committee was meeting, requested formally that data required by the RCEP procedure be gathered and used in the Committee’s review of individual programs that were being considered for consolidation and termination. This was communicated by email to the Ad Hoc Committee Chair on November 9, 2002. This faculty member requested that the College obtain data on performance criteria from the OEA so that these data could be used in the review process. We find no evidence that this faculty member’s request for data that would correspond to those specified in the College’s own Strategic Planning procedure were produced or used.


A further consideration that concerns us is that the Faculty Code and the College Users Guide direct the Dean, prior to requesting the RCEP review process, to invite the members of an affected program to provide any additional information that might assist in deciding whether or not a program should be reorganized, consolidated, or eliminated. We asked the Dean whether such a request was made. Although he stated that it had been made, our review of the documents to which he referred us for evidence did not produce such evidence. 


Our conclusion is that the process of deliberation engaged in by the College has not prepared it to move forward to the next step of the RCEP procedure. The College did not gather and use the data that its own Strategic Planning procedure requires in accordance with the Faculty Code. Were there to be a further review of the proposals voted on by the College Faculty and endorsed by the Dean, such a review could not be conducted properly because the requisite data have not been gathered and used. We recommend that if the College seeks again to initiate a procedure that would result in the consolidation or termination of a program, that it gather and use all of the data specified in its Strategic Planning procedure, and that these data be gathered and used prior to requesting the initiation of the RCEP procedure.

