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Self-Study: Department of Environment and Society 
 
Departmental Profile 

Utah State University (USU) is a Research II (High Research Activity) Land Grant university 
located in Logan, Utah with Regional Campuses throughout the state. “The mission of Utah State 
University is to be one of the nation's premier student-centered land-grant and space-grant 
universities by fostering the principle that academics come first, by cultivating diversity of thought 
and culture, and by serving the public through learning, discovery, and engagement.” One of eight 
colleges within USU, the S.J. & Jessie E. Quinney College of Natural Resources (QCNR). 

• Promotes scholarship and creativity in discovery, synthesis, and transfer of knowledge for 
the mutual sustainability of ecosystems and human communities in Utah, our country, and 
the world.  

• Encourages critical thinking and collaborative problem solving through debate and 
constructive criticism while ensuring open exchange and respect for the values and opinions 
of others. 

• Engages a high-quality, diverse and creative faculty, staff and student community, who 
collectively integrate the biological, physical and social sciences, and who constantly expand 
their knowledge and skills. 

• Educates natural resource and environmental professional and others interested in healthy 
ecosystems and their value for future generations. 

The college is named after the Quinney family which donates generously, including the Quinney 
Scholar program that supports outstanding undergraduate and graduate students. 

Reporting to Dean Chris Luecke, the Department of Environment and Society (ENVS) is 
one of three in the S.J. & Jessie E. Quinney College of Natural Resources (QCNR). These were 
created in 2002 upon reorganization of the College.  The focus of ENVS is environmental social 
science; the other two QCNR departments are Wildland Resources (WILD), which focuses on the 
ecology and management of wildlife, rangelands and forests, and Watershed Science (WATS).  The 
Department’s mission, last updated in 2002, is:  

• to promote scholarship and creativity in the discovery, synthesis, and transfer of knowledge 
relating to the human dimensions of natural resource and environmental management;  

• to apply social science concepts and approaches to better understand human-environment 
interactions at a range of spatial scales; and  

• to enhance the effectiveness of policies, planning, and administrative processes that affect 
sustainable use of the natural world. 	
The last external review of ENVS took place in 2013; this report is included as Appendix A.  

In response to issues raised in that review, ENVS conducted a strategic planning effort in 2015. The 
resulting Adaptive Management Strategy was adopted unanimously by the ENVS Faculty in October 
2015 (Appendix B).  With the 2015 Strategy action plan nearly entirely implemented, the present 
review will play an important part in developing a new ENVS Adaptive Management Strategy or 
Strategic Plan to guide ENVS over the next few years.  
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Program Descriptions 
Undergraduate Programs  

Environment and Society offers undergraduate majors (BS degrees) in Environmental 
Studies (ES), Recreation Resource Management (RRM) and Geography (GEOG).  These three 
overlapping, inter-disciplinary fields of study define environmental social science as expressed in 
ENVS teaching programs.  Each of these degrees has an ad hoc curriculum committee, with the 
Environmental Studies and Geography curricula updated in 2016.   
 
Environmental Studies (ES). In 2016, ENVS modernized the ES major while also making it 
available to the USU Statewide Campuses by making all requirements available through either 
broadcast or on-line courses. Majors are increasing. The newly designed major emphasizes skill-sets 
that employers seek, including quantitative (e.g., GIS and data analysis), communication (e.g., 
communicating sustainability), and management skills (e.g., env. nonprofit and volunteer 
management). These skills complement a curriculum that bridges environmental and social science. 
See the Advising Fact Sheet and the curriculum requirements for Logan-based students. These are 
slightly modified for Statewide Campuses. A minor is also offered. The primary ENVS faculty 
contributing to this degree program are Professors Layne Coppock (who currently serves as the 
student advisor), Mark Brunson and Christopher Lant (Department Head), Associate Professor 
Roslynn McCann, and Assistant Professors Sarah Klain and the position at the USU-Blanding 
Campus for which a search is presently underway. 
 
Recreation Resource Management (RRM). The Recreation Resource Management major 
prepares students for careers in planning for and managing visitation to wildland recreation settings, 
such as state and national parks, national forests, national monuments, and wilderness areas. Because 
such jobs require an understanding of the landscape, its natural resources, and the people who visit, 
the major offers courses in both the ecological and social sciences, along with an emphasis on 
communication and collaboration skills. Courses are delivered though face-to-face, broadcast, and 
on-line modes. See the Advising Fact Sheet and the curricular requirements for Logan-based 
students and, slightly modified for Statewide Campus students. A minor is also offered.  The 
primary ENVS faculty contributing to this degree program are Professors Christopher Monz (who 
currently serves as the advisor for Logan-based students) and Wayne Freimund (who will serve for 
Statewide students when he starts on April 1, 2020) and Assistant Professor Zachary Miller. RRM 
courses are also taught by Institute of Recreation and Tourism staff.  With a strong new team on-
board, ENVS will be re-evaluating this major’s curriculum in 2020.  
 
Geography (GEOG). Geography combines spatial analysis with the study of human-environment 
interactions (see Advising Fact Sheet). ENVS offers emphases in Human-Environment Geography  
and Geographic Information Science (GIS. A minor is also offered. Currently, the Geography major 
is not available at the Statewide Campuses. The primary ENVS faculty contributing to this degree 
program are Professor Claudia Radel (advisor in Human-Environment Geography), Associate 
Professor Peter Howe, and Lecturer Shannon Belmont.  Additionally, ENVS has hired Mariya 
Shcheglovitova as a tenure-track assistant professor in Geospatial Science. QCNR has also added a 
GIS Consortium Director, Dr. Alan Kasprak (currently the advisor for GIS), who has an ENVS 
appointment. He may develop an undergraduate-level GIS Certificate to complement the Graduate 
Certificate (see below).  
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Geography Teaching Minor. New enrollments in this major were discontinued in 2016, but a 
minor has been retained to accommodate students aspiring to secondary school teaching. 
Completion of the minor allows students to meet the requirements for a teaching endorsement in 
Geography in the state of Utah. 
 
Sustainable Systems Minor. Administered by Dr. Roslynn McCann, the Sustainable Systems 
Minor combines earth, energy, agricultural, water and social systems, with an emphasis on 
communication skills. ENVS shares this minor with the Department of Landscape Architecture and 
Environmental Planning. 
 
Each of the ENVS undergraduate majors were analyzed for curricular complexity, a term that 
applies to pre-requisite structures that can hinder degree completion.  Higher scores indicate greater 
complexity. Across 127 majors run by Curricular Analytics at Utah State University, the mean 
complexity score is 116 with a range from 37 to 379. For ENVS majors the complexity scores are: 
Environmental Studies (50), Recreation Resources Management (54), Geography: GIS (59), and 
Geography: Human-Environment (60), indicating a low degree of complexity presenting few 
hindrances to degree completion. These scores are comparable to those majors at other universities. 
 
Post-Baccalaureate Certificates 

ENVS offers a large, unique and nationally-renowned Certificate on the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a Certificate program in Natural Resources and Environmental 
Education (NREE) and has cooperated with QCNR since 2017 on a Certificate in GIS.  Many 
students in the QCNR Masters of Natural Resources (MNR) program (see below) also acquire one 
of these certificates.  
 
NEPA Certificate. Founded and Directed by Professor Joanna Endter-Wada, ENVS cooperates 
with Shipley Group, Inc. consulting to deliver the premier post-baccalaureate training on the 
National Environmental Policy Act available in the U.S. Available as either academic credits 
applicable towards a master’s degree (e.g., Master of Natural Resources), or as Continuing Education 
Units, the curriculum consists of four required and three elective courses plus a capstone experience. 
Shipley owns and delivers the courses to a nation-wide professional audience on-line and in 
workshops in key cities. ENVS administers the program and grades exams and assignments from 
the mostly mid-career students; here Dr. Lisa Welsh plays a key role.  USU has recently extended the 
MOU with Shipley through June 30, 2022.  
 
NREE Certificate.  Administered by Professor Mark Brunson, the Natural Resources and 
Environmental Education Certificate program is intended to serve students in multiple degree 
programs. Available on-line, it requires two foundation courses, two breadth courses and a capstone 
experience.  
 
GIS Certificate. Administered through QCNR by Director Dr. Alan Kasprak, who has an ENVS 
appointment, the curriculum is integrated with the MNR program. 
 
Masters and PhD Degree Programs  

Since the 2013 review, ENVS has made substantial changes in its Master of Science and 
PhD degrees.  Until 2016, ENVS shared Bioregional Planning with Landscape Architecture and 
Environmental Planning (LAEP) in the College of Agricultural Science, but ENVS ceded that 
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program to LAEP upon the retirement of its Director, Richard Toth. The faculty line for 
Bioregional Planning was also reallocated to LAEP. A Geography/Peace Corps Master’s 
International Program was discontinued in 2016 by the Peace Corps. The MS and PhD in “Human 
Dimensions of Ecosystem Science and Management” were renamed “Environment and Society” in 
2016.  Parallel to the BS level, ENVS offers MS degrees in Environment and Society, Recreation 
Resource Management, and Geography.  ENVS also supports QCNR on the Masters of Natural 
Resources (MNR) degree and the Ecology Center on an MS and a PhD in Ecology.  

ENVS MS degrees each require a minimum of 30 credits beyond the baccalaureate.  
Students can complete a Plan A degree (a traditional research thesis) or Plan B (a non-thesis, 
terminal degree culminating in a professional paper or project).  MNR students often utilize Plan C 
(coursework only).  The PhD requires completion of 60 credit hours beyond the bachelor’s degree, 
passing comprehensive written and oral exams, an approved research proposal, and successful 
defense of a research dissertation.  ENVS has developed a Graduate Student Handbook and has an 
orientation seminar in the first fall semester.   

While ENVS offers MS degrees in Environment and Society, Geography, and Recreation 
Resource Management, students proceed through an overlapping curriculum. At the PhD level, 
study is consolidated within the Environment and Society degree. Curricula are guided by the Major 
Professor and committee members.  As of this writing, ENVS is re-examining the graduate 
curriculum under the guidance of a committee composed of Peter Howe, Mark Brunson and Sarah 
Klain.  
 
Master of Natural Resources. The non-thesis Master of Natural Resources (MNR) program is 
designed specifically for natural resource professionals who are returning to school to advance their 
careers. On-line and short courses are developed around core competencies in human dimensions, 
ecology, quantitative methods, policy and administration, and spatial information management. 
Students then complete a capstone experience that provides an opportunity to apply skills to real-
world problems.  The MNR program is part of the multi-university Natural Resources Distance 
Learning Consortium; as a result, students enrolled at several other universities may take courses 
taught for the MNR, and USU students may enroll in courses offered by other institutions and apply 
them toward the USU degree. ENVS faculty play a major role in delivering this Quinney College of 
Natural Resources program. 
 
MS and PhD in Ecology. Administered by the Ecology Center (Director Nancy Huntly), students 
from numerous departments (Biology; ENVS; Plants, Soil and Climate; Watershed Science; 
Wildland Resources) are eligible to earn an MS or a PhD in Ecology. Dr. Huntly is also serving as PI 
on an NSF Research Traineeship program in Climate Adaptation Science. Six ENVS graduate 
students pursuing various MS and PhD degrees are participating in this program and two have 
completed it. 
 
Research 
 
ENVS is an increasingly productive research department in a college (QCNR) that excels at securing 
research funding, leading all USU colleges in research funding per faculty member.  The data in 
Table 1 show lump sums to PIs in the year a research project was funded.  ENVS shows a clear 
rising trend, exceeding one million dollars for the first time in its history in FY17, then again in 
FY18 and nearly so in FY19.  A more indicative measure that first became available in FY16 is 
research expenditures. This incorporates co-PIs on team projects and measures the conduct of 
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research over time.  These data show a steady increase in ENVS over FY16–FY19 as well as an 
increase in the QCNR percentage from 6% in FY16 to 11% in FY19 (Table 1).  
 
Table 1. ENVS and QCNR Research Funding FY11–19 ($1000s). 
 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 
 Lump-sums to PIs 
ENVS 383 751 789 703 499 743 1543 1026 831 
QCNR 9786 8527 13372 16634 7300 9937 14141 7091 9878 
 Expenditures 
ENVS NA NA NA NA NA 593 691 893 989 
QCNR NA NA NA NA NA 9574 10774 10091 9107 
 

Over the last 3-4 years, research funding in ENVS has been similar to departments in USU’s 
College of Science such as Geology, Math & Statistics, or Physics.  ENVS is now one of three 
applied social science departments at USU that receive about a million dollars in research funding 
annually; the other two are Applied Economics and Sociology, Social Work & Anthropology.  Major 
Federal sponsors of research in ENVS include the National Science Foundation, the National Park 
Service, the USDA Forest Service and USDA’s National Institute for Food and Agriculture (NIFA).  
Some of these funds are received as sub-awards from other universities. Non-federal funding 
agencies are important also on a project-by-project basis (e.g., Orange County, CA). Internal sources 
of funding are also important to ENVS and include the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station, Seed 
Grants and start-up funds from the USU Research Office.  

While the relationship between research funding and publications is not always direct, ENVS 
has also enjoyed a sharply rising trend in publication of peer-reviewed journal articles, exceeding 50 
for the first time in calendar year 2018 and then for the second time in 2019 (Table 2).  Citations are 
not the ultimate measure of research quality, yet they are indicative of trends. Data from Google 
Scholar User Profiles of individual ENVS faculty show a sharply increasing trend, rising each 
calendar year from 2014 to 2019 and roughly doubling over this 5-year span.  
 
Table 2. Trends in research publications by ENVS faculty CY 2014–2019. 
 
 
Calendar  
Year 

Peer- 
Reviewed 

journal 
articles 

 
 
 

Books 

 
 

Book 
chapters 

 
 
 

Citations1 
2014 22 1 3 1881 
2015 17 1 2 1988 
2016 42 0 6 2422 
2017 38 0 8 2500 
2018 52 1 3 3333 
2019 54 0 5 3617 
1 Data derived from Google Scholar User Profiles of individual faculty in ENVS in that year.  
 

The sources of this surge in measurable research productivity are not straightforward.  The 
clearest driver is the talented assistant professors ENVS has hired since the 2013 review whose 
research programs have developed well. Some of the senior faculty, however, have also revitalized 
their research programs. Seven different ENVS faculty have received six-figure research grants in 
the last five years. ENVS cultivates an environment for scholarship that encourages and allows space 
for each faculty member to achieve their own ambitions as scholars and scientists and encourages 
each to sustain and form new networks of collaborators from QCNR to USU to nationally to 
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internationally. In the last five years Drs. Monz, Baggio, and Howe have won the QCNR Faculty 
Researcher of the Year Award. 

While the scholarly achievements of ENVS faculty are in several cases remarkable, there is a 
sense that ENVS lacks a scholarly identity at the departmental level. All areas of scholarly strength 
fit well under the Environment and Society banner. The ENVS research profile reflects Utah State’s 
Land Grant status, with management of public lands and waters and outdoor recreation and tourism 
figuring prominently, alongside other areas such as climate change and hazard perception, ecosystem 
services, and natural resource systems.  Areas of strength identified alphabetically in the 2015 
Adaptive Management Strategy are:  

• Applied natural resource and environmental policy analysis 
• Environmental perception, behavior, and communication 
• Geographical analysis of human-environment interactions 
• Natural resource systems 
• Recreation resource management 

 
Faculty hiring in recreation resources management has been particularly successful in recent 

years with the result that ENVS is poised to rise toward the top programs in the U.S. in outdoor 
recreation management. The costs and benefits of identifying additional areas that ENVS is or could 
be “known for” going forward are unclear. This is an issue for the present review and Strategic 
Planning going forward.  At this point, there is no clear consensus, for example, as to the areas of 
expertise in which ENVS should allocate future faculty lines to fill vacancies from future 
retirements. ENVS thus welcomes input from the review team as we engage in a second round of 
strategic planning to build upon the clear successes gained since the 2013 review and through 
implementation of the 2015 Adaptive Management Strategy.  
 
Extension and Outreach 

In 2018, ENVS Faculty voted unanimously to be a community-engaged department. ENVS 
has two faculty lines that are majority Extension, both of which manage dynamic programs 
important to the state of Utah. Associate Professor Roslynn McCann (formerly Roslynn Brain), who 
moved physically, but not institutionally, to the USU-Moab Campus in 2013, is the state specialist in 
Sustainable Communities. This position was created to assist Utah citizens in reducing their 
environmental footprints (ecological, carbon, water, etc.) at the household, neighborhood, and 
community level.  While Dr. McCann offers assistance for any means of achieving that goal, her 
activities currently emphasize local food networks and permaculture.  

Assistant Professor Jordan Smith took over as Director of the Institute of Outdoor 
Recreation and Tourism (IORT) in January 2016, and his dossier is currently under consideration for 
promotion to Associate Professor with tenure.  IORT’s three-fold mission is to implement a 
research program focused on the social, economic, and environmental benefits and costs of outdoor 
recreation and tourism; provide an Extension outreach program; and offer opportunities for 
education and training in outdoor recreation and tourism management.  Dr. Smith has revitalized 
IORT with the recent addition of Mr. Chase Lamborn as Associate Director of Outreach and 
Education, post-doc Dr. Anna Miller as Associate Director of Research and Operations, and several 
graduate students.  

With extension as 35% of her role statement, Professor Joanna Endter-Wada manages a 
complex extension program focused on water conservation, including an innovative water MAPS 
program and working with the Center for Water-Efficient Landscaping.  Dr. Endter-Wada played a 
key role in the Governor’s Utah State Water Strategy Advisory Team in 2017–8.  
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While he does not have a formal Extension appointment, Mark Brunson leads several 
outreach and technical assistance programs that provide science-based information to land managers 
and natural resource decision makers. He directs the Great Basin Fire Science Exchange, one of 15 
regional exchanges nationwide that disseminate current science about wildfire risk reduction, fire 
behavior, and post-fire rehabilitation. Also, he leads a team of science writers who prepare natural 
resource condition assessments for National Park Service units. From 2014–18 he directed 
education, outreach, and diversity programs for iUTAH, a statewide effort to address effects of 
climate change and rapid population growth on urban water resources. 

Similarly, Layne Coppock has engaged in "action” or “community-engaged” research in 
Utah, Ethiopia, Nepal, and Uganda – intervening to problem-solve and then adjusting the process in 
an iterative cycle until impact is achieved.  Particularly significant was the process of building the 
capacity of poor pastoral women to diversify their livelihoods and escape extreme poverty in 
Ethiopia and Kenya. This PAstroal RIsk MAnagement (PARIMA) project led to Dr. Coppock 
winning the 2015 Award for Scientific Excellence from the Board for International Food and 
Agricultural Development (BIFAD)/USAID. 
 
ENVS Faculty 

Over the past five years ENVS has maintained a consistent overall faculty size, with a slight 
growth trend, despite considerable faculty turnover (Table 3).  With a commitment to diversity and 
placing a high priority on both process and outcomes in faculty searches, in the last five years the 
ENVS faculty has become more gender-balanced, but is not very ethnically diverse. The turnover 
has been partly due to retirements, including Drs. Charles Romesburg (phased 2016–18), Nat Frazer 
(2018), Steven Burr (2019), and Robert Schmidt (phased 2018–20), with these lines being retained in 
ENVS. Also, Ms. Judy Kurtzman’s role in the NEPA program shifted from USU to Shipley Group, 
Inc. in 2015.  Three new lines have been added, one in Geospatial Science, as part of a USU-wide 
cluster hire in Data Science.  Mariya Shcheglovitova has accepted that position replacing Emily 
Burchfield. The Andrew J. Senti Endowed Assistant Professor of Ecosystem Services position has 
been held by Sarah Klain since August 2018. A search of a teaching position at USU-Blanding in 
Environmental Systems is currently underway.  

With steady increases in undergraduate majors, the student: faculty ratio in ENVS has 
climbed slightly and is currently about 10.  The SCH: faculty ratio has climbed from 220 in AY14 to 
338 in AY18. 

In light of the departure of two talented tenure-track assistant professors, ENVS needs to 
explore how it might improve retention.  A second issue is that two of the recent retirements, Dr. 
Schmidt and, even more so, Dr. Frazer, carried the highest teaching loads in ENVS.  Their 
replacement with tenure-track assistant professors with higher research and lower teaching loads has 
left a teaching deficit that has not yet been resolved.  This means that several ENVS and GEOG 
courses are taught by advanced PhD students, non-tenure-track faculty and adjuncts, though in 
general they are performing well as indicated by IDEA student ratings of instruction.  A new faculty 
position at the USU Blanding Statewide Campus with a 90% teaching assignment will help by taking 
on a number of on-line courses in environmental studies and perhaps geography. 

Below are listed alphabetically each of the current and hired ENVS faculty, their role 
statement assignment, areas of expertise, and primary courses. In general, faculty with a 50% 
research, 40% teaching assignment teach 2–3 courses per year, while for others teaching loads vary 
in proportion to role statement assignments. 
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Table 3. Timeline of ENVS faculty Fall 2013 through Fall 2020. Adjunct faculty are listed in Appendix 
4. 

Last name First 
Name 

Deg
ree 

Fall     
13 

Spr   
14 

Fall 
14 

Spr 
15 

Fall 
15 

Spr 
16 

Fall 
16 

Spr 
17 

Fall  
17 

Spr 
18 

Fall 
18 

Spr 
19 

Fall 
19 

Spr 
20 

Fall 
20 

Baggio Jacopo PhD  Assistant Professor  
Belmont Shannon MS  Lecturer (about 0.5 in ENVS) 
Brunson Mark PhD Professor 
Burchfield Emily PhD  Assistant Professor  
Burr Steven PhD Associate Professor  
Coppock Layne PhD Professor 
Crabtree Stefani PhD  Asst. Prof. 
Endter-Wada Joanna PhD Associate Professor Professor 
Frazer Nat PhD Professor  
Freimund Wayne PhD  Prof. 
Howe Peter PhD Assistant Professor Associate Professor 
Klain Sarah PhD  Assistant Professor 
Kurtzman Judith MS Prof. Practice  
Lant Chris PhD  Professor and Head 
McCann Roslynn PhD Assistant Professor Associate Professor 
Miller Zachary PhD  Assistant Professor 
Monz Chris PhD Associate Professor Professor 
Radel Claudia PhD Associate Professor Professor 
Romesburg Charles PhD Professor Phased Retirement (0.5)  
Schild Rebecca PhD  Asst  
Schmidt Robert PhD Associate Professor Phased retirement (0.5)  
Shcheglovitova Mariya PhD  Asst 
Smith Jordan PhD  Assistant Professor Assc? 
Tainter Joseph PhD Professor 
Toth Richard MS Prof Practice   
USU-Blanding Position PhD  Asst 
Faculty Time Equivalent  14.0 14.0 14.5 13.5 14.5 15.5 15.0 15.0 16.0 15.5 15.5 14.0 14.0 15.0 16.5 
Female faculty  4.0 4.0 4.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 
Percentage female  29 29 31 26 24 23 23 23 28 29 35 39 39 43 39 
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Shannon Belmont. Hired in 2014, Ms. Belmont’s expertise is in teaching GIS (90% Teaching, 10% 
Service).  She has developed from a laboratory supervisor to instructor of record in numerous GIS-  
based courses and has won the QCNR Teacher of the Year Award. Shannon teaches in all three 
QCNR departments as a Lecturer, but her assigned department is ENVS where she supervises labs 
for GEOG 1800: Intro to GIS and is sole instructor for GEOG 3800: Data Visualization.   

 
Mark Brunson. Professor Brunson (50% Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service) has been with the 
College of Natural Resources since 1992 and has a long record of publications and research grants in 
human dimensions of rangelands, ecological restoration, translational ecology, and other natural 
resources topics. He served as Department Head from 2009–2014. Mark juggles multiple research 
projects while being ENVS’ most active mentor of graduate students.  Earning consistently high 
ratings of instruction, his primary courses are ENVS 5000: Env. Nonprofit and Volunteer 
Management, ENVS 6300: Conservation Psych. and ENVS 6410: Translational Ecology.   
 
David (Layne) Coppock. Professor Coppock (50% Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service) has 
been with the College of Natural Resources since 1991 and has a long record of publications and 
research grants largely focused on rangelands. His career has evolved from rangeland ecology to 
social science where his work in East Africa on Pastoral Risk Management (PARIMA) earned him 
the Board for International Food and Agricultural Development (BIFAD) Award in 2015. In 2019, 
Dr. Coppock also received the W.R. Chapline Stewardship Award. Earning consistently superior 
student ratings of instruction, Layne’s current primary courses are ENVS 1350: Intro to Env. Sci, 
ENVS 4000: Human Dim. Of Nat. Res. Mgmt., and ENVS 6840/7840: Graduate Orientation 
Seminar.  
 
Stefani Crabtree.  Hired in the line vacated by Dr. Jacopo Baggio in social-ecological modeling, Dr. 
Crabtree joined our department in January 2020 as a tenure-track assistant professor (50% Research, 
40% Teaching, 10% Service) upon completion of her Fellowship in complex systems at the Santa Fe 
Institute. Dr. Crabtree is scheduled to teach ENVS 1350: Intro to Env. Sci., and ENVS 4100/6100: 
Human-Env. Systems Modeling while contributing a 1 SCH methodology course for incoming 
graduate students. We may also consider a course in environmental (pre)history.  
 
Joanna Endter-Wada. Professor Endter-Wada (35% Extension, 30% Research, 25% Teaching, 
10% Service) has been with the College of Natural Resources since 1991. Her unique role statement 
focuses on water resources management, especially urban water conservation, as an outreach expert 
to the State of Utah and its urban water utilities, as an active researcher and mentor of graduate 
students, and as Director of the NEPA certificate program. Her primary courses are ENVS 
6320/7320: Water Law and Policy in the U.S. and she serves as instructor-of-record of the several 
NEPA courses.  
 
Wayne Freimund. Professor Wayne Freimund (50% Teaching, 40% Research, 10% Service) will 
join our faculty on April 1, 2020 from Clemson University. Widely respected in the field of outdoor 
recreation, Dr. Freimund will be based at USU-Moab Campus where he will lead a re-
conceptualization and re-positioning of the rapidly evolving program in Recreation Resources 
Management.  He will be teaching field-based, distance and experiential-learning programs in 
recreation.  
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Peter Howe. Associate Professor Howe (50% Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service) was hired in 
2013 as a tenure-track assistant professor following a PhD in Geography at Penn State and a post-
doc at Yale.  His promotion and tenure became effective July 1, 2019.  Peter’s research in human 
perception of climate change and natural hazards published in high-impact journals has earned him 
an NSF CAREER Award and 2019 QCNR Researcher of the Year.  Currently, his primary courses 
are ENVS 4400/6400: Natural Hazards and Society, GEOG 4210: Geography of Utah and a studio 
course for the NSF Research Traineeship in Climate Adaptation Science.  Dr. Howe will be on 
sabbatical in academic year 2020–21. 
 
Sarah Klain. Dr. Klain was hired in 2018 as the Andrew J. Senti Endowed Assistant Professor of 
Ecosystem Services (50% Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service) after earning her PhD at Univ. 
British Columbia and a post-doc at Oregon State. Within ecosystem services, her well-cited research 
focuses on public response to renewable energy and relational values.  Her primary courses are 
ENVS 3010: Foundations of Nat. Res. and Env. Policy, ENVS 4950/6900: Ecological Economics, 
and the studio course in the Climate Adaptation Science program. 
 
Christopher Lant. Dr. Lant (70% Administration 30% Research) was hired in 2014 as Professor 
and Head from Southern Illinois University Carbondale.  With a PhD in Geography, his research is 
focused on the U.S. food-energy-water system and environmental policies related to ecosystem 
services. He is currently teaching ENVS 2340: Nat. Res and Society.  
 
Roslynn McCann.  Dr. McCann (formerly Brain) (75% Extension, 15% Teaching, 10% Service) 
was hired in 2011 to serve as the state Extension Specialist in Sustainable Communities. Transferring 
physically to the Moab Campus in 2013, her Extension programming includes Sustainable You! 
camps, farm-to-fork programs, and permaculture (e.g., Bee-Inspired Gardens). Ros also mentors 
graduate students and teaches ENVS 4700: Communicating Sustainability. She is considering the 
development of a certificate program in permaculture.  
 
Zachary Miller.  Dr. Miller (50% Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service) joined ENVS in August 
2019 from a PhD at University of Montana and Assistant Research Professor at Penn State. His area 
of expertise is park and protected area management, where he focuses on human-wildlife 
interactions, visitor use management and environmental communication.  Zach is currently 
scheduled to teach ENVS 3300: Foundations of Outdoor Recreation, ENVS 3600: Living with 
Wildlife, and a graduate seminar on protected areas.  
 
Christopher Monz. Professor Monz (50% Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service) was hired in 
2007 in Recreation Resource Management.  His very active research program in recreation ecology 
and protected area management earned him QCNR Research of the Year in 2015.  An active mentor 
of graduate students, his primary courses are ENVS 4500/6500: Wildland Recreation Behavior, 
ENVS 4600/6600: Nat. Res. Interpretation and ENVS 6400/7400: Recreation Ecology.  
 
Claudia Radel.  Professor Radel (25% Administration, 30% Teaching, 40% Research, 5% Service) 
was hired in 2005 as a human geographer and has been serving as Associate Dean of QCNR since 
2016. An NSF CAREER Award recipient, her research focuses on the changing nature of natural 
resource-based livelihood strategies for individuals, households, and communities in the rural Global 
South. Her primary courses are GEOG 1300: World Regional Geography, GEOG 3100: Human-
Environment Geography and GEOG 4120/6120: Env. and Development in Latin America.  
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Mariya Shcheglovitova. We are thrilled to have Ms. Shcheglovitova (she will defend her 
dissertation in March) join us in August 2020 from Univ. Maryland-Baltimore County (50% 
Research, 40% Teaching, 10% Service). She replaces Emily Burchfield in our Geospatial Science 
position and has interests in urban political ecology. Her primary courses will be GEOG 1800: Intro 
to GIS GEOG 4870/6870: Geospatial Analysis and a new course, such as Urban Geography.  
 
Jordan Smith.  Dr. Smith joined ENVS as a tenure-track assistant professor from North Carolina 
State University in January 2016 to serve as Director of the Institute of Outdoor Recreation and 
Tourism (50% Extension, 45% Research, 5% Service). He submitted his dossier for tenure and 
promotion to Associate Professor in fall 2019. Jordan has a very active program of projects that 
synergize Extension and applied research in the management of ever-increasing numbers of outdoor 
recreators.  Dr. Smith is a prolific writer of peer-reviewed articles in recreation resource 
management, as well-as high impact journals, many co-authored with his several graduate student 
mentees.   
 
Joseph Tainter. Hired in 2007 and serving as Department Head 2007–2009, Professor Tainter’s 
(60% Research, 30% Teaching, 10% Service) well-cited research program in complexity theory 
includes the renowned 1988 book The Collapse of Complex Societies.  An anthropologist by training, his 
papers and books explore the theory of social complexity as a response to degrading natural 
resource availability and how these interface with environmental sustainability.  His primary courses 
are ENVS 5550/6550: Sustainability Concepts and Measurement and ENVS 6000/7000: Theoretical 
Found. of Environment and Society.   
 
ENVS Staff  

ENVS is well-served by key staff members. We would like to thank each of them for their 
hard work and dedication to the Department of Environment and Society, its students and its 
mission.  

The ENVS office staff include Ms. Kay Kelsey, Staff Assistant to the Department Head and 
Faculty who started in January 2020. Her position focuses on working with faculty and the 
Department Head on course scheduling, travel arrangements, interview scheduling, and miriad other 
tasks in service of ENVS.  Ms. Becky Hirst is Administrative Assistant with a focus on graduate 
students, a position she has ably fulfilled since ENVS began in 2002. Ms. Hirst also manages student 
records and budgets for the NEPA certificate program. Ms. Melanie Conrad serves in the QCNR 
Advising Office alongside Shelly Kotynek, with Melanie focused on ENVS students and programs.  

Dr. Alan Kasprak started on July 1, 2019 as Utah State GIS Consortium Director for QCNR 
with an ENVS placement. He manages the GIS Certificate program among more general duties in 
coordinating GIS activities across USU and beyond. Dr. Lisa Welsh works with Dr. Endter-Wada as 
a post-doc on research and extension projects and plays a major role in administering and grading 
for the NEPA graduate certificate program. Dr. Gustavo Ovando-Montejo is on a one-year teaching-
research post-doc in geospatial analysis. He is teaching NR 6950: Geospatial analysis (on-line for the 
MNR program), GEOG 1800: Intro to GIS (on-line version), and GEOG 4870/6870: Geospatial 
Analysis. 

The Institute of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism (IORT) staff include Associate Director 
of Outreach and Education, Mr. Chase Lamborn (who is also pursuing a PhD in Environment and 
Society) and Associate Director of Research and Operations Dr. Anna Miller, who joined IORT in 
January 2020.  
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Ms. Lisa Baril and Ms. Kimberly Struthers assist Dr. Brunson with his research and outreach 
programs, while Ms. Lael Gilbert serves as Outreach Program Coordinator for Dr. Brunson and other 
faculty.  Mr. Wes James also serves QCNR in information technology and computing needs.  
 
Students 
Undergraduate Experience, Retention, Assessment, Employment and Advising 

Recruitment of undergraduate students is focused on the QCNR Advising Office under the 
able guidance of Shelly Kotynek, with Melanie Conrad meeting with nearly all ENVS students on a 
semester basis. Faculty advisors and Ms. Melanie Conrad in the QCNR advising office are well-
received by undergraduates. The introductory course NR2000: Professional Orientation guides 
students toward the major that is most consistent with their interests and aspirations.  

About three-fourths of ENVS majors attend USU full-time; nearly half are female. As is true 
for USU as a whole, ENVS majors are overwhelmingly from Utah, with California in a distant 
second place.  A majority are from the Latter-Day Saints community with many serving the LDS 
church as missionaries before attending Utah State.  Reflecting this, more USU undergraduates are 
married or have children than is typical, and many hold part or even full-time jobs. They have busy 
lives carrying more responsibilities than is the norm for U.S. undergraduates. The USU student body 
is mature, hard-working, committed to fulfilling expectations (if sometimes minimally), and places a 
high value on education, even if only a minority can be described as intellectually curious. Student’s 
goals are often pragmatic, and they find an education at Utah State, including ENVS, to be an 
excellent return-on-investment in gaining a middle-class career. USU’s low tuition, low admission 
standards, and very low level of debt at graduation (while much of the U.S. is burdened with record 
levels of student debt) square with this pragmatic orientation. 

QCNR fosters a strong sense of community that ENVS students seem to find satisfying as 
reflected in a college-wide rate of retention above 80%, 13% higher than the university average. 
First-year retention rates in ENVS have averaged 84% over the 2013–2017 time period, and six-year 
graduation rates averaged 66% over the 2008–2012 period. The excellent outdoor recreational 
possibilities at Logan’s doorstep, such as Logan Canyon, form the foundation of a culture of shared 
adventure.   

QCNR has a rigorous undergraduate research program that is augmented by the university-
wide Undergraduate Research and Creative Opportunities (URCO) program in which ENVS 
routinely participates. Students can also serve as Writing Fellows or as Undergraduate Teaching 
Fellows (UTFs), a program that is employed liberally in ENVS as a way to provide good experience 
for students, while aiding faculty instructors in large classes, at a cost of only $750 per semester. 

While comprehensive data are not available, surveys of Utah State graduates are indicative of 
the career paths of ENVS graduates. For the 2016–17 academic year, for USU, 66% of graduates are 
employed, compared to 68% for QCNR and 67% for ENVS. For USU, 23% of graduates are 
continuing their education compared to 18% for QCNR and 17% for ENVS.  For those receiving a 
BS in ENVS, average salaries are $31,000.  Representative job titles, most of which are in Utah, 
include: Conservation District Planner, Conservation Officer, Outreach and Development Director, 
GIS Intern, First Grade Teacher, Walmart Warehouse Manager, and Program Specialist. 

Each program has a faculty advisor who mentors students on academic goals, career 
preparation, approval of substitutions when necessary, and other issues as they arise. Students 
unable to maintain a GPA of 2.0 also meet with the Department Head to diagnose problems and 
adjust goals.  

Student Credit Hours (SCHs) in ENVS have shown a steady climb with an overall increase 
of 30 percent in the last five academic years (Table 4). Starting in FY17, USU provided departments 
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with additional funds on an annual basis based on SCH growth from a base-year in AY15. This has 
allowed ENVS to greatly increase funding for Teaching Assistants, needed to aid instructors in an 
increasing number of classes with enrollments above about 50. TAs also augment funding for the 
graduate program. This funding model is currently under review by the Provost’s Office and is likely 
to be modified. 

Majors have correspondingly increased 26 percent from 2014–19.  Bachelors degrees granted 
increased from 26–28 in 2014–17, to 43–48 in 2018–2019. These increases in graduations have not 
led to a decrease in continuing majors due to vigorous recruitment of new majors. Masters degrees 
have averaged 4.6 and Ph.D. degrees 2.6 per year over the last five academic years; a trend is less 
clear due to small overall numbers.   
 
Table 4. Trends in SCH’s, majors and degrees granted by ENVS 2014–2019. 
Academic Year 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 
Total Dept SCH 2749 3472 3283 3387 3568 
Total Declared Majors 148 157 176 189 186 
BS Degrees Granted 26 28 28 48 43 
MS Degrees Granted 4 3 3 3 10 
PhD Degrees Granted  4 2 0 4 3 
 

Among specific ENVS undergraduate majors, ES has overtaken RRM as the leading major 
with GEOG majors lagging behind (Table 5). A major in Geography Teaching discontinued new 
enrollments in 2016 due to low enrollment and changing State of Utah requirements for secondary 
school teachers; ENVS has now completed the “teach-out” phase.  ENVS also offers undergraduate 
minors in ES, RRM, GEOG, Geography Teaching and Sustainable Systems.   
 
Table 5. Trends in specific ENVS undergraduate majors 2014–2019. 
 
Semester 

Fa 
14 

Sp 
15 

Fa 
15 

Sp 
16 

Fa 
16 

Sp 
17 

Fa 
17 

Sp 
18 

Fa 
18 

Sp 
19 

Fa 
19 

BS Majors             
   Environmental Studies 43 47 54 54 62 65 65 75 71 74 79 
   Geography 22 22 24 24 23 21 18 18 14 17 19 
   Geography Teaching 3 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
   Recreation Res. Mgmt. 57 55 60 63 70 72 84 78 65 64 62 
 
Graduate Student Admission, Funding, Experience, and Employment 

Unlike undergraduates, most ENVS graduate students are from outside Utah, though over 
90% are Americans. Of 35 graduate students enrolled at the end of 2019, 23 (66%) are female; less 
than 10% are minorities. QCNR fosters a sense of community among graduate students; ENVS 
graduate students often integrate with this larger social network.  Since 2015, applicants to the 
ENVS graduate programs are reviewed by the ENVS Graduate Selection Committee (rotating, 
currently Drs. Brunson, Radel, Smith) on the basis of GPA, GRE, Statement of Purpose, availability 
of a major professor, and funding. 

Table 6 provides data over the last seven academic years on graduate student applications, 
acceptances, matriculations, and degree completions. Important trends include an increase in 
applications in 2016–17 (the year Human Dimensions of Ecosystem Science and Management was 
replaced by Environment and Society). Overall acceptance rates are 46% for MS students and 40% 
for PhD students. For MS students, 42% of those accepted being their degree in ENVS; for PhD 
students this is 46%. For MS students, 66% of those matriculated by 2017–18 have completed their 
degrees. For PhD students, 75% of those matriculated by 2014–15 have completed their degrees.  
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Over the last five years, in line with the 2015 Plan, ENVS has been greatly increasing 
funding for graduate students.  This has been achieved through increased Research Assistantships, 
derived from externally funded grants, as well as new faculty start-up packages, the QCNR Quinney 
Scholar program and USU’s Presidential Doctoral Research Fellowships.  Teaching assistantships 
and opportunities to instruct courses have also been increasing (Table 7). This has been made 
possible by dollars from the SCH-based funding model and by temporarily open faculty lines.  

 
Table 6. Trends in graduate student applications, acceptances, matriculations and degrees. 
 2012– 

2013 
2013– 
2014 

2014– 
2015 

2015– 
2016 

2016– 
2017 

2017– 
2018 

2018– 
2019 

 
Total 

MS         
Completed applications 28 23 21 17 36 31 28 184 
Students accepted 15 14 13 12 9 13 8 84 
Students matriculated 5 5 4 7 6 2 6 35 
Students completing degrees 2 5 2 4 4 2 0 19 
PhD         
Completed applications 6 5 6 5 21 31 14 88 
Students accepted 1 4 5 3 4 14 4 35 
Students matriculated 0 1 3 2 1 6 3 16 
Students completing degrees 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 
 
Table 7. Sources of funding for ENVS graduate students FY15–FY19 ($1000s). 
Source of Graduate Student support FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 
Research Assistantships 112 89 117 279 308 297 
Teaching Assistantships 28 28 37 42 45 71 
Instructor Stipends 14 4 17 22 28  17 
Total 154 122 171 344 381 385 
 

MS graduates average $50,000 in annual salary with representative job titles, primarily from 
around the U.S., including: Project Developer, Natural Resources Team Lead, Conservation Officer, 
Environmental Scientist, Assistant Professor, City Administrator, and Municipal Economic 
Development Director. 

For postbaccalaureate certificate programs, enrollments have been vigorously increasing in 
GIS from its 2017 start (Table 8).  NEPA also shows vigorous growth, increasing each year from 
143 in Academic Year 2014 to a remarkable 255 at the start of 2020. The NREE program has held 
steady at 3–6 students.  
 
Table 8. Enrollment trends in Certificate Programs NEPA, NREE and GIS (administered by QCNR) 
Academic Year 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 
NEPA 143 198 224 233 249 
NREE 3 4 5 6 5 
GIS 0 0 0 18 68 
 

Enrollment trends shown in Table 9 for MS and PhD students show a modest upward trend 
with enrollments lost from Bioregional Planning and the Peace Corps program being compensated 
by rising enrollments in the MS in Ecology and the PhD in Environment and Society. Currently 
ENVS has 35 graduate students, about evenly divided between MS and PhD. With the addition of 
new faculty to provide advisors and generate research assistantships, graduate enrollment in ENVS 
could climb.  
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Table 9. Trends in specific ENVS undergraduate majors 2014–2019. 
 
Semester 

Fa 
14 

Sp 
15 

Fa 
15 

Sp 
16 

Fa 
16 

Sp 
17 

Fa 
17 

Sp 
18 

Fa 
18 

Sp 
19 

Fa 
19 

MS Majors            
   Bioregional Planning 2 4 5 4 6 4 4 1 0 0 0 
   Ecology 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 4 3 3 
   Envir. and Society 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 3 5 3 
   Human Dimensions1 3 3 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   Geography 2 2 4 4 6 6 6 4 2 1 0 
   Recreation Res. Mgmt. 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 4 
PhD Majors            
   Ecology 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 
   Envir. and Society 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 18 18 19 16 
   Human Dimensions1   12 13 13 13 11 10 0 0 0 0 0 
1 The full name was Human Dimensions of Ecosystem Science and Management and was changed to Environment 
and Society effective 2017. 
 
Program Costs 

As shown in Table 10, Direct Instructional Expenditures (DIE), which is calculated as faculty 
salaries and benefits, teaching assistants and departmental operating expenses, have generally climbed in 
ENVS, but are affected by personnel changes such as faculty retirements and temporarily open faculty 
lines. Cost per student FTE (defined as 30 SCHs for undergraduates and 20 SCHs for graduate students) 
has varied but has not shown a clear trend in the last five academic years as SCHs and costs have risen in 
a similar fashion.  Notably, the Utah State average is $15,329, making ENVS programs relatively 
inexpensive to deliver. Appropriated Funds, sometimes referred to as E&G, are primarily allocated to 
faculty salaries, but do not include the portion of those salaries covered by Extension, the Utah 
Agricultural Experiment Station or elsewhere. Additional data are available in Appendix 3. 
 
Table 10. ENVS Program costs. 
Academic Year 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 
Direct Instructional Expenditures 1,418,583 1,695,708 1,852,827 1,948,844 1,736,261 
Cost Per Student FTE 7392 7063 8105 8296 7041 
Appropriated Fund 1,252,916 1,555,104 1,565,474 1,831,180 1,887,149 
 
Program Support 
Facilities and Equipment 

ENVS is housed largely within the Natural Resources (NR) building and the Biology-Natural 
Resources (BNR) buildings (currently undergoing renovation) on the Logan campus. The three 
QCNR departments are integrated within this space. Currently, ENVS has adequate office space for 
faculty, but could be better served with respect to space for graduate students. Most funded graduate 
students are housed in small labs allocated to their major professor.  An awkwardly divided, 
window-less space in BNR turned out to be inadequate as a common area and office space for 
remaining graduate students and is thus being re-assigned to a behavior laboratory for experiments 
using virtual reality, eye-tracking and other cutting-edge technologies. Space in the neighboring 
Quinney-Lawson building is currently being organized as a graduate student office and commons 
area, though it is not ideal.   

The Institute of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism (IORT) was reassigned space from the 
Bioregional Planning program (see below) and is thriving there. IORT also has the means to 
purchase a variety of equipment oriented toward research in and monitoring of outdoor recreation 
that augments the Recreation Resource Management program.  ENVS is well-served with computer 
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equipment with technical support from Mr. Wes James who serves all of QCNR.  USU maintains 
software licenses for Adobe, Corel, ESRI, MatLab, Roxio, SPSS, Apple, Faronics, Microsoft, SAS 
and other valuable software systems.  

ENVS is currently interviewing candidates for a faculty position at the USU-Blanding 
Campus and has hired Professor Wayne Freimund at the USU-Moab Campus.  Roslynn McCann 
also voluntarily operates from that location.  The current Moab Campus building is out-of-date, yet 
plans are in the works for a new LEED Building that will revolutionize that facility. Currently ENVS 
lacks a “field camp” of any kind, yet the developments in Moab present possibilities that could 
become part of a new strategic plan.  

 
Professional Development 

ENVS faculty have a range of opportunities for professional development.  All faculty 
regularly attend professional conferences and start-up packages include funds for professional travel. 
Each new tenure-track faculty member is assigned a five-member Tenure Advisory Committee 
(TAC) composed of tenured faculty selected by the Department Head in consultation with the 
faculty member.  New faculty are also encouraged to participate in USU’s Tenure Academy. 

Each year, a senior faculty member, often from the TAC, provides a peer-review of teaching. 
The USU’s Academic and Instructional Services Empowering Teaching Excellence program also 
provides a forum for pedagogy.  

The Research Office has training programs, such as the Proposal Writing Institute, in which 
most ENVS assistant professors have participated, as well as a Seed Grant program. The QCNR 
seminar series provides engagement with cutting-edge research. Faculty qualify for research 
sabbaticals every seven years with most faculty taking these.  In the last five years, sabbaticals have 
been or are scheduled to be taken by Drs. Brunson, Coppock, Howe, McCann, and Radel.  

Faculty also participate in departmental decision-making through 3–5 faculty meetings each 
year in addition to an annual retreat in August that includes college-level and departmental-level 
elements. 
 
Program Assessment  

USU began enforcing systematic, program-level, student learning outcomes assessment in 
2016, reflecting enhanced expectations for NWCCU accreditation standards. Prior to that time, 
ENVS had a set of department-wide learning objectives and the Department conducted some 
assessment that considered student self-reported progress on these objectives. In 2016, ENVS 
faculty developed program-specific learning objectives for each undergraduate major a more generic 
set of learning objectives for its graduate programs. The Department also developed at the same 
time, a plan for assessing student outcomes in relation to these specified learning objectives for 
undergraduate programs and for graduate programs.  

Currently, ENVS assesses student learning at the course level and at the program level 
through four primary mechanisms:  
(1) At the course level, students provide ratings of instruction in both quantitative and qualitative 

form through the IDEA system. Quantitative ratings include ratings of progress on instructor-
selected relevant learning objectives, ratings of teacher excellence, and ratings of course 
excellence. These three elements are combined into a summary score normed for a comparison 
group made up of all USU courses evaluated with the IDEA system over the last five years. 

(2) At the undergraduate program level, ENVS uses course-embedded assessment and has 
instructors of specified courses report learning outcomes based on specified assignments or 
tests. 
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(3) At the graduate program level, ENVS uses statistics such as completion rates and times to 
completion, and 

(4) At both the undergraduate and graduate program levels, the Department Head conducts exit 
interviews with a subset of graduating students. 

 
Student Ratings of Instructors 

IDEA student ratings of instruction indicate that summary student ratings for ENVS and 
GEOG courses and instructors are consistently above the mean for USU (and the IDEA database) 
with no clear trend over time (Table 11).  The Department Head reads qualitative comments as well 
to determine whether teaching assignments are optimized, with scores in the “much lower” range 
flagged, and scores in the “much higher” range indicative of a possible award nomination. IDEA 
scores are also discussed with faculty in annual evaluations.   

 
Table 11. IDEA student ratings of instruction. Percent of courses in ENVS with summary scores 
(progress on relevant objectives, excellent teacher, and excellent course) falling into each category (much 
higher, higher, similar, lower, and much lower than comparison course scores). Adjusted scores compared 
to this institution (USU).  

 
Converted 

Score 
Category 

Expec- 
ted 

Distri-
bution 

 
 

Fall 
14 

 
 

Spr 
15 

 
 

Fall 
15 

 
 

Spr 
16 

 
 

Fall 
16 

 
 

Spr 
17 

 
 

Fall 
17 

 
 

Spr 
18 

 
 

Fall 
18 

 
 

Spr 
19 

 
 

Me-
an 

Much Higher 10% 12 0 22 12 6 7 0 9 3 6 7.7 
Higher 20% 24 21 48 35 50 43 33 13 30 35 33.2 
Similar 40% 53 64 26 41 33 50 56 43 43 47 45.6 
Lower 20% 6 7 4 6 6 0 4 26 10 0 6.9 
Much Lower 10% 6 7 0 6 6 0 7 9 13 12 6.6 
 
Achievement of Program-Specific Learning Objectives for Undergraduate Majors: Course 
Embedded Assessment 

At the end of each semester, departmental staff collect student outcomes data from 
instructors of courses identified in the assessment plan for each learning objective. Full 
implementation of this selected program assessment approach has been challenging. The time 
burden on staff and instructors has led to incomplete data, and, to date, faculty have not used the 
resultant data to assess program effectiveness and initiate program change. Learning outcomes 
assessed through this means do indicate reasonable program performance for most learning 
objectives. There may be some suggestion that more quantitative-analysis and technical-skills (i.e. 
GIS) oriented outcomes show lower rates of achieved proficiency for the Geography and Recreation 
Resource Management programs. However, the current challenges with incomplete data, and the 
small sample sizes for Geography in particular, make it difficult to draw much of a conclusion.      
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Table 12. Student Achievement of Learning Objectives in Undergraduate B.S. degrees in 
Environmental Studies, Geography, and Recreation Resources Management in 2017–19. 
  

 
Achieves 
Mastery 

 
Achieves 

Proficiency 

Approaches 
Proficiency 

 
Lacks 

Proficiency 

 2017-
18 

2018 
-19 

2017-
18 

2018-
19 

2017-
18 

2018-
19 

2017-
18 

2018-
19 

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES: ENVS 2340, 3010, 3500, 4700, 5000 
1. Describe and explain environmental 
issues from a rigorous interdisciplinary 
perspective by integrating insights based on 
principles, theories, and information from 
the natural sciences, social sciences, and 
humanities. 

 
 

19 
32% 

 
 

3 
50% 

 
 

18 
30% 

 
 

3 
50% 

 
 

11 
18% 

 
 

0 
0% 

 
 

12 
20% 

 
 

0 
0% 

2. Demonstrate understanding of ethical 
dimensions of environmental issues. 

4 
25% 

- 8 
50% 

- 2 
13% 

- 2 
12% 

- 

3. Apply, evaluate, and interpret 
appropriate quantitative methods (e.g. 
geographic information systems, statistics, 
and systems modeling) to gain information 
and understanding of environmental 
problems.  

 
 

13 
46% 

 
 

56 
50% 

 
 

5 
18% 

 
 

24 
21% 

 
 

5 
18% 

 
 

16 
14% 

 
 

5 
18% 

 
 

16 
14% 

4. Synthesize and integrate material in 
interdisciplinary team-structured activities. 

29 
59% 

- 17 
33% 

- 2 
4% 

- 3 
6% 

- 

5. Communicate information necessary to 
understand environmental problems and 
solutions in written, oral, and visual formats 
to professional and lay audiences in a 
manner that is both scientifically accurate, 
relatable and understandable by the 
audience. 

 
 

52 
50% 

 
 

13 
43% 

 
 

28 
27% 

 
 

5 
17% 

 
 

9 
9% 

 
 

4 
13% 

 
 

14 
14% 

 
 

8 
27% 

6. Demonstrate understanding of how the 
interactions between humans and the 
environment affect human health, 
ecosystem health, resource availability, 
sustainability, and political stability. 

 
29 

40% 

 
- 

 
28 

39% 

 
- 

 
7 

10% 

 
- 

 
8 

11% 

 
- 

7. Demonstrate understanding of how 
environmental policy is made and how, 
together with economic incentives, it 
structures people’s use of environmental 
resources. 

 
9 

33% 

 
2 

33% 

 
8 

30% 

 
3 

50% 

 
6 

22% 

 
1 

17% 

 
4 

15% 

 
0 

0% 

GEOGRAPHY: GEOG 1000, 1300, 4100, 4210, 4400; WATS 4930, 4931 
1. Demonstrate proficiency in application of 
basic geographic terminology, principles, 
and concepts. 

3 
25% 

5 
38% 

5 
42% 

7 
54% 

3 
25% 

1 
8% 

1 
8% 

0 
0% 

2. Explain the diversity and 
interdependence of regions, places and 
locations. 

1 
100% 

4 
100% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

3. Interpret connections between the 
natural world and human society. 

11 
79% 

18 
69% 

2 
14% 

6 
23% 

0 
0% 

1 
4% 

1 
7% 

1 
4% 

4. Draw knowledge, understanding and a 
diversity of approaches from other 
disciplines to synthesize them in a 
geographical context. 

 
7 

78% 

 
14 

67% 

 
0 

0% 

 
6 

29% 

 
2 

22% 

 
0 

0% 

 
0 

0% 

 
1 

5% 



	 20	

5. Apply geographic information systems 
(GIS) to the analysis of geographic data and 
spatial relationships. 

6 
75% 

22 
69% 

1 
13% 

3 
9% 

1 
12% 

1 
3% 

0 
0% 

6 
19% 

6. Apply and interpret appropriate basic 
statistical and other quantitative analyses for 
geographic data, including spatially-explicit 
data. 

 
3 

38% 

 
15 

56% 

 
3 

37% 

 
6 

22% 

 
2 

25% 

 
2 

7% 

 
0 

0% 

 
4 

15% 

7. Communicate geographical ideas and 
information effectively and fluently by 
written, oral and visual means.  

6 
83% 

26 
60% 

0 
0% 

14 
33% 

1 
17% 

2 
5% 

0 
0% 

1 
2% 

RECREATION RESOURCES MANAGEMENT: ENVS 3300, 4130, 4500, 4600, 4920 
1. Identify and articulate central 
foundations, theories and ideas, and best 
approaches and practices in RRM. 

50 
57% 

9 
32% 

29 
33% 

10 
36% 

1 
1% 

5 
18% 

8 
9% 

4 
14% 

2. Utilize theories, principles, and 
knowledge of RRM to address management 
issues and challenges. 

51 
57% 

9 
24% 

31 
34% 

13 
35% 

1 
1% 

8 
22% 

7 
8% 

7 
19% 

3. Utilize theories, principles, and 
knowledge of related disciplines to address 
management issues and challenges. 

52 
57% 

20 
28% 

31 
34% 

22 
31% 

1 
1% 

10 
14% 

7 
8% 

19 
27% 

4. Quantify and analyze recreational use 
and associated impacts utilizing research 
approaches and methods, sampling and 
measurement, and data analysis techniques 
for managing recreation resources. 

 
15 

79% 

 
4 

20% 

 
3 

16% 

 
4 

20% 

 
0 

0% 

 
4 

20% 

 
1 

5% 

 
8 

40% 

5. Write logical and analytical papers 
supported by appropriate research. 

41 
55% 

5 
28% 

25 
38% 

7 
39% 

1 
1% 

4 
22% 

7 
9% 

2 
11% 

6. Determine, apply, and interpret 
appropriate basic statistical or other 
quantitative analyses to RRM data 

13 
59% 

- 6 
27% 

- 0 
0% 

- 3 
14% 

- 

7. Productively conduct group/team work 
to deliver professional quality presentations 
and reports. 

31 
69% 

- 10 
22% 

- 1 
2% 

- 3 
7% 

- 

8. Demonstrate basic competency in the use 
of geographic information systems and field 
data collection using global positioning 
systems. 

 
- 

 
16 

70% 

 
- 

 
0 

0% 

 
- 

 
1 

4% 

 
- 

 
6 

26% 

 
Exit Interviews 

At the close of fall and spring semesters, exit interviews are conducted with graduating 
students who choose to make an appointment with the Department Head when invited by ENVS 
staff (Table 13).  These include questions on years to degree, most and least valuable courses, 
strengths and weaknesses of the program, and student’s future plans. Over recent years, student’s 
feedback on these questions have been incorporated into curricular changes.  For example, 
environmental studies students identified redundancies between ENVS 2340: Natural Resources and 
Society and ENVS 3330: Environment and Society, but a shortage of problem-solving and skills-
oriented requirements. As a result, ENVS 3330 was eliminated and more skills-oriented classes, such 
as ENVS 4700: Communicating Sustainability and ENVS 5000: Env. Nonprofit and Volunteer 
Mgmt were added to the requirements.  

Exit interviews also include self-assessments on the learning objectives identified in Table 12 
on a truncated scale of marginally proficient (1), proficient (2), and mastery (3) (Table 13). Data 
indicate that student self-assessment of proficiency is generally lowest for learning objectives (LOs) 
related to quantitative and technical skills (see Table 12 for learning objective specifications), in line 
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with a tentative conclusion based on the data above from the course-embedded assessment by 
instructors. Again, however, low numbers of interviewed students cautions the drawing of robust 
conclusions. As additional years of data are collected and data-collection challenges are addressed, 
more data will be available for assessment and potential action (based on trends and larger samples). 
 
Table 13. Mean self-assessment scores on learning objectives from exit interviews conducted 2017–19 on 
a scale of marginally proficient (1), proficient (2), and mastery (3). Numbers of interviewed students are 
indicated (in bold) for each program and year. 
Program 2017 2018 2019 Total 
BS-Environmental Studies 6 8 5 19 
LO1 2.7 2.7 2.3 2.6 
LO2 2.7 2.4 2.2 2.4 
LO3 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 
LO4 3.0 2.7 2.3 2.7 
LO5 2.2 2.6 2.2 2.4 
LO6 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.8 
LO7 2.7 2.6 2.1 2.5 
BS-Geography 4 1 1 6 
LO1 2.5 3 3 2.7 
LO2 2.8 3 3 2.8 
LO3 2.6 2 3 2.6 
LO4 2.2 3 2 2.3 
LO5 1.5 3 1 1.7 
LO6 1.8 2 2 1.8 
LO7 2.2 2 3 2.3 
BS-Recreation Resources Mgmt 5 8 0 13 
LO1 2.3 2.3 - 2.3 
LO2 2.5 2.8 - 2.7 
LO3 2.4 2.4 - 2.4 
LO4 2.2 2.3 - 2.3 
LO5 2.6 2.6 - 2.6 
LO6 1.9 2.1 - 2.0 
LO7 2.6 2.6 - 2.6 
LO8 2.1 1.9 - 2.0 
All MS and PhD* 6 4 1 11 
 * All students indicated that they had achieved the three learning objectives of the degree. 
 
Key Questions  
 
Key questions for which ENVS is seeking informed input are listed below.  These questions raise 
issues that are pertinent to strategic planning going forward. The listing of these questions should 
not be construed as limiting the scope of this review or the valuable insights of the reviewers on 
issues not raised below. 
 

1. To what extent has ENVS adequately resolved the issues raised in the 2013 review 
(Appendix 1)?  

 
2. What have been the impacts on ENVS of the 2015 Adaptive Management Strategy 

(Appendix 2) and its implementation? 
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3. The 2015 Strategy emphasizes bolstering quantitative methodologies such as social-
ecological modeling and GIS. ENVS has hired Stefani Crabtree in social-ecological modeling 
and Mariya Shcheglovitova in geospatial science.  QCNR started a certificate in GIS in 2017 
with a GIS Consortium Director (Alan Kasprak) hired in 2019.  What additional steps can 
and should ENVS take to further the emphasis in the 2015 Strategy on sophisticated 
utilization of data?  

 
4. What areas of expertise should be identified for the next few upcoming faculty lines?  How 

can these hires synergize with and complement existing strengths in ENVS and QCNR?  
 

5. What areas of research in environmental social science represent emerging opportunities for 
new and continuing ENVS faculty in a period of uncertainty in Federal research funding? 

 
6. In the wake of the departures of Drs. Baggio, Burchfield, and Schild how can ENVS 

improve retention of talented assistant professors, including addressing factors outside the 
department’s direct control? 

 
7. How can recruitment of talented graduate students be improved? 

 
8. ENVS has a strong tradition in the social science of range management based on the efforts 

of two senior Professors (Brunson and Coppock).  How should ENVS conceptualize the 
future of range management and act accordingly? 
 

9. Similarly, how should ENVS conceptualize the future of Environmental Education and act 
accordingly? 

 
10. With the recent hires of Zach Miller and Wayne Freimund, adding to Chris Monz and 

Jordan Smith, where does the Recreation Resource Management program in ENVS stand in 
comparison to the top programs nationally? What would take this strong program to 
national prominence? 
 

11. Given that ENVS has strong faculty in Geography, why is Geography lagging in majors and 
how can it be invigorated? 
 

12. How can the many programs within ENVS, especially environmental studies, geography and 
recreation, be better integrated? Are curricular changes recommended? 
 

13. On a case-by-case basis, broadcast courses are being modified to on-line delivery.  Especially 
given Utah’s State’s Statewide Campus system, and the national attention it has earned for 
on-line learning, how can ENVS optimize the potential and minimize the shortcomings of 
courses offered on-line? Should the environmental studies degree be offered fully on-line?  
 

14. By August 2020, ENVS will have three faculty in southeast Utah – Drs. Freimund and 
McCann in Moab and a new hire in Blanding.  What new opportunities does this present? 
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Appendix 1 
2013 External Review 
 
	

Department of Environment 
& Society 

	
College of Natural Resources 

Report of the Review 

Committee October 2013 
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1. BACKGROUND 
	

Department of Environment and Society 
	

The	Department	of	Environment	and	Society	(ENVS)	resides	in	the	Quinney	College	
of	 Natural	 Resources	 at	 Utah	 State	 University	 (USU).	 The	 timing	 of	 this	 review	 request	
coincides	with	 the	7-year	cycle	 for	a	review	of	 the	Department	as	mandated	by	 the	Utah	
System	 of	 Higher	 Education	 Board	 of	 Regents.	 The	 Department,	 in	 its	 current	
configuration,	was	an	outcome	of	
the College’s reorganization in 2002. The Department began the self-study portion of this review 
in 2012. An addendum was added in August 2013. In fall 2013 the review team was formed and 
asked to provide an evaluation. This review was administered by the USU’s Provost Office in 
cooperation with the Quinney College of Natural Resources and the Department. Much of the 
background information pertaining to the review process is contained in the Self-Study 
Document provided by the Department Head. In addition to the Self-Study Document, the 
review team was also provided with a copy of the following: Addendum to the 2012 
Departmental Self-Study; the Graduate 5-Year Plan—Review of Progress Toward Goals; the 
Department of Environment & Society Graduate Student Handbook: Fall 2013; The S.J. & 
Jessie E. Quinney College of Natural Resources Annual Report 2012-2013; the Office of 
Research & Graduate Studies Annual Report to the Faculty Senate 2012-2013; copies of 
undergraduate degree programs for the Recreation Resource Management Major, Environmental 
Studies Major, Geography Major, and Geography Teaching Major. Finally, review team 
members were directed to various Department websites. The original copies of the review 
materials are available from the ENVS department. 

 
 

Review Team 

The	Review	Team	members	were:	Dr.	Dorothy	H.	Anderson,	Professor	and	Head	of	
the	Parks,	Recreation	and	Tourism	Management	Department	at	North	Carolina	State	
University;	Dr.	Kelli	L.	Larson,	Associate	Professor	with	a	joint	appointment	between	the	
School	of	Geographical	Sciences	and	Urban	Planning	and	the	School	of	Sustainability;	and,	
Dr.	Bruce	Miller,	Professor	and	Head	of	the	School	of	Applied	Sciences,	Technology	&	
Education	(USU’s	internally	assigned	member	of	the	team).		

Review	Team’s	schedule	is	located	in	the	Appendix	of	this	report.	The	on-campus	
portion	of	the	review	was	conducted	on	September	22-24	with	the	team	interviewing	
faculty,	staff,	students,	and	administrators	associated	with	the	Department,	College,	and	
University.	The	team	provided	a	brief	oral	overview	of	our	observations,	reflections,	and	
preliminary	outcomes	to	the	Dean	and	Department	Head	on	September	24th	at	4:00	p.m.	

	

Review Report 

The	Review	Team	Report	is	divided	into	8	sections.	The	first	section	provides	the	
basic	background	of	the	Review	and	resulting	Report.	The	next	5	sections	focus	on	
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strengths	and	challenges	faced	by	the	Department	organized	around	a	framework	adopted	
by	the	Review	Team.	Section	7	presents	the	Review	Team’s	Summary	and	Key	
Recommendations.	Finally,	the	Review	Team’s	Acknowledgements	are	presented	in	Section	
8.	

Comments	relating	to	this	Report	by	the	Review	Team	should	be	directed	to	Bruce	
Miller	(bruce.miller@usu.edu	or	435-797-2232).	

	

Review Objectives 

The	review	objectives	generally	follow	the	charge	in	accordance	with	Utah	State	Board	of	
Regents	Policy	R411	with	the	overall	goal	of	improving	educational	quality.	Such	
improvement	should	occur	through	(a)	the	recognition	of	effective	departmental	activities,	
and	(b)	the	identification	and	modification	of	ineffective	activities.	Program	review	
recommendations	will	focus	on	the	quality	and	effectiveness	of	each	major	program	of	study	
within	the	Department	as	well	as	teaching,	research,	extension,	and	professional	service	
activities	in	the	Department.	

	
2. THE DEPARTMENT AND ITS PEOPLE  

 

Department Administration 
Dr.	Mark	Brunson	is	the	Department	Head	for	Environment	and	Society	(ENVS)	and	

has	served	in	this	role	since	2009.	The	Department	Head’s	administrative	approach	and	
leadership	appear	to	be	accepted	by	and	generally	supported	by	faculty	and	staff	as	no	
comments	were	made	to	the	contrary.	Based	on	our	conversations	with	faculty,	staff	and	
students,	his	leadership	style	conveyed	administrative	transparency,	effective	
communication	skills,	and	a	common	vision	for	the	department.	Under	Dr.	Brunson’s	
leadership,	common	metrics	for	departmental	productivity	(i.e.	enrollments,	student	credit	
hour	production,	research	awards,	faculty	publications)	generally	show	an	increasing	trend;	
but	a	few	metrics	are	flat	or	show	some	losses.	For	example,	overall	undergraduate	
enrollments	have	increased,	but	the	increase	is	uneven	across	the	four	majors.	
Undergraduate	enrollment	in	the	environmental	studies	major	and	in	the	recreation	
resource	management	major	show	increases	of	more	than	50%	since	2008.	On	the	other	
hand,	geography	and	the	geography	teaching	program	enrollments	have	been	relatively	flat	
over	the	same	time	period.	Overall	graduate	enrollments	have	dropped	slightly	with	the	
biggest	drop	shown	in	the	bioregional	planning	area	of	emphasis.	For	2012-2013	student	
credit	hour	production	was	at	its	second	lowest	in	six	years.	No	reason	was	provided	for	the	
decrease	but	it	likely	comes	from	the	declining	number	of	students	in	two	of	the	degree	
programs.	

With	respect	to	research	awards	it	appears	that	the	average	award	to	faculty	and	the	
total	awarded	in	the	department	have	increased	significantly	since	2009-10.	Total	number	
of	peer	reviewed	journal	publications	per	year	across	the	department	has	more	than	
doubled	since	2009-	10	(from	a	total	of	10	in	2009	to	22	in	2013).	This	increase	suggests	
that	faculty	have	moved	from	relatively	low	research	productivity	to	a	modestly	productive	
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group	of	faculty.	Ten	tenure-	track	or	tenured	faculty	producing	22	refereed	journal	articles	
per	year	is	slightly	better	than	2	publications	per	faculty	member	per	year	and	is	typically	
viewed	as	a	moderate	amount	of	production.	

Dr.	Brunson	indicated	that	he	plans	to	step	down	from	the	Department	Head	role	at	
the	end	of	the	2013-2014	academic	year.		In	meeting	with	the	faculty,	Department	Head,	and	
Dean,	it	became	apparent	to	the	review	team	that	many	administrative	challenges	within	
the	Department	are	rooted	in	the	Department’s	configuration	arising	from	the	2002	College	
reorganization.	Apparently	the	reorganization	did	not	have	the	desired	effect	of	creating	a	
collaborative	integrative	faculty	that	would	foster	cross-	multi-	and	interdisciplinary	efforts	
within	the	Department.	Rather,	it	more	or	less	resulted	in	a	Department	consisting	of	a	
number	of	discipline-based	‘silos’	with	little	evidence	of	collaboration	or	integration	beyond	
one’s	own	field	of	study	within	the	Department.	Further,	several	individuals	noted	that	
some	departmental	issues	were	related	to	‘silo-ed’	programs.	The	review	team	believes	that	
addressing	leadership	and	common	vision	issues	across	ENVS	are	of	paramount	importance	
for	the	Department	to	advance	its	collective	goals	and	mission.	

It	is	our	opinion	that	effectively	addressing	many	of	the	challenges	the	Department	
faces	will	require	reaching	out	to	external	Department	Head	candidates	with	strengths	in	
interdisciplinary	approaches	to	environment	and	society.	Given	the	issues	related	to	ENVS’s	
history,	an	external	hire	may	be	better	positioned	to	articulate	a	vision	that	will	move	ENVS	
away	from	its	historical	silos	to	an	updated,	integrative	Department	with	strong	programs	
capable	of	addressing	major	societal	challenges.	This	change	in	leadership	and	a	visioning	
process	geared	toward	the	future	should	build	on	existing	programmatic	strengths	(i.e.,	
human	dimensions	of	resource	management,	human-environment	geography,	recreation	
behavior	and	parks	management,	bioregional	planning),	which	would	bring	the	Department	
together	into	a	more	cohesive	whole.	

	

Faculty 

The	Self-Study	Document	lists	15	budgeted	faculty	members	including	the	
Department	Head.	Among	these	are	one	temporary	Assistant	Professor,	one	Program	
Coordinator/Instructor,	three	Assistant	Professors,	six	Associate	Professors,	and	four	
Professors.	Overall,	the	Department	has	well-trained	and	recognized	faculty	with	a	modest	
level	of	publications	and	competitively	funded	grants.	With	three	junior	faculty	members	
and	the	potential	for	near-term	retirements	of	two	senior	faculty,	plans	should	be	in	place	
to	hire	new	faculty	that	will	strategically	position	ENVS	to	build	its	capacity	to	address	
emerging	social-ecological	issues	related	to	its	programmatic	strengths.	With	this	in	mind,	
the	hiring	of	new	faculty	should	be	strategically	focused	on	new	and	emerging	areas—in	
terms	of	current	regional	challenges,	research	frontiers,	and	the	departmental	visioning	
process	for	its	future—with	the	potential	for	greater	returns	and	rewards	in	terms	of	
enrollment	and	service	to	the	region	and	the	nation.	

Currently	three	loosely	aligned	groups	of	faculty	exist	within	the	ENVS	Department	
(human-environment	geography,	recreation	resource	management,	and	human	
dimensions)	and	a	single	faculty	member	with	primary	responsibility	in	bioregional	
planning.	The	distribution	of	faculty	across	these	groups	appears	to	be	based	on	historical	
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circumstances	rather	than	an	intentional	planning	process	to	identify	existing	and	potential	
research	strengths	and	build	capacity	related	to	those	strengths.	The	self-study	document	
and	our	interviews	with	faculty	indicate	that	faculty	recognize	an	intellectual	‘overlap’	but	
do	not	necessarily	share	a	common	focus.	The	latter	limits	the	ability	of	the	faculty	to	
compete	for	large	grants	and	ultimately	to	have	significant	impacts	on	social-ecological	
problems	that	fall	within	their	areas	of	expertise.	

The	Department	should	identify	cross-cutting	areas	and	explore	ways	to	develop	
integration	across	intellectual	overlapping	but	currently	disparate	programs.	Integrating	
programs	across	commonalities	should	provide	greater	access	to	resources	and	potential	
collaborators	across	campus,	particularly	in	terms	of	seeking	internal	funding	and	building	
collaborations	to	support	large	multi-	or	inter-disciplinary	grant	opportunities	(e.g.,	
through	the	National	Science	Foundation).	Development	of	a	strategic	faculty	staffing	plan	
that	recognizes	and	incorporates	the	resources	of	other	colleges	and	university	programs	is	
imperative	and	should	be	done	soon	if	the	Department	is	to	remain	viable	and	integral	to	
the	College.	This	staffing	plan	should	be	based	on	needs	identified	in	a	strategic	vision	and	
curricular	revision	process.	The	self-study	document	identified	the	next	three	potential	
hires	(one	of	which	has	been	completed).	However,	we	believe	the	faculty	based	these	hires	
on	historical	replacements,	rather	than	on	future	opportunities.	The	staffing	plan	should	
therefore	identify	and	capitalize	on	existing	programs	(such	as	Bioregional	Planning),	which	
are	already	attractive	and	could	be	expanded	in	scope	to	significantly	boost	ENVS’s	
effectiveness	and	efficiency.	A	strategic	hiring	approach	with	a	mindset	on	emerging	fields	
rather	than	replacement	faculty	could	also	break	down	boundaries	within	‘silos’.	Areas	of	
interest,	which	would	complement	current	ENVS	interests	and	help	secure	research	funds,	
might	include	a	hire	with	a	background	in	global	and	environmental	change	or	alternative	
futures	and	scenarios.	

Based	on	current	strengths	in	ENVS,	the	review	team	believes	that	a	social-ecological	
systems	modeler	could	be	a	strategic	hire	to	help	integrate	programs	and	form	new	
collaborations	with	researchers	in	other	departments,	colleges,	and	centers	(e.g.,	the	
Ecology	Center)	across	the	university.	The	review	team	also	believes	that	if	ENVS	chooses	to	
recruit	a	modeler,	this	hire	should	be	an	early	to	mid-career	hire	with	a	proven	track	record	
in	successful	grantsmanship	and	evidence	of	working	collaboratively	across	disciplines.	We	
believe	a	hire	with	these	attributes	will	ensure	the	success	of	the	faculty	member	and	
provide	the	most	utility	to	the	departmental	missions.	

An	evaluation	of	faculty	teaching	loads	must	be	implemented	as	it	appears	that	
teaching	loads	of	faculty	members	may	not	be	fully	optimized.	We	believe	the	role	
assignments	should	also	look	at	the	strengths	and	productivity	of	faculty	members,	as	
opposed	to	a	blanket	approach	to	the	weightings	of	role	statements.	In	order	to	ensure	
adequate	faculty	to	cover	necessary	courses,	we	also	believe	a	curriculum	revision	
process—building	from	an	intradepartmental	strength	approach—will	lead	to	substantial	
streamlining	of	faculty	teaching	as	well	as	more	integrated	educational	programs	across	the	
Department.	

Junior Faculty Mentoring 

Retention	of	junior	faculty	appears	to	be	an	issue	in	need	of	immediate	attention.	
The	Department	has	recently	lost	a	few	new	hires	to	other	universities.	The	Department	
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should	seriously	consider	how	best	to	support	junior	faculty	to	retain	them	and	see	them	
through	the	tenure	and	promotion	process.	The	review	team	believes	that	departmental	
leadership	could	be	improved	in	this	area	and	that	the	Department	needs	to	make	a	
concerted	effort	to	ensure	equal	and	equitable	mentoring	of	junior	faculty	to	provide	a	
collegial	and	nurturing	environment.	

Doing	so	would	improve	working	conditions	for	ENVS	personnel	and	improve	faculty	success	
and	retention.		

Immediate	attention	needs	to	be	given	to	junior	faculty	at	remote	locations	such	as	
Moab.	Currently	one	faculty	member	is	located	at	Moab	and	a	second	faculty	member	will	be	
transferred	to	the	Moab	location	in	the	near	future.	Dr.	Robyn	Cuervorst	is	currently	at	the	
Moab	campus.	She	mentioned	the	difficulty	of	communicating	and	meeting	regularly	with	
faculty	at	the	main	campus.	The	Department	Head	mentioned	his	efforts	to	better	connect	Dr.	
Ceurvorst	with	faculty	to	foster	mentoring	and	other	opportunities.	Despite	efforts	of	the	
Department	Head	and	Dr.	Ceurvorst	to	better	integrate	her	into	department	life,	there	seems	
to	be	a	disconnect	between	the	faculty	member	and	Department	Head’s	understanding	of	
performance	expectations.	We	believe	Dr.	Ceurvorst	is	at	risk	for	promotion	and	tenure.	

Dr.	Rosslyn	Brain,	another	recent	addition	to	the	faculty,	mentioned	that	she	will	be	
transferred	to	the	Moab	campus	in	the	near	future.	Dr.	Brain	is	an	assistant	professor	and	
extension	specialist	and	seems	to	be	on	track	for	promotion	and	tenure.	Although	she	will	
no	doubt	add	some	professional	support	for	Dr.	Cuervorst,	there	is	no	guarantee	that	she	
will	foster	collaborative	or	other	professional	opportunities	for	Dr.	Cuervorst	nor	is	that	her	
role.	Both	of	these	women	are	relatively	new	assistant	professors,	both	find	themselves	
stationed	at	a	remote	location	that	appears	to	offer	little	guidance	or	direction	for	
professional	development	that	will	lead	to	promotion	and	tenure.	We	believe	immediate	
attention	should	be	given	to	this	situation	and	mentoring	efforts	designed	that	will	ensure	
the	success	of	these	individuals.	

Currently	each	junior	faculty	is	assigned	to	a	Tenure	Advisory	Committee	and	may	
have	the	opportunity	for	input	into	the	chair	of	his/her	committee.	At	least	one	junior	faculty	
member	was	enthusiastic	about	the	level	of	support	and	guidance	offered	by	senior	faculty	
and	the	committee	members.	However,	another	faculty	member	cited	far	less	guidance	and	
support.	
Both	junior	faculty	members	pointed	to	the	University	teaching	academy	and	its	programs	as	
a	positive	mentoring	experience.	Strategies	the	Department	might	employ	to	better	nurture	
and	support	junior	faculty	include	additional	mentoring	opportunities,	course	releases	or	
lighter	teaching	loads	for	junior	faculty,	and	staff	support	to	assist	with	proposal	
development.	In	addition,	the	Vice	President	of	Research	indicated	a	myriad	of	programs	
available	beyond	the	Department	to	develop	and	support	new	researchers.	In	short,	ENVS	
has	been	able	to	attract	outstanding	young	scholars,	but	runs	the	risk	of	losing	them	to	other	
institutions	if	young	faculty	do	not	receive	the	support	they	need	to	thrive	and	succeed	as	
researchers	and	educators.	

Staff 

We	met	with	two	staff	assistants	in	ENVS	who	had	positive	comments	about	the	
functioning	of	the	Department.	They	stated	that	the	office	environment	was	pleasant	and	an	
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enjoyable	place	to	work.	The	staff	seemed	to	work	together	in	tandem,	ensuring	that	all	
Department	demands	are	covered	effectively	and	efficiently.	They	also	noted	that	
opportunities	for	improving	their	skills	and	knowledge	sets	were	available	to	them	and	
supported	by	the	Department	Head.	Overall,	the	staff	spoke	highly	of	the	Department	Head	
but	expressed	concerns	about	who	his	replacement	will	be,	especially	if	the	search	is	limited	
to	internal	candidates.	

The	review	team	recognizes	that	several	other	technical	support	staff,	including	three	
located	in	other	states,	were	not	interviewed.	No	issues,	positive	or	negative,	related	to	
support	staff	arose	from	faculty	meetings.	
Summary 

In	short,	we	highlight	the	following	points	as	major	strengths	and	weaknesses	of	
existing	programs	in	the	Department.	
 
 
Strengths 
 

• Willingness	of	individual	faculty	to	cooperate	and	collaborate	outside	of	ENVS	

• Some	partnering	across	colleges	and	centers	such	as	the	Ecology	Center,	
College	of	Science,	and	College	of	Agriculture	and	Applied	Sciences.	

• Ability	to	attract	young	faculty	with	potential	to	make	significant	contributions	

• Office	staff	who	are	knowledgeable	and	effective	in	their	jobs	
 
 

Challenges 
 

• Historic	intra-departmental	tensions	leading	to	
o Lack	of	intradepartmental	collegiality	
o Reduced	productivity	
o Inability	to	take	advantage	of	resources	and	programs	across	the	

university	that	would	build	the	research	capabilities	and	capacities	of	the	
department	

• Lack	of	a	cohesive	identity	for	the	Department	

• Lack	of	unified	departmental	Vision	and	Strategic	Plan	

• Unclear	or	non-existent	common	goals	

• Inability	to	retain	outstanding	young	faculty	

• Junior	faculty	located	at	remote	locations	with	limited	opportunities	to	
collaborate	or	work	with	other	department	faculty	
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• Perception	among	faculty	and	staff	that	Provost	Office	will	not	support	an	outside	
search	for	a	new	Department	Head	

	

3. TEACHING  

Department Majors 
The	Department’s	four	undergraduate	major	programs	generally	meet	the	

educational	needs	of	their	students.	The	Environmental	Studies	Bachelor	of	Science	degree	
is	the	largest	and	appears	to	be	the	most	closely	aligned	with	the	broad	goals	and	
philosophy	of	the	Department.	The	Geography	major	is	shared	with	the	Watershed	Sciences	
department	as	is	the	Geography	Teaching	major.	Interestingly,	the	teaching	major,	although	
not	requiring	additional	resources	per	se,	has	no	faculty	‘standard	bearer’.		The	Recreation	
Resource	Management	(RRM)	major,	after	some	years	of	decline,	has	grown	rapidly	over	
the	last	five	years	and	is	offered	state-wide	primarily	through	Interactive	Video	Conference	
(IVC)	technology.	

The	Department	majors	represent	about	30%	of	the	students	in	the	college.	Student	
credit	hour	(SCH)	production	for	the	department	accounts	for	slightly	more	than	half	of	the	
College’s	total	SCH	produced.	The	latter	is	most	likely	due	to	the	service	courses	taught	by	
ENVS.	Teaching	service	courses	appears	appropriate	due	to	the	interdisciplinary	nature	of	
the	Department.	Outcome	data	from	students	was	not	readily	available	and	it	appears	that	a	
focused	effort	to	collect	this	type	of	information	is	at	the	formative	stage.	

Service	learning	opportunities	are	widely	available	to	students	in	ENVS	and	
encouraged.	Dr.	Robert	Schmidt,	Associate	Professor	in	the	Department,	has	49%	of	his	time	
assigned	as	Service-Learning	Coordinator	and	works	closely	with	University	Service-
Learning	programs.	This	effort	seems	appropriate	for	the	department	and	is	in	keeping	with	
efforts	nationwide	at	institutions	of	higher	learning	to	engage	students	in	meaningful	
community	service	as	an	instructional	strategy	to	better	prepare	them	for	life	after	
graduation.	The	service	learning	activities	are	also	especially	noteworthy	given	the	land-
grant	mission	of	the	University.	

Low	enrollment	in	the	Geography	major	(and	its	associated	courses)	should	be	a	
source	of	concern	in	the	Department.	The	self-study	document	attributes	this	decline,	at	
least	in	part,	to	increased	rigor.	If	the	degree	program	revision	is	indeed	designed	to	be	
forward	looking	with	distinct	career	paths,	the	downturn	should	be	short-lived.	An	
increased	marketing	effort	and	integration	of	the	‘new’	curriculum—with	a	more	
integrative	focus	that	cuts	across	existing	programmatic	strengths—may	bolster	interest	in	
the	Geography	degree	and	other	departmental	offerings.	

Concomitantly,	enrollment	in	the	RRM	program	is	increasing.	The	primary	lead	for	
the	program,	Dr.	Robyn	Ceurvorst,	is	located	in	Moab	and	seems	fairly	isolated	from	the	
Department	and	interaction	with	Department	faculty.	An	additional	three	faculty	members	
located	on	the	main	campus	provide	teaching	support	for	the	RRM	program.	As	noted	
earlier,	the	RRM	program	is	offered	state-wide	primarily	through	IVC	technology.	While	
this	effort	should	be	commended,	Dr.	Ceurvorst	mentioned	that	it	is	quite	common	to	lose	
connections	during	broadcasts,	and	that	in	fact,	this	typically	happens	once	each	class	
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period.	Not	only	is	a	lost	connection	frustrating	for	students	and	faculty	alike,	but	the	
program’s	future	as	a	prospective	major	can	be	compromised.	

Historically	the	RRM	program	was	one	of	the	first	and	best	known	for	preparing	
students	for	jobs	with	federal	and	state	land	managing	agencies.	The	program	continues	its	
reputation	as	one	of	the	best	programs	in	recreation	resource	management	in	the	country.	
Being	housed	in	ENVS	presents	opportunities	to	integrate	some	of	the	course	offerings	in	
RRM	with	those	in	the	ES	major.	For	example,	the	Department	may	be	able	to	capitalize	on	
current	student	interest	and	exposure	of	the	statewide	program,	to	more	closely	integrate	
specific	courses	from	other	ENVS	majors	such	as	ES.	This	integration	would	strengthen	the	
RRM	program	and	possibly	make	its	students	more	marketable	for	positions	more	broadly	
defined	under	the	human	dimensions	of	natural	resources	umbrella.	

The	Environmental	Studies	degree	has	seen	a	dramatic	increase	in	majors	–	a	
doubling	(from	30	in	2008	to	65	in	2012).	Given	the	Department’s	name	and	overall	focus	as	
well	as	the	breadth	of	expertise	across	faculty,	this	degree	could	be	the	focus	and	cornerstone	
of	the	Department’s	identity.	Some	ES	areas	of	emphasis	appear	more	likely	to	result	in	jobs	
upon	graduation	than	other	areas,	and	they	appear	to	be	strongly	linked	to	other	degree	
programs.	For	example,	the	bioregional	planning	and	analysis	emphasis	in	ES	is	a	natural	tie	
to	geography	and	to	RRM.	Looking	at	the	possible	connections	between	these	three	degree	
programs	and	using	the	ES	degree	as	the	anchor	could	help	the	Department	identify	its	
future,	foster	greater	collaboration	among	faculty,	and	attract	undergraduate	students	with	
an	interest	in	interdisciplinary	studies	that	promote	sustainable	futures.	A	potential	
disadvantage	of	the	ES	degree	name	is	the	word	‘studies’.	Studies	can	be	interpreted	to	mean	
the	degree	lacks	rigor	and	therefore	does	not	prepare	students	for	the	workforce.	If	the	
department	decides	to	use	this	degree	as	its	cornerstone,	then	looking	more	closely	at	the	
degree	name	is	warranted	(e.g.,	Environmental	Science	and	Management	may	be	more	
appealing	to	both	students,	their	parents,	and	potential	employers	relative	to	the	current	
Environmental	Studies	label).	

	

Undergraduate Curriculum 

The	review	team	believes	the	undergraduate	curriculum	in	ENVS	is	generally	
comparable	to	that	of	medium	to	large	departments	of	similar	land	grant	universities.	For	
example,	certain	courses	may	be	more	closely	related	to	faculty	research	interests,	which	
may	or	may	not	be	aligned	with	educational	necessities.	Faculty	noted	that	required	
courses	are	not	always	available	for	student	enrollment	and	that	substitutions	are	
frequently	used.	At	the	same	time	students	seemed	to	be	content,	but	not	fully	aware	or	
engaged	with	the	opportunities	within	the	Department.	Courses	developed	around	faculty	
research	interests	can	add	a	richness	and	breadth	to	student	learning	but	they	might	also	
hamper	a	student’s	ability	to	progress	through	his/her	degree	program	in	a	timely	fashion.	
We	believe	faculty	should	look	closely	at	what	is	being	taught,	when	it	is	being	taught,	and	
how	courses	offered	are	impacting	student	progress	toward	degree	completion.	

Students	we	met	with	noted	that	some	overlap	across	courses	exists	among	degree	
programs	(e.g.,	the	same	book	used	in	three	courses).	We	believe	course	content	issues	
should	be	addressed	through	a	departmental	curriculum	committee.	However,	it	was	
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unclear	to	the	review	team	what	standing	committees	are	in	place	related	to	faculty	
governance	and	whether	committees	are	active.	Some	review	team	members	had	the	
impression	that	the	Department’s	committee	structure	was	rather	loose	and	committees	
were	more	ad-hoc	than	standing.	If	no	curriculum	committee	is	active	at	this	time,	the	
review	team	strongly	recommends	the	formation	of	a	standing	curriculum	committee	with	
representation	from	all	degree	programs	and	that	the	committee	meets	to	examine	course	
content	and	take	action	on	course	overlaps.	Furthermore,	the	committee	could	begin	to	
identify	ways	to	streamline	the	curriculum	and	integrate	other	program’s	components	that	
might	provide	an	opportunity	to	unify	the	focus	of	the	Department	for	faculty	and	students.	
We	believe	that	if	the	above	steps	are	taken,	students	would	benefit	by	having	a	diversified	
faculty	base	with	responsibility	for	their	required	courses	and	faculty	would	be	positioned	
to	consider	a	common	core	of	courses	for	all	undergraduates	in	the	Department.	

We	suggest	a	comprehensive	review	of	curriculum	occur	at	the	Departmental	level.	
The	review	team	did	not	find	evidence	of	a	comprehensive	Departmental	effort	to	examine	
and	align	curriculum.	A	thorough	review	and	implementation	of	positive	intradepartmental	
curriculum	innovations,	coupled	with	a	robust	outcomes	assessment	plan,	could	result	in	
fundamental	changes	to	programs	in	the	Department.	Such	a	comprehensive	effort	to	re-
think	curricula	could	yield	a	more	efficient	use	of	faculty	resources	and	serve	more	students	
while	preparing	them	for	the	interdisciplinary	nature	of	targeted	careers.	

	

Student Advising and Mentoring 

Faculty	members	provide	instruction	to	about	135	undergraduate	and	35	
graduate	students	in	the	Department.	Advising	and	mentoring	of	undergraduates	are	
largely	separate	activities	within	the	Department.	The	role	of	advising	for	
undergraduates	was	recently	transferred	to	a	central	College	advisor.	Students	report	
that	the	professional	advisor	generally	does	an	excellent	job	in	traditional	advising	
activities	(e.g.,	assisting	students	in	class	scheduling).	Faculty	are	expected	to	advise	
students	on	issues	or	concerns	students	have	about	their	chosen	profession	or	career.	
However,	we	were	not	able	to	identify	how	well	the	faculty	carry	out	student	career	
advising.	Although	student	career	advising	does	not	appear	to	be	formally	organized,	it	
seems	to	occur	as	needed	and	requested	by	students.	

The	review	team	believes	that	though	the	faculty	thinks	this	informal	arrangement	is	
working,	the	Department	Head	in	consultation	with	the	central	College	advisor	should	
conduct	a	poll	of	undergraduates	to	verify	the	current	arrangement	is	effective	and	meets	
student	needs.	

The	handful	of	undergraduate	students	the	review	team	met	with	reported	that	
ENVS	faculty	are	accessible	and	helpful,	even	though	faculty	are	compartmentalized	by	
their	major	areas	of	study.	Further,	the	outcomes	of	the	advising	program	are	not	clearly	
delineated.	But	as	noted	earlier,	assessment	activities	for	all	departmental	student	related	
functions	are	in	the	beginning	phase;	we	therefore	suggest	that	the	status	of	student	career	
advising	should	be	part	of	the	overall	assessment	of	the	advising	program.	
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Summary 
	

Overall,	we	identified	the	following	strengths	and	challenges	in	the	
Department’s	undergraduate	programming.	

	

Strengths 

• Strong	commitment	to	teaching	and	engaging	students	in	service	learning.		

• The	Environmental	Studies	and	Resource	Recreation	Management	degrees	are	
positioned	for	continued	growth.	

• Faculty	and	instructors	generally	seem	to	be	accessible	and	effective.	

• Professional	advising	by	the	College	advising	office	meets	the	needs	of	students.	

• Distance	education	and	Statewide	Campus	affords	a	venue	for	recruiting	and	
engaging	new	students	with	interests	in	society	and	the	environment.	

	

Challenges 

• A	thorough	curriculum	review	that	includes	revision	of	majors	and	major	
requirements	is	highly	recommended,	both	based	on	outcome	assessments	and	
with	attention	to	overlapping	courses	and	other	efforts	across	the	unit.	

• An	outcomes	assessment	plan	is	needed	at	the	program	and	departmental	 levels	
in	 order	 to	 better	 track	 the	 successes	 and	 weaknesses	 of	 existing	 degrees	 and	
activities	including	student	career	advising	

• Faculty	mentoring	and	curriculum	review	processes	should	be	formalized.	

• Technological	glitches	plague	distance	learning	and	should	be	recognized	and	
addressed	by	the	Department	and	University	for	faculty	and	those	programs	to	be	
successful	into	the	future.	

	
Graduate Education 

Graduate	programs	supported	solely	by	the	Department	include	Bioregional	
Planning	(MS),	Geography	(MA	and	MS),	Human	Dimensions	of	Ecosystem	Science	and	
Management	(MS	and	PhD),	and	Recreation	Resource	Management	(MS).	The	Department	
also	participates	in	the	interdepartmental	graduate	program	in	Ecology	(MS	and	PhD)	and	
the	Master	of	Natural	Resources	Degree	program	administered	by	the	College.	Two	graduate	
certificate	programs	are	also	administered	by	the	Department.	

Overall,	the	number	of	graduate	students	pursuing	graduate	degrees	through	ENVS	
has	been	fairly	consistent	with	about	35	students	enrolled	per	year.	Of	those	students	about	
30%	are	doctoral	students	and	70%	are	MS	students.	About	9-10	are	typically	doctoral	
students	in	the	Human	Dimensions	program	and	three	in	the	interdepartmental	Ecology	
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doctoral	program.	The	most	popular	Master’s	program	is	Human	Dimensions,	with	about	half	
of	the	Department’s	students	enrolled	in	it.	

The	total	numbers	have	remained	about	the	same	since	2007	but	the	distribution	
within	the	various	graduate	programs	has	fluctuated	at	the	master’s	level	with	more	
students	currently	choosing	the	Human	Dimensions	or	the	Recreation	Resource	
Management	graduate	programs.	The	master’s	in	Bioregional	Planning	has	fallen	off	by	
50%	since	2007.	The	latter	is	perplexing	as	this	degree	would	seem	to	embody	much	of	
what	the	ENVS	Department	is	about.	Apparently	faculty	interest	in	advising	in	this	program	
has	waned	over	the	years	for	a	number	of	internal	reasons.	At	this	time,	it	seems	that	one	
faculty	person	advises	students	in	this	program.	This	faculty	person’s	impending	retirement	
may	create	opportunities	for	the	graduate	faculty	to	rethink	this	degree	and	how	it	can	
better	fit	within	the	Department	while	attracting	graduate	students	and	addressing	grand	
challenges	from	an	integrated	social-ecological	perspectives.	

While	the	committee	commends	the	Department’s	efforts	to	review	its	graduate	
program	and	initiate	steps	to	eliminate	degree	programs	with	little	to	no	enrollment,	more	
can	be	done	in	this	arena.	From	our	perspective,	five	separate	graduate	programs	serving	35	
graduate	students	are	excessive,	inefficient,	and	not	viable	in	the	long	run.	The	number	of	
graduate	faculty	supporting	each	program	appears	to	be	anywhere	from	one	(bioregional	
planning)	to	a	handful.	The	focus	of	the	Department	is	on	environment	and	society.	Thus,	
one	approach	the	department	could	take	to	streamlining	its	graduate	program	is	to	carefully	
and	strategically	design	a	graduate	program	that	is	more	inter-,	multi-	or	cross-disciplinary	
in	nature.	The	Department	might	consider	folding	its	existing	degrees	under	a	graduate	
program	name	(such	as	Environment	and	Society	or	Environmental	Science	and	
Management)	while	using	the	existing	degrees	as	graduate	tracks	of	study.	

To	support	a	more	efficient,	multidisciplinary	approach,	common	courses	could	be	
created	in	theoretical	foundations	and	research	methods	that	encompass	all	perspectives	in	
ENVS.	If	the	department	chose	to	go	this	route,	it	might	consider	how	to	take	advantage	of	
the	tools	and	technology	currently	afforded	through	the	Bioregional	Planning	track	to	foster	
opportunities	to	strengthen	its	geospatial,	visualization,	and	analytical	capabilities	that	
would	in	turn	strengthen	its	research	capabilities	in	the	Human	Dimensions,	Geography,	and	
Recreation	Resource	Management	tracks.	Strengthening	geospatial,	visualization,	and	
analytical	capabilities	would	also	create	new	opportunities	to	collaborate	with	non-ENVS	
faculty	affiliated	with	the	Ecology	Center	and	to	attract	students	to	the	Ecology	degree	
program.	

Currently	the	Bioregional	Planning	graduate	program	is	in	the	midst	of	a	structural	
change	and	may	provide	the	basis	for	building	an	integrated	graduate	program	in	
Environment	and	Society.	The	Bioregional	Planning	graduate	program	seems	critical	to	the	
long-term	success	of	the	Department’s	graduate	education	efforts.	The	review	team	believes	
this	program	provides	a	great	deal	of	potential	to	collaborate	on	scholarly	work	and	efforts	
across	the	College	as	well	as	the	opportunity	to	leverage	assets	from	other	USU	units.	

We	believe	that	streamlining	the	graduate	program	under	one	umbrella	instead	of	
five	will	help	the	department	create	a	vision	and	establish	an	identity	that	is	attractive	to	a	
larger	pool	of	high	caliber	prospective	graduate	students.	We	also	think	a	streamlined	
program	will	open	up	greater	funding	possibilities	for	faculty	and	students.	Similar	to	
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faculty	at	most	land	grant	universities,	graduate	faculty	performance	is	tied	to	being	able	to	
attract	high	caliber	graduate	students.	Graduate	students	at	most	land	grant	institutions	
emphasizing	research,	are	supported	by	external	research	funds.	The	ability	to	form	
collaborative	teams	of	faculty	and	graduate	students	to	address	social	and	environmental	
problems	from	multiple	perspectives	allows	faculty	to	compete	for	larger	grants	and,	if	
successful,	to	attract	and	support	more	high	caliber	students.	Re-thinking	how	the	graduate	
program	is	organized	will	not	only	serve	the	students’	long-term	employment	prospects	but	
will	build	stronger	relationships	and	programs	within	ENVS	and	across	USU	in	general.	

In	talking	with	the	faculty	and	Department	Head	the	review	team	discovered	that	no	
departmental	graduate	studies	coordinator	position	exists,	nor	does	a	graduate	faculty	
committee.	In	our	meeting	with	the	Dean	of	the	School	of	Graduate	Studies,	we	were	told	
that	all	graduate	programs	are	required	to	have	a	graduate	studies	coordinator	as	well	as	
policies	and	procedures	in	place	to	address,	among	other	things,	graduate	programs,	
recruitment,	and	retention.	

Currently,	a	rolling	admissions	process	is	used	to	enable	faculty	to	recruit	a	student	
when	the	faculty	member	interested	in	advising	the	student	has	funding	secured	for	that	
student.	Little	or	no	scrutiny	of	prospective	graduate	students	occurs	across	the	graduate	
faculty.	While	this	system	may	serve	some	individuals	well,	it	does	not	serve	the	
Department	and	prospective	students	well.	Rather,	it	tends	to	limit	the	quality	and	caliber	of	
students	who	apply,	isolates	students	who	enroll,	and	strengthens	the	silos	that	already	
exist	between	faculty	and	programs	in	the	Department.	A	centralized	process,	headed	by	a	
graduate	program	coordinator,	would	allow	for	a	more	targeted	approach	to	attract	high	
achieving	students	while	also	enabling	graduate	students	and	faculty	to	interact	across	
programs.	It	would	also	provide	faculty	with	opportunities	to	talk	about	research	needs	in	a	
more	structured	way	and	could	open	up	more	opportunities	for	collaboration	among	faculty	
and	their	graduate	students.	

	

Graduate Students 

In	general,	graduate	students	are	appreciative	of	the	interactions	with	the	faculty	
who	serve	as	their	advisers	and	mentors.	They	speak	highly	of	the	close	access	to	their	
faculty	mentors,	though	they	are	also	aware	of	the	silos	in	the	Department.	Given	the	
relatively	small	numbers	of	graduate	students,	we	are	concerned	about	the	
compartmentalization	of	each	program	with	little	interaction	occurring	among	students	
across	programs.	This	low	level	of	interaction	may	have	been	actually	exasperated	by	
each	faculty	isolating	their	graduate	students	in	respective	research	labs.	Integrating	
programs	and	encouraging	a	higher	level	of	interaction	among	departmental	graduate	
students	could	serve	to	raise	the	visibility	of	the	program,	spotlight	the	quality	of	its	
graduate	students,	and	in	turn	attract	higher	caliber	graduate	students.	As	suggested	by	
students,	one	way	in	which	this	could	be	achieved	is	through	more	integrative	activities	
such	as	the	Eco-Lunch	discussions	that	they	currently	organize	and	hold.	

Curricular	efforts	to	integrate	courses	in	a	multidisciplinary	approach	across	all	of	
the	graduate	programs,	or	a	streamlined	graduate	program	with	tracks	of	study,	will	ensure	
at	the	very	least	increased	interaction	among	graduate	students.	We	heard	from	the	
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students	of	the	value	of	writing	and	proposal	development	courses.	These	courses	should	
not	be	eliminated,	but	rather,	integrated	in	such	a	way	that	students	can	review	and	learn	
from	each	other	about	quality	writing	and	proposal	development,	regardless	of	the	specific	
topic	or	thematic	area.	This	approach	would	replicate	the	real	world	of	collaborative	
research	and	peer	review	of	publications	and	grant	proposals.	It	would	also	mimic	the	same	
professional	standards	in	academia	in	the	graduate	education	program	and	would	be	
especially	valuable	for	PhD	students	and/or	those	working	in	more	integrated	planning	
areas	(e.g.,	bioregional	and	human	dimensions	programs).	

To	further	unite	graduate	students	under	a	common	identify	within	the	Department,	
we	specifically	recommend	that	all	graduate	students	in	the	program	be	required	to	take	a	
common	set	of	courses	that	address	1)	diverse	theoretical	approaches	in	human-
environment	research	that	encompass	the	different	program	areas/majors	and	2)	mixed	
methods	used	in	such	research.	Such	a	two-course	series	is	common	in	graduate	programs	
that	broadly	train	students	in	social	and	environmental	sciences.	This	set	of	courses	also	
seems	highly	relevant	and	potentially	unifying	for	the	Department	and	its	multidisciplinary	
students	and	faculty.	Not	only	could	this	increase	intellectual	rigor	and	the	ability	to	
collaborate	with	others;	it	could	also	help	build	a	sense	of	identify	and	community	across	the	
Department.	

Some	students	expressed	concern	about	funding	uncertainty	and	lack	of	knowledge	
relating	to	funding	for	graduate	students.	Annual	reviews	of	graduate	students	to	evaluate	
progress	and	provide	feedback	will	not	only	help	individual	students,	but	will	also	help	the	
Department	grow	and	prioritize	funding.	To	attract	the	best	and	brightest	students	in	the	
competitive	world	of	the	academy,	the	Department	needs	to	find	ways	to	offer	financial	
commitments	to	recruit	top-notch	scholars	to	the	program.	Committing	to	prospective	
graduate	students	is	typically	done	in	similar	programs	at	other	universities,	for	example,	
where	Master’s	students	are	commonly	offered	two-years	of	guaranteed	funding	and	PhD	
students	are	offered	three	to	four	years	of	funding	(pending	they	maintain	good	status	in	
the	program)	in	their	offer	letters.	Moreover,	commitments	need	to	be	made	no	later	than	
February	15	of	each	year	if	the	best	and	brightest	students	are	to	be	recruited.	This	
deadline	is	in	keeping	with	the	national	Council	on	Graduate	Schools	guidelines	for	
graduate	student	recruitment.	

We	understand	there	are	budget	constraints	involved	with	such	offers,	but	this	
pursuit	may	be	necessary	to	attract	the	type	of	scholars	the	program	wishes	to	support.	
Perhaps	this	might	only	be	done	at	the	PhD	level,	but	either	way,	a	centralized	
committee	process	for	admitting	and	recruiting	the	top	students	seems	worthwhile	for	
both	supporting	the	best	applicants	to	the	Department	as	well	as	for	unifying	the	now	
disparate	programs	in	the	Department.	

	
Summary 
	

As	a	whole,	the	review	team	highlighted	the	following	assets	and	weaknesses	in	
the	current	graduate	program	in	the	ENVS	Department.	
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Strengths 

• Accessibility	of	faculty	mentors	to	their	students.	

• Access	to	multiple	laboratories,	studios,	and	field-experiences.	

• Availability	of	introductory	seminar	course	for	incoming	graduate	students,	along	
with	other	activities	that	bring	students	together.	

• Proposal-writing	course	for	graduate	students.	
	

Challenges 

• Integration	of	multidisciplinary	curricular	approach	to	support	multiple	
graduate	programs.	

• No	director	of	graduate	programs	nor	committee	structure	to	assist	in	
growing	PhD	programs	and	competitively	draw	in	the	‘cream	of	the	crop.’	

• Lack	of	interaction	amongst	students	for	collegial	support	and	social	activities.	

• Lack	of	communication	and	commitments	regarding	funding.	
	
	
4. RESEARCH 
	

Eighty	percent	(80%)	of	the	State	is	in	public	land.	In	addition,	at	least	85%	of	the	
population	resides	in	urban	areas,	and	there	is	an	increase	in	the	ethnic	and	cultural	
diversity	of	this	State.	The	broad	areas	of	strength	listed	in	the	self-study	do	indeed	align	
with	these	data.	ENVS	researchers	are	making	significant	strides	in	addressing	the	issues	
at	the	state,	regional,	national,	and	international	levels.	Some	faculty	have	international	
connections	but	this	doesn’t	seem	to	be	a	priority	for	the	Department	as	a	whole.	Most	
discussions	centered	on	the	land-grant	mission	and	having	projects	relevant	to	Utah.	One	
opportunity	to	assist	in	integration	of	programs	may	be	to	contextualize	projects	with	a	
multi-scalar	lens,	in	order	to	incorporate	geographic	dimensions	as	well	as	the	existing	
programmatic	strengths	(e.g.,	from	individual-level	focus	on	behavioral	dimensions	of	
human-environment	dynamics	to	community-	and	landscape-level	analyses).	While	multi-
scalar	focus	seems	relevant	to	integrating	now	disparate	programs,	it	is	also	highly	
relevant	for	meeting	the	geography	and	sustainability	interests	of	the	Department.	

External	research	funding	from	the	department	appears	to	be	quite	variable	by	year	
but	seems	to	average	around	$500,000	annually.	It	appeared	that	approximately	half	of	the	
faculty	were	responsible	for	these	awards.	We	understand	that	this	funding	is	only	equated	
to	PI’s	and	so	contributions	on	other	grants	are	not	accounted	for	in	this	value.	One	area	
that	the	committee	found	lacking	in	the	discussions	was	the	securing	of	internal	resources	
to	assist	in	seeking	larger	competitive	awards.	No	mention	of	the	Vice	President	of	
Research,	Ecology	Center,	nor	Utah	Agricultural	Experiment	Station	competitive	funds	was	
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heard,	although	all	of	the	programs	indicated	funding	was	available.	These	types	of	
opportunities,	especially	for	junior	faculty	members,	can	assist	in	their	early	career	
development.	

Journal	publications	and	book	chapters	have	hovered	around	20	for	the	past	three	
years.	This	is	an	increase	from	the	previous	years	reported	in	the	self-study	but	is	not	
particularly	noteworthy.	Finding	and	retaining	the	new	faculty	with	strong	research	skills	
that	lead	to	significant	research	funding,	graduate	student	recruitment,	and	performance	
through	scholarly	publications	will	be	critical	to	the	reputation	of	the	department	and	the	
continued	growth	in	scholarly	production.	

The	Review	Team	encourages	the	faculty	to	work	more	closely	with	
multidisciplinary	scholars	while	reaching	out	to	collaborators	(for	example,	at	the	Ecology	
Center,	Agricultural	Experiment	Station,	and	Extension).	These	collaborations	are	
especially	important	in	the	larger	NSF-type	proposals	that	could	help	advance	the	research	
programs	at	the	Department.		

In	general,	faculty	are	competitive	in	obtaining	funds	to	support	their	research	
activities,	including	the	National	Park	Service,	National	Science	Foundation,	and	USDA’s	
Agriculture	and	Food	Research	Initiative	(AFRI).	In	this	climate	of	tight	fiscal	constraints,	
the	Review	Team	strongly	recommends	that	the	faculty	develop	a	vision	and	a	plan	to	
strategically	place	the	Department	on	a	more	competitive	path.	Faculty	will	tend	to	“follow	
the	money”	–	that	is,	doing	the	type	of	work	they	enjoy	and	for	which	they	can	obtain	
funding.	But	with	no	incentive	or	directive	in	place	to	encourage	collaboration	for	the	
benefit	of	the	Department,	and	without	a	clear	definition	of	ENVS’s	and	USU’s	distinctive	
vision,	this	path	is	unlikely	to	be	sustainable.	

	
Summary 

To	summarize,	we	note	the	following	strengths	and	weaknesses	in	departmental	
research	activities.	

	

Strengths 

• Competitive	funds	obtained	by	faculty	to	support	their	research	interests.	

• Emphasis	on	the	Land	Grant	mission	by	addressing	issues	at	state,	national	and	
regional	efforts.	

• Recent	increases	in	journal	publications	and	book	chapters.	
	

Challenges 

• Develop	a	vision	and	strategic	plan	to	enhance	funding	positioning	in	tight	
economic	environment.	

• Continue	to	encourage	the	use	of	internal	funding	resources	and	mechanisms	
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through	VP	of	Research,	Ecology	Center,	or	Utah	Agricultural	Experiment	
Station	–	especially	amongst	junior	faculty	members.	

• Need	to	work	more	closely	with	collaborators	for	larger	proposals.	
	
5. EXTENSION 

Extension	 is	 focused	 primarily	 on	 two	 faculty	 members	 in	 the	 Department.	 Dr.	
Roslynn	Brain,	one	of	the	recent	Assistant	Professor	hires	in	the	Department,	seems	to	be	
an	outstanding	addition	to	the	faculty.	Her	body	of	work	in	the	short	time	she	has	been	at	
the	University	is	 impressive.	As	noted	earlier	 in	 this	document,	 she	will	be	moving	 from	
the	main	campus	and	re-	located	at	the	Moab	campus.	The	Department	must	find	ways	to	
mentor	and	otherwise	support	Dr.	Brain.	Especially	given	the	challenges	faced	by	remote	
faculty,	 the	 Department	 should	 not	 rely	 on	 her	 early	 success	 to	 see	 her	 through	 the	
transition.	Mentoring	and	support	models	for	faculty	located	at	remote	locations	must	be	
developed	 that	 address	 the	unique	needs	of	 these	 faculty.	They	 are	not	 the	 same	as	 the	
needs	of	faculty	on	the	main	campus.	

Because	 the	 Review	 Team	 did	 not	 meet	 with	 county	 extension	 personnel,	 the	
integrated	efforts	of	county	and	campus	extension	staff	remain	unclear.	The	tourism	and	
sustainability	focus	seems	appropriate.	

The	Review	Team	met	with	some	external	stakeholders.	Overall,	 the	stakeholders	
appeared	content	with	their	interactions	with	the	program	and	the	services	that	are	being	
provided	 by	 ENVS.	 Engagement	 with	 stakeholders	 seems	 especially	 strong	 with	 the	
service-	learning	emphasis	of	many	courses	and	student	activities.	
Summary 

In	general,	we	note	the	following	highlights	for	departmental	Extension	activities.	

	

Strengths 

• Extension	programs	consist	of	an	interesting	mix	of	modern	modes	of	
interaction,	including	Web-based	delivery	systems	and	programs;	and	
interaction	with	agency	and	other	recreation	and	tourism	boards.	

	

Challenges 

• Identifying	the	appropriate	focus	of	the	relatively	small	faculty	resource	and	large	
state	and	regional	needs.	

• Mentoring	and	supporting	extension	faculty	at	remote	locations.	

• Sustaining	efforts	to	capitalize	on	opportunities	available	through	University	
Extension,	such	as	internal	grants.	
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6. FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

 
Faculty	and	graduate	students	generally	found	their	allocated	space	adequate	with	

most	of	the	graduate	students	using	their	advisor’s	lab	space.	Classroom	technology	
appeared	appropriate.	Common	graduate	student	space	appeared	to	be	underutilized.	Some	
space	could	be	dedicated	to	more	integrative	research/thematic	areas	that	are	cross-cutting	
across	programs	(e.g.,	to	host	‘eco-lunches’	or	similar	activities	with	students	from	diverse	
degree	programs	involved).	This	could	enhance	interdisciplinary	thinking,	research,	and	
communication	skills,	not	to	mention	real-world	professional	skills	aimed	at	interacting	and	
collaborating	with	others.	As	examples,	ASU’s	Global	Institute	of	Sustainability	and	NC	
State’s	Center	for	Earth	Observation	offer	such	“synergistic	spaces”	that	are	critical	for	
collaborative	group	work	as	well	as	community-building.	

Summary 
	

	

To	conclude,	we	highlight	the	following	points	for	departmental	facilities	and	
equipment.	

	

Strengths 

• Facilities	generally	support	existing	programs.	

• Classroom	technology	seems	adequate.	
	

Challenges 

• Reassess	lab	space	to	be	used	more	efficiently.	

• Need	for	dedicated	spaces	for	interdisciplinary	interaction.	
 
 
7. SUMMARY AND KEY RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Summary 

 
The	Department	of	Environment	and	Society	(ENVS)	has	several	strong,	noteworthy	

programs	in	research,	extension,	and	teaching	for	which	it	must	be	commended.		ENVS	and	
USU	administrators	should	consider	the	opportunities	to	enhance	the	leadership	in	the	
Department	as	the	current	Department	Head	steps	down.	Throughout	this	report,	the	
review	team	lists	some	of	the	Department’s	strengths	as	starting	points	that	can	be	
capitalized	on	to	be	a	leader	in	a	state	where	urbanization	and	natural	environments	are	
prevalent.	
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Key Recommendations 

• Develop	a	unified	vision	and	strategic	plan	to	move	the	Department	forward	while	
emphasizing	current	strengths.	Ideally,	this	should	be	done	by	prioritizing	the	
hiring	of	a	new,	external	Department	Head	to	lead	this	initiative.	

• Consider	looking	to	an	open	search	for	the	next	department	head	prior	to	filling	
other	faculty	lines.	We	find	this	key	to:	

o Avoiding	issues	related	to	history	of	department’s	creation	
o Providing	holistic,	integrative	thinker	who	can	see	across	their	

strengths:	recreation,	human	dimensions,	bioregional	planning,	and	
geography.	

o Hiring	with	an	eye	toward	integration	and	the	future.	We	particularly	
suggest	someone	who	can	strengthen	the	geography	side	(human-
environment	geographer)	with	an	interdisciplinary	mindset	and	a	vision	
for	sustainability	sciences	or	integrative	sciences	and	solutions.	This	
person	should	be	a	“big	
thinker”,	rather	than	someone	narrowly	focused	on	their	own	sub-discipline	
within	geography	(or	another	field).	To	complement	existing	strengths	and	
core	research	areas	that	currently	get	money,	such	a	hire	might	focus	on	
topics	such	as	global/environmental	change	(perhaps	with	focus	on	climate	
and	water),	land	use/cover	analyses/management,	and/or	land-water-
energy	nexus.	Whatever	the	focus,	the	key	is	the	integration	of	the	human	
and	ecological	environments.	

o Engaging	the	newer	hires	and	productive	faculty	to	foster,	reward	and	
sustain	their	successes.	

• Explore	ways	to	bring	cohesiveness	amongst	programs	and	utilize	other	
available	resources	in	related	Colleges	across	the	campus.	

• Develop	better	relationships	within	the	department,	on	a	broader	basis,	and	
utilize	the	expertise	of	colleagues	to	strengthen	and	enhance	departmental	
programs.	

• Provide	guidance	and	opportunities	to	graduate	students	so	they	can	develop	
better	camaraderie	and	collegiality.	

• Examine	the	possibility	of	an	advisory	council	and/or	curriculum	committee	to	
review	and	evaluate	the	departmental	programs.	

• Thoroughly	review	and	revise	ENVS	curricula,	both	undergraduate	and	graduate,	
that	are	based	on	outcomes	assessments	and	a	new,	unified	vision	of	the	future.	

• Develop	and	implement	an	evaluative	process	for	determining	the	faculty	
loads	and	adjust	loads	or	workload	descriptions	accordingly	based	upon	
individual	strengths.	

• Capitalize	on	the	unique	natural	environment	of	Utah	to	enhance	external	funding	
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prospects	for	research,	extension,	and	education	activities	focusing	on	the	
environment.	

• Think	creatively.	Changes	that	will	propel	ENVS	into	prominence	can	be	
accomplished	without	a	large	infusion	of	financial	capital.	Instead,	focus	on	human	
capital	and	examine	the	possibilities	of	redirecting	and	refocusing	these	where	
appropriate.	
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Appendix 2: 2015 Adaptive Management Strategy. 
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An Adaptive Management Strategy for the Department of Environment and 
Society, Quinney College of Natural Resources, Utah State University 

 
Adopted by ENVS Faculty October 23, 2015 

 
Why develop a written departmental strategy? 
 
In the next few years, the development of the Department of Environment and Society (ENVS) 
in the Quinney College of Natural Resources (QCNR) will be shaped by critical decisions 
regarding areas of expertise and degree programs to emphasize, especially through faculty hires, 
and operational considerations such as management of the graduate program. These decisions 
should be guided by input and deliberation from the people who will be directly affected by, and 
who will implement, these decisions. Moreover, answers to questions needed to develop a 
departmental strategy will be better thought out, more aligned with the strengths of the D-
epartment’s faculty and staff, and have greater support if developed through an open, transparent 
process of internal and external deliberation than if handled ad hoc—in a process of muddling 
through—or by administrative judgment alone. Hence, the reason to develop a written 
departmental strategy is to clarify a vision for the Department’s future, enable the Department to 
flexibly adapt to changing circumstances while maintaining its bearings, and enhance its 
reputation and ability to attract high quality faculty and students. 
 
Two outcomes are desired from this process:  

• An adaptive management strategy for ENVS that provides researched, deliberated, and 
well-formulated answers to the strategic questions below, while maintaining flexibility to 
adjust to changing circumstances. 

• Enhancement of a culture of strategic thinking and effective communication among 
ENVS faculty, staff, students, and alumni that enables the Department to elevate its 
position within Utah State University and beyond.  

 
The Process  
 
As a procedural guide for developing an adaptive management strategy, ENVS has adopted the 
most widely cited text on strategic planning in the non-profit sector: John Bryson’s book, 
Strategic Planning for Public and Nonprofit Organizations (5th ed.) and the accompanying 
Creating Your Strategic Plan Workbook.  The Adaptive Management Strategy (AMS) 
Committee consists of: Christopher Lant (Department Head and coordinator), Joanna Endter-
Wada and Nat Frazer (ENVS faculty), and Lisa Green (ENVS Ph.D. student).  
 
As with rigorous thinking in science and law, the development of a strategy is guided by critical 
questions, answers to which form the strategy’s outline.  The first three questions below set a 
broad vision, while the remaining six address important means to realizing that vision: 
 
Questions that Define a Broad Vision: 

1. In what areas of research, education, and extension should ENVS be uniquely competent 
in the 2020s? 

2. What significant problems of human-environment relationships should ENVS address? 
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3. Who are ENVS’s stakeholders and what do they require and expect? 
Questions that Define the Means to Realize that Vision: 

4. Who should ENVS be collaborating with in serving our stakeholders? 
5. How can ENVS further improve upon its program of obtaining external funding? 
6. Should ENVS maintain, augment, re-name, or consolidate its diverse menu of 

undergraduate and graduate degree programs and, if so, how? 
7. What curricular alterations are needed to accommodate any degree changes?  
8. As changes in existing ENVS faculty occur and/or new hiring opportunities become 

available, what areas of expertise should define new faculty lines? 
9. How can graduate student recruitment, admissions, and funding be better structured to 

optimize the graduate program’s role as a fulcrum between teaching and research 
activities in ENVS? 

During the 2015 spring semester, the AMS Committee engaged with stakeholders and other 
people with important collaborations with ENVS. The AMS Committee thanks these providers 
of feedback and insights:  

• ENVS undergraduate students 
• ENVS graduate students 
• ENVS alumni 
• ENVS/QCNR staff 
• Sister departments in QCNR: Watershed Sciences and Wildland Resources  
• Other collaborating departments: Sociology (in SSWA), Applied Economics (APEC), 

and Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning (LAEP) 
• USU research entities: Utah Agricultural Experiment Station; Ecology Center; Center for 

Society, Economy, and the Environment (CSEE); and the Office of the Vice President for 
Research  

The AMS Committee also reviewed strategic plans of important research funding agencies: 
National Science Foundation, U.S. Department of Interior, and U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
 
Feedback from these groups was presented to ENVS faculty for their review and consideration at 
the annual retreat on May 5, 2015.  A draft of this plan prepared by the Adaptive Management 
Strategy Committee was discussed at a faculty meeting on August 24, 2015.  Comments were 
received by the AMS Committee and appropriate revisions were made.  The modified document 
was sent to Faculty for approval using an e-mail secret ballot on October 6, 2015.  
 
Implementation of this strategy, which has already begun, will not affect the role statement of 
any current ENVS faculty member, but it may produce opportunities for faculty to suggest 
changes in their role statements.  Moreover, any change recommended through this process will 
be implemented following established USU policies and procedures.  
 

The Adaptive Management Strategy 
A broad vision: 
In what areas of research, education, and extension should ENVS be uniquely competent in the 
2020s? What significant problems of human-environment relationships should ENVS address? 
ENVS has a strong tradition of empirical and theoretical research on the environment-society 
interface conducted at local to global scales upon which to build. Two similar phrases 
encapsulate the primary areas of inquiry in ENVS, both in the past and moving forward: 
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“human-environment interactions” and, somewhat more focused, “sustainable resource use.” 
These concepts lie at the intersection of “environment” and “society.” Within that still-broad 
area, it is vital to identify specific areas of teaching, research, and extension in which ENVS 
enjoys a longstanding reputation upon which to build.  Alphabetically, these are: 

(1) Applied natural resource and environmental policy analysis, including two programs 
largely targeted at mid-career professionals in the management of public natural 
resources: the nationally-renowned and rapidly growing National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) Graduate Certificate Program and the college-wide Master of Natural 
Resources (MNR), to which ENVS makes major contributions.  ENVS is also a leader in 
water policy, a critical 21st Century issue. 
 

(2) Environmental perception, behavior, and communication. ENVS has expertise in how 
people perceive and behave in their natural environment, how this guides their utilization 
of resources, and how to exchange environmental information with the public in a 
manner that facilitates mutual understanding and learning.   
 

(3) Geographical analysis of human-environment interactions, including application of 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to such issues as natural resource sustainability, 
natural hazards, land use, environmental perception, and differences in these interactions 
among groups of people, such as by gender. 
 

(4) Natural resource systems – the nexus among resources (e.g., food, water, energy), 
modeling of these as human-environmental systems, and their salience in achieving 
sustainability. 
 

(5) Recreation resources management, an area that synergizes with our sister departments in 
QCNR, has a decades-long reputation for excellence and for which Logan, Utah, is 
advantageously located within 400 miles of seven national parks and immediately 
adjacent to Logan Canyon and other nationally-renowned recreational resources.  Since 
1999, ENVS has housed the Institute of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism (IORT), funded 
by Utah legislative appropriations. 

These five areas are frequently synergistic with specific research projects incorporating two or 
more faculty members. Two additional themes cut across these areas of emphasis: land use, 
which is central to all five areas and synergizes well with activities in our sister QCNR 
departments, and cutting-edge methods of analysis.  To date, ENVS has not optimized utilization 
of the enormous, in fact ubiquitous, sources of information and data on the environment and 
society that have emerged in the 21st Century.  Under the umbrella of “data analysis,” or the 
distilling of knowledge from information, we can identify (a) management of large datasets, (b) 
statistical modeling, (c) systems modeling, (d) geographic information systems, (e) mixed 
methods analysis (including quantitative and qualitative approaches), and (f) synergies among 
these as areas to strengthen in pursuit of cutting-edge analysis in the areas of inquiry identified 
above.   
 
Who are ENVS’ stakeholders, and what do they require and expect? 

Feedback to the AMS Committee from the groups consulted in this process inevitably 
reflects divergent perspectives.  Nonetheless, important themes emerge. Students find the quality 
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of teaching and mentoring in ENVS to be high; however, both students and colleagues look to a 
shift in emphasis from sometimes-redundant presentation of knowledge on the history of 
environment-society relationships and current environmental problems, toward development and 
utilization of skills and analytical methods needed to build solutions to these problems, both in 
research and as credentials important to graduates in the job market. This shift points toward a 
renewed emphasis on data analysis, as detailed above, as well as qualitative skills such as 
communication, legal analysis, and service learning. At the same time, increased teaching of 
analytical tools will not supersede instruction in concepts, theory, and critical thinking. We will 
teach students that analytical methods are meaningful only in a context of critical research 
questions, often formulated through deliberation with stakeholders. Students will learn the full 
spectrum of the research process, from theory to problem formulation, research design, data 
collection, analysis, and dissemination and application of results.  
 
How to realize this vision: 
Who should ENVS be collaborating with in serving our stakeholders? 

Foremost, ENVS is one of three departments in a highly productive and collegial college —
the S.J. and Jessie E. Quinney College of Natural Resources—within which research 
collaborations could be expanded, especially by bringing to bear the skill sets identified above to 
a greater degree.  Other important collaborators include: 

• The USU College of Agriculture and Applied Sciences.  Agriculture, in its broadest 
sense, is a complex social-environmental system.  

• Sociology where we share common interests in human populations, the deployment of 
new energy technologies, and other areas of inquiry.  

• The University of Utah’s Quinney College of Law, given our common interests in natural 
resources environmental law and policy. 

• Organizations devoted to environmental education, both locally (e.g., Stokes Nature 
Center) and statewide (e.g., Utah Society for Environmental Education). 

• Local, state, and federal agencies, public schools, Utah Conservation Corps, USU’s 
Center for Civic Engagement & Service-Learning, and other organizations that can 
provide service-learning opportunities  

• Other universities in research teams. 
• Research funders as described below. 

 
How can ENVS further improve upon its program of obtaining external funding? 

How well is ENVS doing in obtaining research finding? Research and Graduate School 
data indicate that in FY14, ENVS generated $0.7 million from 16 grants.  This compares 
unfavorably to the excellent grantsmanship in our two sister QCNR departments: $4.5 million 
from 53 grants in Watershed Sciences and $4.6 million from 78 grants in Wildland Resources.  It 
compares favorably, however, to all other social science units at Utah State University. It nearly 
equals the research funding of USU’s entire College of Humanities and Social Sciences ($0.8 
million) and is comparable to departments in the College of Science other than Biology 
(Atmospheric Sciences $1.8 million, Chemistry and Biochemistry $0.7 million, Geology $0.6 
million, Math $0.6 million, Physics $1.1 million).  These data indicate that ENVS, per FTE 
devoted to research in role statements, is a successful grants-active department, especially within 
the social sciences realm where funding is scarce and research is inherently less expensive to 
conduct, given the smaller need for laboratory and field research and equipment. So the relevant 
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question is the one posed above. Restated, what potentially successful avenues or strategies are 
being overlooked or underutilized?  Where is funding for research in ENVS most likely to 
originate?  Appendix 1 provides data on where ENVS has obtained funding in the recent past and 
identifies emergent programs where funding opportunities may lie.  
 
It is important to view internal research funding resources, such as Research and Graduate 
Studies (RGS) and the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station (UAES), as catalysts to improve 
opportunities for acquiring external funds rather than a replacement for those funds.  
Nonetheless, Utah State’s status as a land-grant university provides opportunities not available 
elsewhere. So also do collaborations with the Ecology Center, the Center for Water Efficient 
Landscaping, Center for Atmospheric and Space Sciences, and the nascent Center for Society, 
Economy, and the Environment.  Most large external grants are collaborative; therefore, 
interdisciplinary team building, with faculty possessing complementary skills pertinent to the 
research to be tackled, is crucial.  
Awareness of funding opportunities and their appropriateness to specific research projects and 
ideas is a research faculty responsibility.  By keeping current on the matching of ideas with 
funders and by becoming a resource to which funders turn when applied research needs emerge, 
ENVS faculty can submit more proposals and gain a higher rate of success.  
 
Should ENVS maintain, augment, re-name, or consolidate its diverse menu of undergraduate and 
graduate degree programs and, if so, how? 
As of this writing, ENVS is supporting a large constellation of degree programs (Appendix 2 
provides enrollment data for AY14–15 and 15–16): 

• Ph.D.: Human Dimensions of Ecosystem Science and Management (HDESM), Ecology 
(in collaboration with other departments and the Ecology Center) 

• M.S.: HDESM, Geography (including the Peace Corps International program), 
Recreation Resources Management, Bioregional Planning (in collaboration with LAEP), 
Ecology (see above) 

• Post-Baccalaureate (Graduate) Certificates: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and Natural Resources and Environmental Education (NREE) 

• Undergraduate Majors: Environmental Studies, Geography, Geography Teaching, and 
Recreation Resources Management 

• Undergraduate Minors:  Environmental Studies, Geography, Geography Teaching, 
Recreation Resources Management, and Sustainable Systems 

The list is simply too long; it disperses faculty efforts and loyalties while, in some cases, 
addressing needs of the past. In other cases, degrees are poorly named, especially HDESM, 
which is not only too long and difficult to define and may be outdated.    
At the May 2015 departmental faculty retreat, the following decisions were made: 

(1) HDESM will be re-named “Environment and Society” at both the Ph.D. and M.S. level 
after the well-named department. 

(2) The major in Geography Teaching, with an enrollment of two and no mandate to serve 
secondary education in Utah, will be discontinued. 

(3) ENVS will cede Bioregional Planning to LAEP.  
(4) The undergraduate curricula for all majors and minors will be updated with an emphasis 

on skills development. 
(5) Distance learning options will be explored for each major. 
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These degree changes will better focus the efforts of ENVS faculty on the areas of strength 
identified above while also helping to recruit graduate students (see below).  
 
What curricular alterations are needed to accommodate these changes?  

Each year, distance learning becomes a more important way to deliver higher education.  
Its market is expanding. In modifying degree programs consistent with the vision expressed, 
ENVS will be adding to its distance-delivered B.S. in Recreation Resources Management, for 
which a faculty line at the Moab campus is largely devoted, a distance-delivered B.S. in 
Environmental Studies.  As of this writing, ENVS has identified the following faculty curriculum 
committees and timelines: 
Environmental Studies (including a distance-delivered degree): Robert Schmidt, Roslynn Brain, 
and Nat Frazer.  Plan to be developed for faculty consideration in Fall 2015 and, if approved, 
Educational Policy Committee (EPC) consideration in November 2015 for implementation in 
Fall 2016.  
Geography (distance-delivered degree to be considered): Claudia Radel and Peter Howe.  Plan to 
be developed for faculty consideration in Fall 2015 and, if approved, EPC consideration in 
November 2015 for implementation in Fall 2016. 
Recreation Resources Management (distance-delivered degree already in place): Chris Monz, 
Steve Burr and Jordan Smith. Due to changes in faculty in this area, plan to be developed for 
faculty consideration and, if approved, EPC consideration in November 2016 for implementation 
in Fall 2017. 
In each case, consistent with received stakeholder feedback, skills development will receive 
renewed emphasis.   
 
As changes in existing ENVS faculty occur and/or new hiring opportunities become available, 
what areas of expertise should define new faculty lines? 

ENVS has hired Dr. Jacopo Baggio to begin in August 2015 in human-environmental 
systems modeling and quantitative methods and Dr. Jordan Smith to begin in January 2016 as 
Director of the Institute for Outdoor Recreation. Additional faculty lines will become available 
as resignations or retirements occur.  
ENVS has identified four future faculty lines, listed alphabetically, with priorities to be discussed 
subsequently as new information on the timing of hires and faculty to be replaced emerges. 
Research and teaching areas for these are: 

• Research Area: Environmental Education and Communication (perhaps jointly with the 
College of Education). Teaching role: ENVS 4610/6610, 4620/6620, 5000, NR2000, 
environmental communication. 

• Extension Specialist in Climate Change Adaptation, Mitigation, and Renewable Energy. 
Hiring in this area would be dependent upon funding earmarked for expansion of USU’s 
extension program, not in replacement of a faculty line emphasizing research and 
teaching.  

• Research Area: Geospatial Analysis of Human-Environment Interactions. Teaching role: 
GIS (GEOG 1800), Advanced GIS, Cartography/visualization, Spatial analysis. 

• Research Area: Policy Analysis/Quantitative Assessment of Environmental Trade-Offs.  
Teaching role: Environmental policy (ENVS 3010), Environmental policy analysis. 

• Research Area: Recreation Resources Management. Teaching role: some combination of 
ENVS 3300, 3400, 4500/6500, 4600/6600, 4130/6130, 4550, 4920, 5000. 
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How can graduate student recruitment, admissions, and funding be better structured to optimize 
the graduate program’s role as a fulcrum between teaching and research activities in ENVS? 

Currently, ENVS employs a system where prospective graduate students contact 
individual faculty who may or may not currently have research funding available.  Concurrently, 
these students contact Becky Hirst (staff), who gathers their application materials (transcripts, 
GRE scores, reference letters, etc.).  Ms. Hirst then e-mails the application to faculty affiliated 
with the degree program to which the student is applying.  Faculty comment and vote on whether 
the student should be admitted in an ad hoc fashion.  With limited TA funding, faculty are 
almost wholly responsible for maintaining GA funding for the student over a 2-year time frame 
for Masters students and a 4-year or more term for Ph.D. students.  
 
This system has several shortcomings that are undermining the capacity of ENVS to recruit top 
quality graduate students, systematically admit the most highly qualified applicants, and keep 
graduate students funded through the course of their programs. First, it fails to facilitate ENVS 
employing the best recruitment techniques (as described in a Fall 2014 RGS workshop) at the 
time of year when most graduate students are making decisions on where to attend graduate 
school (typically January–March). Rather, faculty can only accept a student in the interval 
between being informed that a research project is funded and its initiation. By this time, many of 
the best graduate student prospects have committed elsewhere, while faculty struggle to find the 
right student for their funded project.  Second, because the length of research projects may or 
may not coincide with the students’ programs, this system lacks continuity and undermines 
ENVS’ ability to make and fulfill guarantees of GA support. Third, ENVS currently offers too 
few teaching assistant (TA) opportunities in large undergraduate, General Education, or 
laboratory courses (e.g., GIS), though this situation is improving.  
 
To remedy these problems, ENVS will implement a two-part solution.  First, consistent with 
widespread practice in U.S. research universities, ENVS will initiate a Graduate Selection 
Committee (GSC), with, if possible, one representative from each of the graduate degree 
programs of HDESM (Environment and Society), Geography, and Recreation Resources 
Management.  In cooperation with the Department Head, staff, and ENVS faculty, this 
committee will: 

• Complement individual faculty members’ recruitment efforts to attract high quality 
applicants to the respective graduate degrees programs  

• Review applicants with respect to academic qualifications and interests, past experience, 
and desire of individual ENVS faculty to serve as advisor and funder  

• From the pool of applicants, identify potential faculty advisors for students lacking a 
clear mentor and identify potential students for faculty seeking advisees 

• Recommend applicants for admission to the Department Head 
• In cooperation with the Department Head, identify qualified candidates for graduate 

Teaching Assistantships, balancing the need to fund ongoing students with the need for 
incentives to recruit new graduate students 

• Communicate with ENVS faculty on the availability and allocation of Research 
Assistantships to specific students 
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Second, opportunities to expand graduate student funding, in addition to research grants as 
outlined above and in the Appendix, are being pursued.  These currently include: 

• New TA funding for expanding “caps” on General Education courses ($9K starting in 
FY16 for ENVS 1350) 

• A teaching fellowship for the NEPA Certificate Program ($15–20K starting in 2016) 
• New funding from the Utah legislature ($25K beginning in FY17) 
• Instructional opportunities for teaching distance-delivered classes (variable) 
• Emphasizing research assistant (RA) funding in start-up packages for new faculty 

 
TA funds are especially helpful in guaranteeing funding for high quality graduate applicants, 
with TA funds to be replaced by RA funds at the first opportunity so TA funds can be reallocated 
to support further recruiting efforts. 
 
These sources of graduate student funding are designed to complement a renewed effort to obtain 
external research funding for graduate student support.  In designing research budgets, ENVS 
faculty should consider requesting funding for graduate research assistants when possible.   
 
Through these strategies, ENVS should be able to expand its contribution to graduate education 
at Utah State University, a point of emphasis with the Utah state legislature. 
 
In Conclusion 
 
This document represents an adaptive management strategy, as distinct from a strategic plan.  
While it outlines a plan of action, it is and will always be subject to change.  It is a living 
document, always in a process of adapting as circumstances warrant. No good opportunities will 
be foregone because “it’s not in the plan.”  The effects of every change made in accordance with 
this plan will be evaluated as a guide for subsequent action.   
 
This Adaptive Management Strategy represents a collective vision, supported by a broad 
consensus, for a path forward for ENVS.  The proof of the pudding, of course, lies in successful 
implementation, which is now underway.  
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Appendix 1. Sources of Funding for Research, Extension, and Service Activities in ENVS FY11–FY15.  
 

Sources of ENVS Grant Funding FY11–15 
Funder Sub-

mitted 
$(1000s) 
requested 

 
Awarded 

$(1000s) 
awarded 

Federal Government 
Sub-total 39 9,336 27 3,579 

State of Utah Government 
Sub-total 4 717 4 286 

Sub-Awards with other Universities 
Sub-total 10 10,462 4 1,417 

Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 
Sub-total 5 213 5 149 
     
Grand Total 58 20,728 40 5,431 
     

Annual Total Funding FY11–15 
FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

620,676 758,240 737,835 441,824 301,309 
Source: USU Research Graduate Studies Office.  These data reflect the banner accounting system where grant funds 
are assigned to the PI’s department. FY15 data may be incomplete. 
 
 
Appendix 2. Student Credit Hours and student enrollment in ENVS programs Fall 14 and 15. 
 
 Fall 14 Fall 15 

Student Credit Hours 
Undergraduate Courses 2477 3082 
Graduate Certificate Courses 102 151 
Graduate Courses 261 225 

Student Enrollment 
Undergraduate Majors 123 132 
  Environmental Studies 42 53 
  Geography 20 22 
  Geography Teaching 4 3 
  Recreation Resources Mgmt. 57 54 
   
Graduate Certificates 120 201 
  NEPA 120 198 
  Nat Res. Env. Education 0 3 
   
Graduate Degree Programs 25 25 
  Bioregional Planning (MS) 3 5 
  Geography (MS) 2 3 
  Recr. Res. Mgmt. (MS) 3 1 
  Env and Soc/HDSM (MS) 4 4 
  Env and Soc/HDSM (PhD) 12 12 
  Ecology (PhD) 1 0 
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Appendix 3. Data table provided by the Office of Analysis, Assessment and Accreditation and the Office 
of Budget and Planning. 
R411 Data Table 
Department or Unit-- Environment & Society 
 Year Year Year Year Year 
 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
Faculty      
Headcount 15 14 14 15 15 
With Doctoral Degrees (Including MFA and other 
terminal degrees, as specified by the institution) 13 12 13 14 14 
  Full-time Tenured    10 8 9 8 
  Full-time Non-Tenured 2 2 4 4 4 
  Part-time   1 1 2 
With Master’s Degrees 1    1 
  Full-time Tenured      
  Full-time Non-Tenured 1    1 
  Part-time      
With Bachelor’s Degrees      
  Full-time Tenured      
  Full-time Non-Tenured      
  Part-time      
Other 1 2 1 1  
  Full-time Tenured      
  Full-time Non-Tenured 1 2 1 1  
  Part-time      
      
Total Headcount Faculty       
Full-time Tenured  11 10 8 9 8 
Full-time Non-Tenured  4 4 5 5 5 
Part-time   1 1 2 
FTE (A-1/S-11/Cost Study Definition)      
  Full-time (Salaried) 9.03 12.27 11.74 12.12 9.32 
  Teaching Assistants 0 0 0 0 0.34 
  Part-time (May include TAs) 0.2 0 0.31 0.32 0.36 
Total Faculty FTE 9.23 12.27 12.05 12.44 10.02 
      
Number of Graduates      
Certificates      
Associate Degrees      
Bachelor’s Degrees 26 28 28 48 43 
Master’s Degrees 4 3 3 3 10 
Doctoral Degrees 4 2 0 4 3 
      
Number of Students(Data Based on Fall Third Week)       
Total # of Declared Majors  148 157 176 189 186 
Total Department FTE*  191.9 240.1 228.6 234.9 246.6 
Total Department SCH* 2749 3472 3283 3387.5 3568.5 

*Per Department Designator Prefix      
Student FTE per Total Faculty FTE 20.7909 19.56805 18.97095 18.88264 24.61078 
      
Cost (Cost Study Definitions)      
Direct Instructional Expenditures 1418583 1695708 1852827 1948844 1736261 
Cost Per Student FTE 7392.304 7062.506 8105.106 8296.484 7040.8 
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Funding      
Appropriated Fund 1252916 1555104 1565474 1831180 1887149 
Other:      
Special Legislative Appropriation      
Special Fees/Differential Tuition      
Total 1252916 1555104 1565474 1831180 1887149 
      
Grants & Contracts 498605 742731 1543217 1025631 831225 
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Appendix 4. ENVS Adjunct Faculty. The primary purpose of adjunct faculty in ENVS is to serve as 
outside members of Masters and PhD committees.  Some adjuncts also teach courses (e.g., Lisa 
Welsh).  
 
Zhao Ma 
Steve Lawson 
Birgit Schmook 
Hal Crimmel 
David Murphy 
Ashley D’Antonio 
Lisa Welsh 
Jacob Freeman 
Derek Van Berkel 
Amanda Hughes 
Spencer Wood 
Clare Aslan 
Noah Enelow 
Kelly Goonan 
Richard Rushforth 
Benjamin Ruddell 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


