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Senate Review and Recommendation                           
O’Conner Center for the Rocky Mountain West     
  

Review and Approval Process
  
The Faculty Senate through its Chair, who in turn shall distribute it to ECOS and other committees, and approve or disapprove the proposal by a vote of the Senate.

Review in terms of Scope as stated in academic policy 100.0
To provide instruction, scholarship, or service to the University, state or world by:  (1) focusing attention on an area of strength and/or addressing a critical issue, or (2) facilitating collaborative, multi-disciplinary endeavors to combine resources from several programs or institutions to address issues of common interest.
The O’Connor Center for the Rocky Mountain West is a cross-disciplinary, regional studies, and public education program. Its primary mission is to serve as an important and credible resource for key decision makers and people in the state and region in understanding the region’s past, present, and future challenges and opportunities, as well as in understanding and interpreting important social, economic, and cultural change. Regional awareness is essential in order to plan for the future. The Center makes an effort to facilitate collaboration across disciplines and has adapted its own mission to be in line with UM’s strategic mission: “All of the Center’s work is commensurate with UM core values of leadership, engagement, diversity, and sustainability. […] the Center is active in helping to ‘drive economic, cultural, and social development of Montana and the Central Rockies’ (an explicit goal of UM’s strategic plan).”
Review in terms of the University’s mission.

· Comments: 
In the past, the CRMW has often come up for “early” review by ECOS because of specific issues that ECOS has viewed as problematic (i.e., funding and staffing issues).
· Does ECOS/Faculty Senate consider this center controversial? 
CRMW has made an effort to address the concerns that ECOS has had in the past, and thus ECOS considers the Center less controversial.

· Is the relationship with academic units beneficial? 
The Center has diverse relations to faculty and units across campus. Staffing is also sometimes related to academic units (e.g., Prof. Bill Farr from History). Current research projects include: 1) a study of Montana’s changing economy and areas of expected job growth, 2) a study of major projects focused on natural resource and environmental restoration, and 3) a study to evaluate the economic potential for the development of private nature reserves. Outreach and research involve departments such as history, geography, forestry, and Native American studies. Humanities programming is at the core of CRMW’s academic mission.
· Is the program revenue neutral or does it consume more resources than it generates? If so, is the use of University resources justified? 
One of ECOS’s biggest concerns with the Center in the past was funding. Previously, it was not revenue neutral and received a substantial amount of its budget from UM’s RO. Since the last ECOS report, the Center has made an effort to address this issue and now does generate a significantly higher percentage of its resources . Much of the funding from the Research Office went to pay for the salaries of staff (mainly senior fellow positions in public policy [e.g., Bob Brown, Pat Williams, Dan Kemmis]). The Center’s Director states that the salary savings have enabled CRMW to address budget concerns. 
	Year
	State
	Research Office

	2006
	$102,321
	$283,912

	2007
	$94,944
	$274,012

	2008
	$100,138
	$280,966

	2009
	$131,294
	$110,179

	2010
	$118.147
	$71,631

	2011
	$117,893
	$60,180


· Is the entity making progress toward objectives? 
It certainly seems that CRMW is making progress, not only towards its mission, but also towards addressing the concerns that often have been raised by ECOS. CRMW obviously has taken the issues raised by ECOS to heart. One question that still remains, as it seems a little contradictory, is: in the CRMW report, it is stated (as mentioned above) that the Center was trying to reduce appointments of “former elected officials and politicians” and “all of these positions were discontinued or phased out.” Yet, Pat Williams is still listed as a fellow. Also: how will the plans to hire George Dennison and Bob Frazier affect budgetary concerns?

Recommendation: ECOS recommends continuation and another review in 2 years. Prior to the next review, the Faculty Senate requests an action plan explaining how the center will become self- supporting (i.e. without state or Research Office funding). 

Justification: The Center has made great strides in addressing previous issues raised by ECOS and the Senate concerning funding and staffing. ECOS is concerned that CRMW may not continue on the downward trajectory of state and research office funding in its budget, considering the new hires it proposes.
