
Report of the ad hoe Biology Education Planning Committee on cross-campus 

undergraduate biology education 

Executive Summary 

The committee and its charge. 

The adhm Biology Education Planning Committee @EPC) was given the charge by Provost 
Spear to "Identify the strengthsand weaknesses of cross-campus undergraduate biology 
education (including courses and programs such as Botany/Zoology 15112, Biocore, the Center 
for Biology Education, and thecross-college biology major) at UW-Madison and recommend 
ways to improve it. This evaluation should include instructional, administrative, and physical 
resources for cross-college undergraduate biology education. A starting point should be 
reference to previous program reviews and reports on these and related issues. Please submit 
your report to me and the BioDeans by September 1,2002." 

The committee consisted of the members of the 2001-2 Biological Sciences Strategic Planning 
Committee (Phillip Anderson, Curtis Brandt, Charles Czuprynski, Michael Gould, Janet Greger, 
Donna Peters, Kenneth Raff. Gary Roberts, Arnold Ruoho), the current chairs of the Biology 
Cuniculum and Tenure committees @%ward Bersu and Murray Clayton, respectively), and 
Thomas Sharkey. The committee was assisted by Lori Hayward. 

State of cross-college undergraduate biology education at UW. 

The various activities examined in this report all appear to be vigorously successll and indeed a 
portion of the challenges they now face are a.direct result in the growing undergraduate interest 
in the field of biology. This increasing interest has helped make more evident the organizational 
weakness of the entire area of cross-campus undergraduate biology education. 

There appear to be two general challenges to maintaining excellence in cross-college biology 
education. The first problem is that, virtually by definition, these activities are not central 6the 
mission of any single college or school. This creates problems in obtaining proper support even 
in the best of times,but the combination of growth and lean university budgets exacerbates the 
problem. It also means that future planning at a campus level is virtually non-existent. 
Essentially, there is no senseof ownership by an academic unit with budgetary authority. 
Secondly, many of these activities have been created and sustained through the individual efforts 
of a small number of hculty and staE As a consequence, the activities are based on individual 
personalities and there is generally no institutional continuity. Because a meaningful reward 
system that would encourage the involvement of other individuals and departments has typically 
not been created, sustenanceof these programs, particularly in an era of growth, has been 
difficult. 



There have been several committee reports on the issues of biology and cross-campus teaching 
activities. Many, but not dill, of these reports recognized the fbndamental organizational problem, 
but proposed little in the way of concrete steps to address the issues. An analysis of these reports 
is in Appendix A. 

Possible solutions 

The committee considered a range of possible solutions ranging fiom dramatic reorganization to 
ad hoc solutions. The creation of a new college or department was deemed too politically 
difficult for the possible gains in the narrow charge of the committee. A d  hoc solutions might 
well address the immediate problems, but would not institutionalize solutions, so that a new set 
of problems would soon materialize. Instead, the committee felt that the best solution was the 
creation of a modest administrative unit, with budgetary authority, to house and coordiie many 
of these cross-campus biology activities. 

Proposal for an Institute for Undergraduate Biology 

The Institute for Undergraduate Biology would be responsible for the general organization and 
support of Center for Biology Education (CBE); the Biology, Molecular Biology and Biological 
Aspects of conservation (BAC) majors; Biocore and BotanylZoology 15112. The Institute would 
have a half-time Director who would report to the provost and would have sufficient budgetary 
control to support these activities. 

.. -. . 

The Institute should be physically housed in a space that would allow the reasonable proximity 
of most if not all of the affiliated units. This would allow sharing of resources and provide a 
visible and comprehensive center for students and faculty. 

The precise extent of the Institute's budget will need to be determined. It would be simplest if all 
aspects of the budgeting responsibility of these various activities were transferred to the Institute. 
However, this might prove politically difficult, so an alternate scheme would leave many ppects 
of the current budgeting process (such as certain staff and TA lines) in their existing departments 
and colleges, but where the Director would be given significant authority and oversight over the 
decision process. In this scheme it would also seem highly appropriate that the Director be made 
a permanent member of the Council of Biological Sciences Deans (BioDeans). In any event, it is 
essential that the Director be provided with sufficient budgetary authority to provide necessary 
staffing for the various offices and to recruit essential faculty involvement to various cross- 
campus activities. 

Though the Institute will provide advantages in terms of physical, organizational and financial 
coordination, its primary feature is that it will provide the Director with sufficient visibility and 
credibility to serve as a bully pulpit for addressing present and fbture needs. 

Issues raised in this summary are elaborated on in the following full report, with selected topics 
addressed in appendices. 




























