
 

 

 
 
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 
 
July 6, 2022 
 
To:            Chikako Takeshita 

Professor of Gender and Sexuality Studies and Lead Proponent 
 
From:          Jason Stajich 

Chair, Riverside Division     
  
RE:      Proposal to Establish a Department of Environment, Sustainability, and  

Health Equity (ESHE) at UC Riverside 
  

Dear Chikako, 
 
I write to provide the review comments regarding the proposal to establish a Department of 
Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity in the College of Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences 
(ESHE) at UC Riverside. Below are discussion comments from Executive Council meetings on June 13 
and June 27, 2022 and attached are response memos from committees tasked with review.  
 
Some Executive Council members felt the proponents' response to pre-proposal critiques were casual 
and that the subsequent proposal does not make a strong case for the establishment of ESHE. A 
member mentioned that the faculty makeup is not diverse and expressed concern regarding potential 
faculty hiring in the new department. On the contrary, another member did not assess the proposed 
faculty makeup as lacking diversity. 
 
Generally, Executive Council is mixed in their sentiment regarding the proposed department. Some 
emphatically against and others equally in favor of establishment. Nonetheless, the group agreed that it 
is imperative that proponents respond in writing with a clear and compact response to the review 
critiques so that the proposal, critiques, and responses to Senate review comments are available to the 
Division.  
 
Now that review comments have been provided to you, please send to the attention of the Division 
Chair, with courtesy copy to the Executive Director, either option 1 or 2 below: 
 

1. a response document, by October 3, 2022, that replies to critiques and questions put forth via 
this and the attached comment memos so that this information can be provided to Senate 
members at large as part of the Fall 2022 Division meeting agenda. (Executive Council strongly 
suggests a format that includes the restatement of the question or issue followed immediately by 
the response) or; 

2. a revised proposal that utilizes the comments from this review. This would  be considered a 
“revised proposal” and the document would not start at the beginning as a pre-proposal. I do not 
provide a due date here as a revision would, of course, be done in the timeframe that is best for 
the proponents. 

 
Sincerely, 
/s/Jason 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
 
May 16, 2022 

  
 
To: Jason Stajich 
 Chair, Riverside Division Academic Senate 
 
Fr: Sean Cutler  
 Chair, Committee on Academic Personnel 
 
Re: [Campus Review] Department Proposal: Department of Environment, Sustainability, 

and Health Equity (ESHE) 

CAP discussed the full proposal for the proposed Department of Environment, Sustainability, 
and Health Equity (ESHE) – in CHASS on May 2, 2022. By a vote of +9-0-0, CAP was 
unanimously supportive of the proposed new department.  

CAP found that the proposing committee addressed the feedback CAP provided on the pre-
proposal, including FTE transfers, standards for merits and promotions, and Bylaw 55 and the 
rank distribution of the department’s initial faculty cohort. 

 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

June 1, 2022 

 

To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 

  Riverside Division 

 

From:   Lorenzo Mangolini, Vice Chair  

  Committee on Educational Policy 

 

RE: Proposal for the Establishment of a Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity in CHASS 

 

The Committee on Educational Policy* reviewed the proposal for the establishment of a 

Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity in CHASS at their May 6, 2022 

meeting. 

 

The Committee remains concerned with how the proposed department will interact with 

established departments in CHASS and the potential for the proposed new department to absorb 

resources from other departments and programs. The Committee recommends that the proposal be 

updated to document how this issue will be addressed. 

 

The Committee recommends that the proposal be updated to document how the proposed new 

department will benefit undergraduate students and how the proposed department plans to attract 

undergraduate students to the majors to be offered. 

 

Lastly, the Committee recommends that the proposal be sent to BCoE for review, as there is 

potential overlap between the proposed new department and Engineering disciplines.  

 

 

*The Committee on Educational Policy Chair Juliann Allison recused themself from the 
Committee’s discussion and finalization of the response due to a conflict of interest.  
 

 

 

 

Academic Senate  



 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON DIVERSITY, EQUITY, & INCLUSION 
 

May 24, 2022 

 

To:  Jason Stajich 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    
From:  Katherine Stavropoulos, Chair  

Committee on Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion 
     
Re:  [Campus Review] Department Proposal: Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) 
 
The DEI committee reviewed the Proposal for a Department of Environment, Sustainability, and 
Health Equity (ESHE) and has no additional comments.  

Academic Senate 



 

 
 

 

 
June 2, 2022 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
From:  Weixin Yao, Chair 
 Committee on Research 
 
Re: 21-22. CR. Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity 
 
The committee on research reviewed the proposal and would like further explanation on how the FTE 
transfer would function and more details on potential impact on existing departments. 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 

COMMITTEE ON COURSES 

June 3, 2022 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 

From: Stephanie Dingwall, Chair  
 Committee on Courses  
 
Re: New Department Proposal for the Department of Environment, Sustainability, 

and Health Equity in CHASS 

 
The Committee on Courses reviewed the proposal for a Department of Environment, 
Sustainability and Health Equity in CHASS and had no concerns related to the 
Committee’s charge of courses and instruction.     
 
 
 
 
   

Academic Senate  



 
 
 
 

COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE   
 
 
May 17, 2022 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich 

Riverside Division Academic Senate 
    
Fr: John Heraty, Chair  

Committee on Faculty Welfare 
   
Re: [Campus Review] Department Proposal: Department of Environment, Sustainability, and 

Health Equity (ESHE) 
 
The Committee on Faculty Welfare met on May 17, 2022 to evaluate the proposal for the 
establishment of the Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) in 
CHASS. Faculty Welfare approved the proposal and the responses the proposers provided to 
Faculty Welfare’s review of the pre-proposal.  
 
 
 

Academic Senate  



 

 

GRADUATE COUNCIL  
 
 
May 25, 2022 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division  
 
From: Don Collins, Chair 
 Graduate Council 
 
 
Re: [Campus Review] Department Proposal: Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) 
 
 
Graduate Council reviewed the proposal for a new Department of Environment, 
Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) at their May 19, 2022 meeting. The Council 
approved the new department but would like to provide some comments that will hopefully 
be considered for a future version of the proposal. Based on the information included in 
the proposal (nature of training provided by the proposed courses and expertise of the 
associated faculty), it was unclear how the students will be prepared for the type of green 
jobs and environmental related careers that are listed in the proposal. The Council 
encourages the proposers to be clear and transparent in the proposal body and the 
proposed catalog description of the department/program/major what types of 
sustainability-related jobs their majors are qualified to apply to. Including concrete 
numbers of where recent graduates from the existing Sustainability Studies major (those 
who started in the major as Freshmen and not transfers from CNAS) are currently working 
will help.  Additionally, they are encouraged to reach out to the School of Public Policy to 
be able to provide more course offerings with a technical background to their students. 

Academic Senate  



 

 
 

 

 
June 6, 2022 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
From:  Manu Sridharan, Chair 
 Committee on Library and Information Technology 
 
Re: 21-22. CR. Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity 
 
The Committee on Library and Information Technology reviewed the proposal and was overall 
supportive.  The committee felt that the proposal would be stronger with additional data from outside 
sources like Emsi or EAB showing the demand for the new major from prospective students and in the 
labor market.     

Academic Senate 



 

 

PLANNING & BUDGET 
 
 
May 17, 2022 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division  
 
From: Dana Simmons, Chair 
 Planning & Budget 
 
 
Re: [Campus Review] Department Proposal: Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) 
 
 
Planning & Budget reviewed the proposal for a new department of Environment, 
Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) at their May 17, 2022 meeting. A majority of 
the committee voted to approve the proposal as written.  

 

Academic Senate  



 
 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS 

 
May 20, 2022 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
From: Wallace Cleaves, Chair  
 Committee on Undergraduate Admissions 
 
Re: Campus Review - New Department Proposal for the Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity in CHASS 
 
The Committee on Undergraduate Admissions reviewed the New Department Proposal for the 
Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) in CHASS and are 
supportive of the proposal.  
 
 

Academic Senate 



   
    
 
 

 

June 09, 2022 

 

 
TO:   Jason Stajich, Chair 
  Riverside Division of the Academic Senate 
 
FROM:  John Kim, Chair   

CHASS Executive Committee 
 

RE: Department Proposal: Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health 
Equity (ESHE) 

______________________________________________________________________________  
The CHASS Executive Committee (EC) has reviewed the proposal, dated March 31, 2022, for 
the establishment of a Department of Environment, Sustainability and Health Equity (ESHE) to 
be housed in CHASS; we enthusiastically endorse this proposal and commend the proposers for 
their comprehensive and meticulous revisions responding to the comments by other executive 
committees and Senate committees on their pre-proposal.  
 
In this memorandum, we reaffirm the previous CHASS EC’s endorsement, dated June 21, 2021, 
of ESHE’s core mission focusing on the humanistic and social scientific dimensions of 
environmental studies, sustainability studies and health equity studies. Additionally, we highlight 
how the proposers have superbly addressed the various concerns that were raised in the campus-
wide review of its pre-proposal. 
 
The departmentalization of ESHE will address a significant lacuna in UCR’s existing strengths 
in environmental studies, sustainability studies and health equity studies across UCR’s 
colleges/schools and will certainly create new synergies among them. To name a few, UCR is 
the home to the Department of Environmental Engineering (BCOE); the Center for 
Environmental Research and Technology (BCOE); the Department of Environmental Science 
(CNAS); the Center for Conservation Biology (CNAS); the Environmental Dynamics and Geo-
Ecology Institute (CNAS); the California Agriculture and Food Enterprise (CNAS), the Center 
for Health Disparity Research (SoM); Department of Social Medicine, Population and Public 
Health (SoM); a undergraduate major in Public Policy with one track in Health and Population 
Policy  and another in Urban/Environmental Policy (SPP); as well as an undergraduate major in 
Operations and Supply Chain Management with a faculty focused on sustainable procurement 
(SoB).  

Colle ge  of Humanit ie s , Art s , and  
Socia l Scie nce s  
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 



 
Missing in these rich and diverse offerings is an academic unit dedicated to the humanistic and 
social scientific dimensions: How do humans reflect upon and respond to environmental 
disaster? How is climate change affecting societal values and young people’s worldviews and 
their relationship to nature? How do societies grapple with questions of sustainability under 
unsustainable conditions? What are the social, political, and philosophical implications of 
massive inequalities in health care? How can we conceptualize and promote environmental and 
health justices in light of historical racism, sexism, and colonialism as well as the neoliberal 
global capitalism? ESHE complements other academic units’ work on the scientific and 
pragmatic aspects of environmental and health and brings it to a full circle by addressing the  
human and social dimensions of environment, sustainability, and health equity. 
Departmentalization is essential to providing a stable institutional home for this critical work.  
 
In this sense, the proposers of ESHE have superbly addressed the various concerns that have 
been raised by other executive committees. In addition to their responses, the CHASS EC notes 
the following: the wide range of units that use the term “environment” or “environmental” in 
their names demonstrates that this term is not exclusive to a specific discipline. Rather, the 
notion of the “environment” is necessarily multifaceted as it is literally all-“encompassing” 
having aspects that pertain to engineering, the physical and biological sciences, medicine, public 
policy, business and the humanities and social sciences. There are in fact multiple UC campuses 
that offer both an Environmental Studies B.A. that is oriented towards the humanities and social 
sciences along with a B.S. in the environmental sciences, demonstrating that this is a common 
practice.  
 
The CHASS EC also notes the proposers’ response to SPP EC’s objections, which call the ESHE 
proposal “cannibalistic.” We note, in concert with the proposers, that the perception of 
“cannibalism” stems from the fact that 11 of SPP’s courses are taught by the ESHE proposers 
themselves. Far from “cannibalism,” this overlap between ESHE and SPP points to the kind of 
productive collaborative synergies that can arise when colleges/schools work together toward the 
common goal of educating our students. Moreover, the CHASS EC also notes the fundamentally 
differing missions of CHASS and SPP. The fundamental mission of SPP is to develop answers 
for policy-based implementation; the fundamental mission of CHASS is to develop questions for 
philosophical and historical reflection as well as social practice. The two pedagogical missions 
overlap in appearance but remain fundamentally different. It should be further noted that ESHE 
has made concessions at the request from SPP to remove all PBPL courses from ESHE’s 
curricula. However, ESHE faculty’s courses will continue to be open to PBPL students. 
 
In view of the proposers’ demonstrated success with the Sustainability Studies major which has 
grown to 100 majors in just seven years, it is without a doubt that ESHE will continue to grow as 
it serves CHASS students who are interested in the humanistic and social scientific aspects of 
environmental studies, sustainability studies, and health equity studies. ESHE’s two proposed 
majors in Health Equity Studies and Environmental and Sustainability Studies would go hand-in-
hand with majors in thematically related areas in BCOE, CNAS, SoB, and SPP and could serve 
as a pipeline for prospective graduate students in a broad range of social science and humanistic 
disciplines as well as the SoM, SPP and SoB. As the proposers note on page 127 of their 
proposal, many of the top 100 fastest growing occupations in California are related to heath and 



the environment, many of which do not require highly specialized scientific, engineering or 
medical knowledge but do require a broad philosophical understanding of issues related to 
healthcare and the environment, such as, public relations specialists, educators, community 
organizers, attorneys, or health care administrators and medical social workers, to name just a 
few. 
 
The proposers of ESHE have already demonstrated their own sustainability and prospects for 
future growth through their impressive $496,570 UCOP grant in their collaborative project with 
the newly established Department of Black Study. Their grant, “Advancing Faculty Diversity 
and Epistemologies in Black Study, Health and Environmental Inequalities,” demonstrates the 
possibilities available when other units on campus collaborate with ESHE to address some of the 
most urgent questions of our time, namely, the environment, sustainability and health equity. The 
ESHE proposers also won a $35,000 NEH Humanities Connection grant that supports 
“innovative curricular approaches that foster partnerships among humanities faculty and their 
counterparts in the social and natural sciences and in pre-service or professional programs.” The 
collaborative possibilities with BCOE, CNAS, SoB, SoM, SPP or other units in applying for 
grants are potentially boundless. 
 
It is in this sense that the CHASS EC enthusiastically endorses the ESHE proposal, as its 
implementation will contribute greatly in complementing and completing UCR’s impressive 
profile in these three areas by introducing the currently missing humanistic and social scientific 
aspects of these most urgent questions of our time. 
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31 May 2022 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 

Riverside Division 
 
From: Theodore Garland, Jr., Chair, Executive Committee 

College of Natural and Agricultural Science

 
 

Re: Campus Review - CNAS EC Response to Revised ESHE Department 
Proposal 

 
The CNAS Executive Committee (EC) has reviewed the revised proposal for 
the establishment of a Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health 
Equity, (ESHE) to be housed in CHASS.  The revised proposal has addressed 
some of our previous concerns, most substantively by removing the bachelors 
of science degree plan.  However, many of the problems that we identified with 
the initial proposal have not been addressed.  The response of the proposers 
to these issues were insufficient and, in some cases, dismissive.  The following 
major problems remain: 
 
(1) overlap with the ENSC undergraduate program,  
 
(2) a misalignment between the potential composition of ESHE faculty and 
some of the proposed undergraduate major fields of study, and  
 
(3) a lack of evidence of post-graduation outcomes for previous Sustainability 
Studies majors.  
 
We continue to believe that advancing sustainable and equitable interactions 
between humans and the environment is a critical part of the University and 
CNAS missions, and we welcome efforts to bring together humanities and 
natural sciences disciplines in this pursuit. 
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(1) We now formally request that “Environment” be removed from the proposed 
department name.  The term “Environment” continues to be used loosely 
throughout the proposal.  We reiterate our previous statement on this topic: a 
comprehensive description of the environment as it relates to finding 
sustainable environmental solutions is defined as the physical, chemical and 
biological factors as well as processes that control transfer of mass and energy 
among multiple components of the Earth system as well as the human system 
that interacts with them.  The new Department only marginally captures 
training in the latter.  Therefore, a more appropriate name might be the 
“Department of Sustainability and Health Equity.”  However, “sustainability” 
implies having science represented, which it is not, so this is still problematic. 
 
Furthermore, ENSC was again not directly consulted before submission of the 
revised proposal.  This is consistent with the lack of consultation with ENSC 
noted in the CNAS EC comments on the initial proposal, and contrary to the 
disingenuous statement in the revised proposal that the proposers “continue to 
work to build dialogue and collaboration” (page 11).  As a result, potential 
overlap with ENSC as well as inaccurate and misleading statements of 
ENSC’s mission and undergraduate programs continue to be an issue.  Once 
again, further consultation with CNAS departments, particularly ENSC, is 
recommended, as it will result in a better union of natural and social sciences 
topics and training, which is required to advance sustainability.  The EC 
continues to see many potential opportunities for synergy between a 
Department of Sustainability and Health Equity and CNAS Departments. 
 
(2) We remain disappointed in the potential creation of a department where 
required scientific expertise is completely missing among the participating 
faculty (pages 50-51 of the proposal).  It remains unlikely that the participating 
faculty will be able to deliver and achieve many of the stated 
educational/research goals of the proposed department, as strong scientific 
and technical expertise in the natural sciences serve as the foundation for 
identification and mitigation of environmental health challenges that we 
continue to face at multiple scales within the United States and abroad.  The 
fact that such expertise is required from faculty outside of ESHQ continues to 
highlight the importance for deeper consultation with relevant CNAS 
Departments during the development of the new Department. 
 
(3) We continue to be concerned that the students graduating with degrees in 
the proposed majors will have poor post-graduation outcomes as a result of 
the training and education insufficiencies noted above.  Although the proposal 
still claims that the new Department will prepare students to effectively enter 
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the workforce and contribute to the solutions of environmental and 
sustainability problems, the proposers continue to provide anecdotal evidence 
of outcomes for previous Sustainability Studies majors and have added a new 
list of “Careers related to ESHE for Undergraduate Majors” (Appendix D).  
Many of the potential careers in Appendix D appear to be poorly matched to 
the proposed undergraduate program.  Two environmental related occupations 
with projected growth in CA are identified: "Solar photovoltaic installers," and 
"zoologists and wildlife biologists."  How would a BA degree in the proposed 
program prepare a student for these careers?  Solar photovoltaic installers do 
not require a BA, and the groundwork to be a zoologist/wildlife biologist does 
not exist in the proposed curriculum.  For the proposed BA degree, students 
take only 2 science courses, of which only one is in biology.  Although the 
proposal contains a list of different areas under “Best Careers for 
Environmental Studies majors" (p. 131), there is still no evidence how the 
proposed curriculum prepares students for these career titles.  For example, a 
graduate with a BA degree obtained under this curriculum will not be qualified 
for an "environmental engineer" position as claimed.  Some of the other 
positions require higher degrees (law, teaching credential, etc.).  Lastly, the 
proposers refer to the list of careers from UCSB's Environmental Studies 
major; however, the scope of the program at UCSB is very different than the 
proposed curriculum under review here at UCR.  The Environmental Studies 
major at UCSB is under the Division of Mathematical, Life, and Physical 
Sciences.  
 
Finally, we reiterate our request that the proposal include a good-faith effort to 
assess post-graduation outcomes for the nearly 187 students that have 
graduated with a BS in Sustainability Studies since 2016/2017, as these data 
are critical for justifying expansion of enrollment within the new Sustainability 
and Health Equity program.  This information can be obtained by reaching out 
to SUST alumni and tracking down these data since 2016/2017.   This is 
important information that needs to be provided, as we suspect that a large 
percentage of these students ended up in jobs outside of the field of 
sustainability studies. 
 
The bottom line is that the CNAS Executive Committee is strongly opposed to 
this proposal and we do not want to see it put up for a vote in the Divisional 
Meeting. 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
June 23, 2022 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Ph.D., Chair, Academic Senate, UCR Division 
 
From: Declan McCole, Ph.D., Chair, Faculty Executive Committee, UCR School of 

Medicine  
 
Subject:  Response to [Campus Review] Department Proposal: Department of 

Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE) 
 
Dear Jason, 
 
The SOM Faculty Executive Committee has reviewed the Proposal for the Department of 
Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHE). 
 
Given the focus of the new Department to promote the preparation and training of UCR 
undergraduate students for careers related to social and health equity, we see the new 
Department serving as a possible complement to the work of the SOM. Notably, the new 
Department has potential to support/bolster the work and mission of the SOM Center for Healthy 
Communities and Department of Social Medicine, Population, and Public Health by preparing 
UCR students to pursue graduate education within our (1) forthcoming health equity-focused 
Masters of Public Health program, and (2) current medical school curriculum. 
 
At the same time, several concerns with this proposal remain, despite the attempts to respond to 
the list of substantive issues raised and communicated to the proposers, not just by ourselves, but 
by the faculty executive committees (FEC) of CNAS and SPP in particular.  
 

● Concerns remain about the potential damage this will do to other Departments who 
already have courses that overlap with this proposed new Dept., and whether this will 
create unnecessary competition for limited resources. 

● There appears to be a lack of tangible discussion and negotiations with these overlapping 
programs that preclude it from being truly interdisciplinary. This is reflected by language 
used in response to prior comments raised by SOM FEC (see Table of Responses to 
Specific Committee Reports – page 12). In response to SOM FEC comment regarding a 
need for greater involvement and support from SOM faculty - including the SOM Dean -, 
the very non-committal response is provided that “We welcome that possibility and are 
making efforts to reach out”. This does not inspire confidence that the SOM FEC 
concerns are being taken seriously.  



 

 

● In addition, a more robust effort at being truly interdisciplinary appears to have been 
assumed by many of the external letter writers than has actually been engaged in by the 
proposers.  

● There is also concern about the potential exaggeration of how beneficial this degree will 
be to graduates on the job market. It is unclear how this B.A. degree (now that the B.Sc. 
degree option has been dropped due to an acknowledgement of the lack of a sufficiently 
scientific foundation of this program) will enable graduates to access careers as 
therapists, zoologists, wildlife biologists or solar voltaic installers (the top listed “fastest-
growing occupations” in Appendix D: Careers related to ESHE for undergraduate 
majors).  

● The overarching concern with this proposal seems to be one of: does the need for this 
new Department outweigh the ’cons’? Given the high levels of concern from the 
aforementioned faculty executives, and the remaining concerns from an SOM 
perspective, this need does not appear to have been met in the present proposal. 

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Declan F. McCole, Ph.D. 
Chair, Faculty Executive Committee School of Medicine 
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TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 

 Riverside Division 

 

FR: Richard M. Carpiano, Chair 

 Executive Committee, School of Public Policy 

 

RE: [Campus Review] New Department Pre-Proposal: Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHQ) in CHASS 

Date: June 10, 2022 

The School of Public Policy Executive Committee (SPP EC) reviewed the revised and resubmitted 

proposal for a Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHQ) in CHASS. 

Upon close review, the SPP EC determined that: 

 

a. the revised and resubmitted proposal still insufficiently addresses several significant, 

substantive concerns that we raised during our December 2021 review of the previous draft, 

notably evading a response to a very legitimate concern that we raised 

b. the responses to the various concerns submitted by Executive Council committees raises 

new issues that we note below in detail.  

 

Given these factors, SPP remains strongly opposed to this proposed department, its programs, and 

its procession to a Divisional vote. We stand by our contention raised in our previous memo that 

this proposed department has significant redundancy with existing programs in CHASS, CNAS, 

SPP, and elsewhere throughout campus and co-opts campus-wide strengths (Environment and 

Health Equity) for the benefit of a small group of existing faculty currently located in one college 

who wish to relocate to a new department focused on their specific interests.  

 

Below, I offer new concerns and suggestions that arose in our review of this most recent draft. 

Also, for the sake of record and context (especially for the benefit of Executive Council members 

who may be previously unfamiliar), I append below our prior memo from December 2021 where 

we raised our concerns and suggestions pertaining to our review of the previous draft of this 

proposal—some of which were not addressed by the proposal authors in this revision. 

 

1. Redundancy: The revised proposal discusses how “There is some productive and exciting 

overlap between the proposed B.A. degree in Health Equity Studies and the School of Public 

Policy’s Health and Population Policy undergraduate degree track” (page 4) but never 

addresses the original and reasonable concern about (a) redundancy and (b) potential 

cannibalism (an unfortunate potential consequence of the campus budget model, as often 

http://www.spp.ucr.edu/


 
 

Page 2 of 9 
 

honestly discussed in Senate Executive Council meetings). Though we raised these legitimate 

concerns in our previous memo, the authors’ response was evasive—claiming that our word 

choice was inappropriate (even though cannabalism is common terminology that we frequently 

encounter in the discourse of public policy, economics, political science, business, and other 

fields in which we engage) and retorting with a “red herring” point:  

“Many of the authors of this proposal have supported SPP and SPP students with  

mentorship and teaching (including one third of the courses listed in the SPP ‘Health and 

Population Policy’ curriculum) for years.”  

Though the authors’ response is off the point at hand, its focus on discussing existing courses 

organized around health (albeit as part of a non-CHASS program) actually substantiates our 

concern about redundancy with existing campus curriculum if a new program were created. 

 

Our prior comments (see original memo below) on these two important matters were perhaps 

challenging. However, they were fair points, raised respectfully about a proposed program (not 

individuals) and in an effort to be constructive. These concerns were informed by our careful 

review of the proposal draft at that time and our earlier good faith efforts to meet with the 

ESHE proposal leadership to raise our concerns about programmatic redundancies and 

cannibalism and identify practical solutions to avert such undesirable outcomes. Therefore, 

given the extent of such practical concerns that we raised previously (which matter in terms of 

impact on the welfare of students, CHASS, and campus) the authors’ refusal to provide a 

response is unfortunate. Such refusal neither assuages these significant and legitimate concerns 

about the proposed initiative nor strengthens the proposal’s justification for this department 

and the programs it plans to offer. Instead and unfortunately, the response undermines the 

authors’ claims that they want to reach out and collaborate with other campus units. Given our 

efforts (via meetings, emails, and Executive Council memos) to voice our concerns to the 

authors about redundancy and potential programmatic cannibalism and develop beneficial 

solutions, such a response only serves to further reinforce our existing concerns about this 

initiative’s willingness to carefully listen to other campus members’ perspectives and 

potentially build cross-campus collaborations with them (as argued on pages 9 and 11 of this 

revised proposal).  

  

2. The need for more science coursework in the curriculum. The foci of the proposed curricula 

sit at the nexus of the social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences. However, the scientific 

background that students will be required to take for such science-situated issues is still too 

limited (especially given the concern with providing students with sufficient—or ideally, 

better-than-sufficient—training for jobs and postgraduate training in many environment- and 

health-related programs).  

 

Regarding the necessity of solid natural science (including statistics) training, we stand by our 

contention and constructive solution in our last review of the previous proposal draft: 

  

“SPP faculty know well through their own involvement on policy panels and other 

advisement activities with decision-makers, many problems that we face in policy are 

based on ignorance of science. For issues related to environment, sustainability, and health 
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inequity, it is crucial for students to have some grounding in the natural sciences via a 

science component to the curriculum. This curricular need provides UCR with a unique 

opportunity to create a truly campus-wide, interdisciplinary major/minor program that is 

co-led by a steering committee of faculty from multiple colleges and schools across campus 

and, in doing so, ensures students receive a comprehensive interdisciplinary training 

experience in environment and sustainability or health equity. 

 

3. Curricular Overlap in the Context of Strained Resources 

a. CHASS currently has a very large number of low major interdisciplinary programs 

while five departments (Economics, History, Political Science, Psychology, Sociology) 

teach more than two-thirds of its undergraduates. At a time of fiscal constraint and 

limited FTEs, it is difficult to justify the need for such a department in CHASS. 

Specifically, the claim that interdisciplinary (non-departmental) programs do not get 

the attention they need is inadequate to justify creating an entirely new department—

especially one that, per the construction of its curricula, is essentially two 

interdisciplinary programs housed under one roof, with few faculty who actually teach 

and do research regarding health (and whom do not work in the areas of environment 

and sustainability—and vice versa). Creating a department will not fix this problem. 

Furthermore, while there is some overlap between environment and health, there are 

many unique areas to both spheres that make housing such a pairing under one 

department awkward and even ironically niche. Ultimately, the proposal 

conceptualizes Environment, Sustainability, and Health (though the choice of narrowly 

focusing on “health equity” versus “health” more broadly is curious and not consistent 

with other programs throughout the US) as encompassing so much of everything that 

it lacks specificity. Yet specificity is essential in justifying its novelty as value-added 

campus programs and a department, as well as contending that the potential faculty 

who will be part of this endeavor encompass the intellectual breadth needed to 

sufficiently meet what the authors are ultimately promising to the campus and students. 

 

b. In addition to impacts on units beyond CHASS, the proposal underestimates impact on 

existing CHASS departments given that the department will be formed by existing 

faculty moving their appointments out of their current departments and not via external 

recruitment. Notably, Sociology is down to 13 faculty members for more than 1000 

majors. Three faculty members from Sociology are authors of this proposal (Lee, Nieri, 

and Reese). One can only infer that, if this proposal were to be approved, all three 

would move their appointments out of Sociology. If so, that would leave 10 faculty in 

Sociology—a loss of nearly 25% of faculty in a very small department that has a high 

teaching responsibility to CHASS. Likewise, History would lose two from its 25 

faculty, GSST would lose three (25%) of its 12 ladder rank faculty, and, if author Ann 

Cheney moved from SOM to this new program, SPPM would lose one (25%) of its 

only four ladder rank faculty—at a time when that department is proposing a new 

graduate program (previously submitted to Executive Council for review).  
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This under-estimated impact also applies to consideration of existing, already-extended 

staff with the creation of a new department (page 49). It is easy to consider one’s own 

staffing needs, but difficult to consider how much impact such shared staffing proposals 

will have on established programs that are already under-resourced (as noted by the 

proposal). This includes grant administration (and the between-unit sharing of such 

personnel).  

 

It is commendable that the future faculty are “actively seeking grant funding to bring 

resources to the university” (page 6). But, at risk of stating the obvious, submitted 

proposals for competitive funding are not the same thing as proposals funded and 

unreliable sources of income, especially given the relative size of humanities grants 

and the overall small number of faculty. 

 

4. Program Design and Leadership Issues.  

The proposal makes much of the collaboration of the designated faculty, but there is no 

evidence provided about any co-authored papers and co-PIs on grants from among the faculty 

listed on the front page of the proposal. For example, it was noted that the $500,000 UCOP 

grant listed was not under grants awarded. Who was the PI and the co-PIs of that grant? 

Research on cluster hiring indicates that these kinds of interdisciplinary programs work better 

when the members of the clusters have published or submitted grants together prior to 

formation of the cluster. 

 

Appendix A of this revised proposal lists grants by faculty, but none of the grants listed show 

any indication of collaboration among any of the authors of this proposal. Also, many of the 

grants listed are expired (some several years ago) or will expire this year and some are by 

people not affiliated with the program (Bruce Link in SPP).  

 

5. Departmental leadership. This revised proposal is now much clearer in identifying who are 

the faculty actually involved with this initiative. However, of the proposal authors—whom we 

presume will all move into this new department—only one is a full professor. The other faculty 

listed are associate and assistant professors. This is unusual and certainly not ideal for any 

department (at UCR or any other UC campus). Also, in terms of administrative and service 

workload, such rank composition presents numerous challenges—especially to junior faculty 

in terms of service. 

 

In closing, we wish to re-emphasize a point from our prior review: given the broad intellectual 

expanse that this proposed department tries to encompass and bridge, there is great potential and 

need for this proposal’s ideas to manifest in the form of a truly cross-campus, interdisciplinary 

program—one that draws on the relevant scholarly and training strengths found throughout all of 

UCR’s colleges and schools for maximum benefit to students and the campus alike, in a manner 

that reflects the campus-wide intellectual and programmatic culture of many of our R1 peer 

campuses. This point is critical given the extent of such environment, sustainability, and “health, 

society, and culture” programs throughout the US and the substantial opportunity costs this new 

initiative will present to our resource-strained campus and the college in which it will be located 
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in its current conception. The point here extends beyond this particular proposal to proposals in 

general: given opportunity costs and resource constraints, it is crucial for our campus to consider 

how such ventures can be developed in a manner that offers an improvement on what similar 

programs exist on other campuses versus simply matching or, worse, suboptimally trying to 

replicate those programs.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
 

Richard M. Carpiano, Ph.D., M.P.H. 

Professor of Public Policy 

 

 

 

*********************************** 

TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 

 Riverside Division 

 

FR: Richard M. Carpiano, Chair 

 Executive Committee, School of Public Policy 

 

RE: [Campus Review] New Department Pre-Proposal: Department of Environment, 

Sustainability, and Health Equity (ESHQ) in CHASS 

Date: December 3, 2022 

The Executive Committee of the School of Public Policy (SPP) reviewed and discussed “[Campus 

Review] New Department Pre-Proposal: Department of Environment, Sustainability, and Health 

Equity (ESHQ) in CHASS.” As faculty in an interdisciplinary school with research, teaching, 

community engagement, and professional training and internships focused on environment, 

sustainability, and health equity, our Committee recognizes the opportunities that interdisciplinary 

programs present for the campus. Nevertheless, for this specific proposed department, members 

raised a number of significant concerns with the proposal. In general, these concerns centered on 

how this proposal, in pragmatic terms:  

a. attempts to establish a new department through engaging in, what appear to be, 

unproductive institutional cannibalism and co-optation—building its own fiefdom via 

feeding off existing campus units and cross-campus initiatives and  
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b. will generate student confusion due to the redundancies this department will have with 

already-existing majors and minors throughout campus with similar foci.  

Specific issues are listed below in detail. 

 

1. “Health Equity” is inappropriate as the Department’s name. The proposal outlines what 

is functionally a “Health, Medicine, Society and Culture” major/minor found at many other 

universities including Vanderbilt University and the University of British Columbia (for which 

one of our Committee members was its former chair). Yet, instead of using that or a similarly 

appropriate appellation, this proposal co-opts what is a well-established UCR campus theme 

and far-broader-than-this-proposal interdisciplinary field of scholarship, practice, and policy 

that has already been cultivated through many years of interdisciplinary collaboration between 

faculty located in all UCR colleges and schools, including SOM, SPP, CNAS, and CHASS. 

The UCR Center for Health Disparities Research is one prominent example of initiatives and 

collaborations that bring together the critical mass of faculty and students that our campus 

offers in health equity research and practice. Hence, to now take the focus for such a broad 

interdisciplinary area of research, teaching, and practice and apply it to this very narrowly-

focused CHASS Department and major/minor monopolizes a truly collaborative campus 

initiative for its own self-interested ends. While there are many CHASS faculty concerned 

about issues in health equity, they do not have the patent on it. Thus using it in their 

program/department title gives the wrong impression that concern for equity and social justice 

is only a humanities and social science concern and not something that faculty throughout 

campus focus on in their research, teaching, and service. Intellectually, this is akin to if 

Economics requested to start a major in “Applied Math,” completely ignoring that many other 

units on campus also actively engage in research, teaching, and training on the subject (e.g., 

Mathematics, Statistics, Engineering, Computer Science, Psychology, GSOE, BUS, SOM, and 

SPP). 

 

2. Faculty Resource Scarcity and Sustainability: Several items were raised for this issue. 

a. The proposal includes numerous courses taught by SPP faculty. However, SPP is unable 

to offer many of these courses every year—including PBPL 010, which is listed as part of 

the core curriculum and not as an elective. 

 

b. Given the extent of PBPL courses included in the proposal, concern was raised about 

potential requests for cross-listing our courses with the new program. SPP’s current policy 

is to not support cross-listing PBPL courses due to high student demand among 

majors/minors. 
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c. If the creation of this department means that some units throughout CHASS will lose 

faculty, then it is difficult to see how the departments these faculty leave behind will be 

able to continue offering the same range of courses as they do now—many of which are 

listed as being necessary to comprise this major/minor. Sociology offers an instructive 

example. In the past two to three years, it has lost multiple faculty and is struggling to 

maintain its current teaching demands. If faculty leave SOC to join this new department, 

their current situation will only become more fraught, further undermining its ability to 

admit non-majors into many of its courses. The proposal does not indicate how an EHSQ 

department would be able to regulate outside course offerings to ensure their consistent 

availability so as to avoid a bottleneck for these majors/minors. 

 

3. Who Is Actually Involved in This New Department? On page 2, the proposal includes a 

long list of faculty from various units all over campus, but uses vague language that obfuscates 

who actually is or is not planning to be involved with this potential department. This gives the 

impression of padding to make the potential department look more significant than it really 

is—especially considering that Environment, Sustainability, and Health Equity are far more 

distinct than overlapping in many areas of their respective foci (especially Health Equity vis-

à-vis the Environment and Sustainability) and in terms of what specific faculty have scholarly 

and teaching expertise in. For example, three of our SPP colleagues are included on the list. 

When we asked them what their involvement was to understand the proposal better, all three 

indicated they attended a meeting and offered to have a course they teach be part of this 

curriculum, but never agreed to be involved with the department or indicated wanting to 

relocate their appointment. Furthermore, it is necessary to recognize that, while faculty 

members may develop a course and teach it regularly, the term-specific scheduling of course 

and which faculty member is assigned to teach it both fall outside faculty control.  

 

4. The letters of support do little to justify specifics as to why this should be a new 

department or even new majors/minors. The support letters listed in the proposal cherrypick 

particular comments from the letter writers, but, beyond broad platitudes (some by people with 

little familiarity of the social sciences and humanities in general and/or with regard to the three 

areas of environment, sustainability, and health equity; and some from campus units with no 

involvement in teaching undergraduates or at very least teaching undergraduates from these 

majors/minors like the BCOE dean), do little to justify specifics as to why this should be a new 

department or even new majors/minors. Further concerning is how the SPP Associate Dean 

Kurt Schwabe is listed on page 11 under a section that includes all unit heads with affiliated 

courses who have approved this proposal. Associate Dean Schwabe’s letter is listed as 

“Pending,” which, by inclusion in this section, gives the impression that he approves of this 

proposal/initiative, but has just not submitted his letter. Knowing this background makes us 
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question the extent and degree of campus support, particularly from other unit chairs and 

directors, as expressed in the proposal.  

 

5. Why is the Subject Code already approved? It was brought to our attention that the subject 

code for ESHQ has already been approved (and now under review again for a modification to 

this subject code). Why was this request granted for a department that has not even been 

approved to exist? 

 

6. No Science Component: As SPP faculty know well through their own involvement on policy 

panels and other advisement activities with decision-makers, many problems that we face in 

policy are based on ignorance of science. For issues related to environment, sustainability, and 

health inequity, it is crucial for students to have some grounding in the natural sciences via a 

science component to the curriculum. This curricular need provides UCR with a unique 

opportunity to create a truly campus-wide, interdisciplinary major/minor program that is co-

led by a steering committee of faculty from multiple colleges and schools across campus and, 

in doing so, ensures students receive a comprehensive interdisciplinary training experience in 

environment and sustainability or health equity. 

 

7. Low Unit Bearing Major: The health equity major only requires 48 units, which, compared 

to other UCR majors is very low and leaves it up to students to figure out how to make up the 

remaining credit hours they need to graduate. 

 

8. Disparity in Training across the Three Data Analysis Course Options. Choosing from one 

of the three options means that students will graduate with vastly different levels of data 

literacy required for engaging in discourse of environment, sustainability, and health equity. 

Statistics courses like STAT 010 provide a broad, essential foundation for interpreting and 

engaging in research while PBPL 010 and STAT 004 respectively cover highly specialized 

topics in Geographic Information Systems and Data Science, but do not provide students with 

foundational skills to interpret research and even be prepared for many jobs listed in the 

proposal’s appendix as well as graduate training in the social sciences, public policy and 

administration, as well as public health and other health sciences. 

 

9. The Justification for a New Department is Insufficient. Question 3 on page 129 offers weak 

rationales for needing to form a department. Notably, it conflates the activities of a research 

center with that of an academic department, the latter of which is a far broader administrative 

unit in terms of its activities. Realistically, no department or unit on campus (or elsewhere) has 

the extent of collaboration that is detailed in this section and, given the faculty who will likely 

be associated with the new department, it is unreasonable to conjecture that the new department 

will be anything different. One only has to look at SPP, a cohesive, supportive unit of teaching, 
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research, and engagement with a robust, successful program of faculty research, yet only a few 

collaborations between existing faculty. Hence, speaking from experience, the authors’ claim 

that “Consolidating our efforts into a department will enhance our ability to obtain competitive 

multidisciplinary research grants” is untrue and unrealistic. 

 

10. The Proposal needlessly tries to justify creating a New Department by conflating it with 

new major/minor programs. Overall, it is difficult to read this proposal and not view it as the 

creation of new curricula to justify a new home for faculty who may, unfortunately, feel 

unhappy in their existing CHASS departments. There already exist ample teaching/mentoring, 

research, and community engagement opportunities throughout campus for faculty interested 

in these topics (e.g., CNAS, Global Studies, SPP, Center for Health Disparities Research). 

Notably, SPP offers many such opportunities as an existing program and is welcoming of 

petitions to serve as cooperating faculty. Given the extent to which the curricula are already 

based on existing courses offered throughout CHASS, there is no need to have a department 

to support these new majors.   

 

Conclusion 

Given the above issues, we arrive at the broader conclusion that there are aspects of these ESHQ 

major/minor programs that could be modified to make this a more unique, truly interdisciplinary 

initiative that is less co-opting and cannibalistic, more collaborative with existing campus units, 

and more beneficial to them and students seeking training in these areas. However, the need to 

create a brand new CHASS department (that monopolizes broad areas of campus research to name 

its own circumscribed focal areas) to offer a curriculum based on courses that are already 

extensively offered in existing UCR units in CHASS and beyond makes little practical sense in 

terms of student benefit and administrative burden. Lastly, given the enduring resource constraints 

on our campus, we find it difficult to support any initiative for a new department in the absence of 

new hires. In this case, CHASS would need to agree to replace the lines that will be depleted in 

existing departments if faculty move into this new department. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
 

Richard M. Carpiano, Ph.D., M.P.H. 

Professor of Public Policy 

 




