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EVS 6937: Graduate Seminar in Environmental Policy   
Course syllabus – Fall 2008
Thursday 3:30 – 6:15 PM           Academic Building 3, room 103
Prof. L. Donald Duke 

ldduke@fgcu.edu

239-590-7542


Course objectives. The student will gain an understanding of the concepts and structure of policy and regulatory systems for environmental protection; and how those concepts have been applied in the U.S., including evolution of regulatory systems to address emerging environmental problems and the institutional factors that shape these decisions. The student will gain familiarity with the scholarly literature and with the types of government agency documents that embody U.S. environmental policy. The student will master the ability to critically analyze selected particular policy issues using the literature, and to critically assess relative advantages and disadvantages of various regulatory approaches in the abstract and as they apply to specific environmental problems.

This is an advanced course. The readings, discussions, and assignments are structured with the expectation that the student has some understanding of environmental policies and some proficiency in policy analysis.

Required  texts.
 

1. Periodic selected readings, available at the course Web site 

2. W. Rosenbaum, Environmental Politics and Policy (7th edition, 2008)

Recommended  texts.


3. N. Vig and M. Kraft, Environmental Policy: New Directions for the 21st Century (6th edition, 2005) 

4. Strunk, White, & Angell, The Elements of Style (4th edition, 2000)

Office hours. Tuesday 4:00 – 5:00 PM: Library room 464F


Other times available by appointment. Please e-mail me, preferably one week in advance.

Structure of the class. I will plan to present lectures on some overarching topics about policy development, conceptual approaches to environmental regulation, and about the history and structure of U.S. environmental policies and regulations. Other presentations will focus on particular selected topics within U.S. environmental policy. The instructor will assign readings about the selected topics, using the class texts and other sources, including the specific topics selected by each group. 

Grading basis. 

In-class involvement
15%

Periodic short writing assignments 
35% (total)

Group project
25%

Research paper 
25%

In-class involvement. The class has an orientation toward analysis and discussion, so your active preparation and participation are a key part of your grade evaluation. I encourage questions and discussion during my presentations, and similar discussion is expected during the sessions after student group presentations. It is crucial that you complete the readings before the day on which they will be discussed, and that you come to class prepared to intelligently discuss and analyze the material and related concepts. This includes the readings assigned for the group presentations. Students are expected to actively engage in thoughtful discussion that is on topic and makes critical use of the scholarly readings. 

Attendance and classroom environment: Please remember to turn off cell phones and pagers before class begins. Please be on time: students who arrive more than 10 minutes late will be considered absent for the class. Students are expected attend all sessions. If some unavoidable circumstance results in your missing a session, please confer with the instructor before class if at all possible, or immediately after class. Students who expect to miss any class meetings for reasons related to observance of religious holidays should inform the instructor no later than the second week of class.

Short writing assignments. Students will complete brief papers on assigned topics, to be selected. Written assignments are to be typed, double-spaced, with ample margins (no less than 1 inch), so the instructor can give handwritten comments on the manuscript. Students should pay attention to organization and clarity of writing: I strongly recommend you read, and use, The Elements of Style by Strunk, White, and Angell.
Group project and presentation. Students will divide yourselves into groups, and each group will choose a topic on one recent regulatory decision or policy initiative from one of the major policy areas discussed in class. The group will select an appropriate reading assignment for the class, will prepare a presentation for the class analyzing that topic in depth, and will lead a followup discussion. The presentation should be a thoughtful critique of the proposed new project or regulatory decision, considering the conceptual advantages and disadvantages of the new or competing approaches as they apply to the specific case and within the context of the body of U.S. policy and institutional settings. 

Research paper final project. The final research paper will address a topic of the student’s choice. You will select a single comprehensive, well-supported document that describes a particular policy, proposed project, or recent or pending policy decision. Your target document must be either a scholarly, peer-reviewed paper or a comprehensive public policy document with full references. You may want to choose a paper used during your group presentation, but you may choose another topic. Your goal in the paper is a careful critical analysis of the policy and/or scholarly paper you select. You should cite (and make analytical use of) at least three supporting documents from the scholarly literature and/or appropriate texts, as well as primary sources for government policy, in addition to the main document you are critiquing. The paper must be no more than 20 pages in length, double-spaced, with ample margins for instructor’s comments.

Attribution of Ideas and Academic Honesty. Take care to properly attribute text and ideas when citing published literature or other work, including Internet sources. Directly-quoted text and adapted ideas from previous work must be fully cited and documented. Failure to do this is not only careless scholarship but actually violates academic standards. Students are expected to understand the definitions of all forms of plagiarism. Students who violate the prohibition against plagiarism will fail the course with a “permanent F.” Please refer to in-class discussions, and feel free to discuss with me further, to be sure you understand proper use and attribution of ideas in academic writing.

Lecture topics.   This is an UPDATE to the preliminary schedule, and reflects changes made throughout the semester – a complete summary of actual readings and topics covered, as of December 5 2008. Any substantive changes will be announced in class, and via the class Web site.

Week 1 August 28

Course objectives (critical analysis); course assignments and schedule. Focus on critical assessment and written analysis. 

The policy cycle; various interpretations; applications to environmental policy. 

Readings:
Jacqueline Vaughn Switzer, Environmental Politics: Domestic and Global Dimensions, Fourth Edition, Bedford/St.Martin’s, 2004.  Introduction: pages 4 – 7.

Nicholas D. Kristof, “It's Time to Spray DDT,” New York Times, January 8 2005. 
“The Policy Cycle,” from Chapter 2 in Rosenbaum.

Week 2 September 4

Overview, environmental protection/regulation in the U.S. I. Pre-1970:  a) local focus (vs. federal/global);  b) land use by Federal government (USDA, USBR, BLM), including development for public uses; c) “special places,” National Parks etc. II. Since 1970s. Summary, overview, and discussion of U.S. environmental regulatory system; historical development and institutions; interaction of Federal and states. Policy directions and regulatory overview since 1980: Reagan/Bush; Clinton; Bush II to date.

Reading:
“Earth Day was Yesterday: American Environmentalism in Transformation,” Chapter 1 in Rosenbaum.

“Forty Years in an Emerging Field: Economics and Environmental Policy in Retrospect,” Wallace E. Oates, pp. 301-306 in Oates et al. 


“Environmental Policy from the 1970s to the 21st Century,” Kraft and Vig,  Chapter 1 in  Vig & Kraft.
(See also table of major U.S. Federal environmental regulations, Vig & Kraft Appendix) 
Assignment 1: Written assignment, to be submitted in two weeks. 

Week 3 September 11

Convene groups to identify group research topics. 

Readings:
To be announced.
Week 4  September 18

Special topic: Use of science in public policy decision-making: “appropriate” use of science; forms in which scientific data might be misused; evidence for and against inappropriate use and presentation of scientific information by executive branch under G. W. Bush

Readings:
Union of Concerned Scientists, 2004. “An Investigation into the Bush Administration’s Misuse of Science Scientific Integrity in Policymaking.”


Statement of the Honorable John H. Marburger, III, 2004.  “On Scientific Integrity in the Bush Administration”


Revkin, Andrew C, 2004. “Bush vs. the Laureates: How Science Became a Partisan Issue,” New York Times, October 19, 2004.

Other items, from the popular press and from special interest groups: CleanWaterAct charges by enviro groups, item 4 of 9; Endangered Species Act charges by enviro groups, item 5 of 9; News item, Land management and the roadless rule, item 6 of 9; News item, Land management in the western US, item 7 of 9; News item, ESA implementation, item 8 of 9; and commentary (political cartoon) on global warming, Tony Auth, item 9 of 9.

Assignment 2:
Critical analysis of the use of science in environmental policy decision-making in the Bush administration. Due in 1 week.

Week 5  September 25

Economic foundations of environmental policy. Overview of the market as an efficient allocation mechanism; concepts of supply and demand; rationales for government intervention in the free market; pollution as an external diseconomy, a market failure; natural amenities as public goods, a market failure.

Readings:
“Economics, Incentives, and Environmental Policy,” A. Myrick Freeman III, Chapter 9 from Vig & Kraft.

Field, Barry C., 1994.  Environmental Economics: An Introduction. Chapter 4, “Economic Efficiency and Markets,” pp. 65 – 82. 
Excerpt from Chapter 4, Pearce and Turner, 1990. Economics of Natural Resources and the Environment. The Johns Hopkins University Press.

“The Tragedy of the Commons,” Garret Hardin, Science, 1969. (Excerpt appears as Section 2.4 in the Goldfarb text in the Supplemental Bibliography, below.

OPTIONAL Dorfmann, Robert, 1993. “An Introduction to Benefit-Cost Assessment,” chapter 18 p. 297 – 320 in Economics of the Environment: Selected Readings, W.W. Norton and Company.
Week 6 October 2

Land management in the U.S.: regulations and institutions.  Historical development, multiple uses vs. preservation. Multiple institutions, vested interests, and varying priorities: Department of Interior, National Park Service and others; Department of Agriculture, National Forest Service and others; other institutions. Conceptual structure of possible approaches. Current trends. 

Readings:
 “635 Million Acres of Politics: The Battle for Public Lands,” chapter 9 in Rosenbaum, pp. 289 – 327.
Three excerpts from Goldfarb: Section 1.1 (Muir), Section 1.2 (Pinchot), Section 1.3 (Leopold).
Assignment 3:
Management of public lands for ‘public goods’ and private profit: the case of forests on U.S. public lands. Due in 1 week.

Week 7 October 9

Regulatory approaches: ambient standards; command-and-control (technology based, ambient based); economic incentives/trading; pollution prevention. Relative strengths and limitations of various approaches. Selection of approach dependent on environmental system, existing institutions, activities generating pollutants, other factors. Regulatory approaches, continued: Relative advantages and limitations, global vs. local approaches; adding environmental and health “end points” to command and control. Structure of Clean Water Act, NPDES uniform numeric limit overlain by TMDL controls to meet local assimilative capacity. Structure of Clean Air Act, titles I, II, III, V, VI.

focus on command and control: NPDES (water quality discharge standards), NAAQS (ambient air quality standards), and adaptation of the the desirable aspects of both approaches to two ultimately very similar sets of rules. Posted readings on water and air quality focus on these.
Readings:
“Command and Control in Action: Air and Water Pollution Regulation,” Chapter 6 of  Rosenbaum, pp. 174 – 214. “Regulation Strategies: Command and Control vs. the Marketplace,” from Chapter 5 of  Rosenbaum,  pp. 158 – 171.


Coglianese, Cary, 2000. “The Constitution and the Costs of Clean Air: Is the Clean Air Act Unconstitutional?,” Environment v. 42 n. 9, p. 32 – 37.


Bachmann, John, 2007. “Will the Circle Be Unbroken: A History of the U.S. National Ambient Air Quality Standards,” Journal of the Air and Waste Management Association, v. 57, p. 652 – 697. 


Duke, L. Donald, 2005. “Effluent Limitations and the NPDES Permit,” Water Encyclopedia, John Wiley & Sons Inc.
Week 8 October 16

Special session: Attend meeting of Southwest Florida Watershed Council, presentation by xx, “The Caloosahatchee River Watershed Protection Plan.”

Readings:
South Florida Water Management District: Caloosahatchee River Watershed Protection Plan, October 1 2008 Draft.
Week 9 October 23

Watershed management and planning. Caloosahatchee River Watershed Protection Plan as a case study: Institutions, regulatory approaches, and stakeholders. 

Readings:
See readings from October 9 and October 16.

Assignment 5:
Proposed group projects: topic, source document(s), members, proposed analyses.  Due in 2 weeks.
Week 10 October 30

Air quality – CAA regulations, focusing on economic approaches. Conceptual approaches, conceptual advantages, limitations as conceived and as implemented. Acid rain rules, local tradable permit rules, and legal/conceptual arguments pro and con. Climate control regulations – international agreements (BRIEF overview); emission tax as policy approach (operationalized as carbon tax on fuels). 

Readings:
Solomon, Barry D. and Lee, Russell, 2000. “Emissions Trading Systems and Environmental Justice,” Environment v. 42 n. 8, p. 32 – 45.


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2004. Acid Rain Program 2004 Progress Report. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Clean Air Markets Division, Office of Air and Radiation, EPA 430-R-05-012. 

Rosenbaum, chapter 10, “The U.S. and Climate Diplomacy.”
Assignment 4: Optional – Endangered Species Act: advantages of design as formulated; conceptual intent advantages and limitations; limitations as implemented. 

Week 11 November 6

Energy policy. 

Readings:
Hempel, Lamont C., 2006. “Climate Policy on the Installment Plan,” chapter 13 p. 288 – 310, from Vig & Kraft, Environmental Policy, 6th edition. 

Peterson, Thomas D. and Rose, Adam Z., 2006. “Reducing Conflicst between Climate Policy and Energy Policy in the U.S: The Important Role of the States.” Energy Policy n. 34, p. 619 – 631.

Rosenbaum, from chapter 8, energy policy. 
Week 12 November 13

Wildlife and species protection in the U.S.:  Endangered Species Act. Structure, intentions, unintended consequences, controversies. Implementation: limitations, revisions and improvements, attempted policy revisions and modifications at the implementation stage. 
Readings:
Vaughn, Jacqueline, 2007, Environmental Politics, 7th edition. Chapter 9, “Endangered Species and Biodiversity”, part: p. 271 – 287. 

Thomas, Craig W., 2001 Habitat Conservation planning: Certainly Empowered, Somewhat Deliberative, Questionably Democratic,” Politics Society, v 29 105 – 130, http://pas.sagepub.com. Read only p. 105-110, 125-129.
Leuck, Dean, 2000. “Unintended Consequences,” Forum for Applied Research and Public Policy, v 15 n 3, Fall 2000, p. 16 – 22. OPTIONAL READING.

Nie, Martin, 2004. “State wildlife Policy and Management: The Scope and Bias of Political Conflict,” Public Administrative Review, Mar/Apr 2004, v 64 n 2, p. 221 – 233. OPTIONAL READING.
Eilperin, Juliet, 2008. “Since ’01, Guarding Species Is Harder: Endangered Listings Drop Under Bush,” Washington Post, March 23, 2008. 

From The Economist, brief opinion piece: “The Overcrowded Ark,” v. 384 issue 8545, p 36 – 36.
Popular press summary, Newsweek, 2008
Week 13 November 20

Hazardous waste regulation in the U.S.: RCRA and CERCLA. Structure, intentions, unintended consequences. Implementation: limitations, revisions and improvements, controversies. 
Readings:
Gramling, George F., 2006 “Liability and Defenses under CERCLA,” Florida Environemtal and Land Use Law, June 2006. The Florida Bar, p. 19.1-1 – 19.1-24. 

Nakamura, Robert T. and Church, Thomas W. Taming Regulation: Superfund and the Challenge of Regulatory Reform. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2003. Chapter 1, “ ,” and Chapter 4, “ ,”.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2007. “Superfund: Basic Information,” http://www.epa.gov/superfund/about.htm; and “SARA Overview,” http://www.epa.gov/superfund/policy/sara.htm; and “Superfund’s 25th Anniversayr: Capturing the Past, Charting the Future,”  http://www.epa.gov/superfund/25anniversary.htm. Downloaded February 2008; last noted update September 21 2007. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002. “25 Years of RCRA: Building on Our Past to Protect Our Future,” 
Rosenbaum, from chapter 7, hazardous wastes. 
Week 14 

No class – Thanksgiving holiday – Thursday November 27, 2008
Week 15 

Group presentation/oral final exams:  
Group 1: Thursday December 4, 

Readings:
Taylor, Martin F.J.; Suckling, Kieran F.; and Rachlinski, Jeffrey J., 2005. “The Effectiveness of the Endangered Species Act: A Quantitative Analysis,” Bioscience v 55 n 4 p 360 – 368. 

Gross, Liza, 2005. “Why Not the Best? How Science Failed the Florida Panther,” PLoS Biology,  v. 3 n. 9  p. 1525 – 1531, September 2005. url: www.plosbiology.org 

Male, Timothy D. and Bean, Michael J., 2005. “Measuring Progress in US Endangered Species Consedrvation,”  Ecology Letters v. 8 p. 986 – 992. 

Week 16 

Group presentations/oral final exams:  Group 2: Thursday December 11, 4:30 – 7:00 PM

Readings:
Chess, Caron and Purcell, Kristen, 1999. “Public Participation and the Environment: Do We Know What Works?,” Env Science and Technology, 33 (16), 2685 – 2692. 

Gustavson, Karl, et al. 2008.  “Evaluating the effectiveness of Contaminate-Sediment Dredging,” Environmental Science and Technology, 42, 5042 – 5047. 

McGee, Robert, 1993. “Superfund: It’s Time for Repeal after a Decade of Failure.” UCLA Journal of Environmental Law & Policy, v. 12 p. 165  
USEPA, ca 2000. “Superfund Timeline.”  (url provided in class)
Final Research Papers due:  Friday, December 12, 4 PM

Supplemental Bibliography

1. Oates, Wallace, 2005. The RFF Reader in Environmental and Resource Policy (2nd edition). Resources for the Future. 

2. Field, Barry C., 1994.  Environmental Economics: An Introduction.
3. Pearce and Turner, 1990. Economics of Natural Resources and the Environment. The Johns Hopkins University Press.

4. David W. Pearce, 1993. Economic Values and the Natural World. The MIT Press. 

5. Lisa H. Newton and Catherine Dillingham, 1994. Watersheds: Classic Cases in Environmental Ethics. Wadsworth Publishing.



Chapter 1: “Toxin’s Halloween: The Story of Love Canal,” p. 7 – 29.



Chapter 7: “The Hole in the Middle of the Air,” p. 155 – 170.



Chapter 8: “Life in the Greenhouse,” p. 173 – 188.

6. Lisa H. Newton and Catherine Dillingham, 1997. Watersheds 2: Ten Cases in Environmental Ethics. Wadsworth Publishing.



Chapter 7: “Wounded Air: Global Climate Change,” p. 120 – 130.



Chapter 8: “The Silence of the Birds: Rachel Carson and the Pesticides,” p. 132 – 144.

7. Theodore Goldfarb, ed., 1997. Sources: Notable Selections in Environmental Studies. Dushkin Publishing Group/Brown & Benchmark Publishers.  Excerpts from Evelyn, Pinchot, Leopold, Hardin, Lovins, Paigen, Carson, Meadows, others.

8. Theodore Goldfarb, ed., 1997. Taking Sides: Clashing Views on Environmental Issues (7th edition). Dushkin/McGraw Hill. See especially cases on Superfund; Clean Water Act zero discharge goal; market methods; ozone depletion; global warming.

Grading criteria for group special-topics presentations

The student’s grade will be assigned using the following criteria:

Presentation: Clear and well-organized; presentation articulate, poised, with appropriate choice of language (adequately formal, precise, scholarly, accurate terminology, but easy for the audience to follow).

Understanding of the topic: Appropriate understanding for in-depth discussion; correct summary of positions of various stakeholders, if relevant; grasp of relevant technical topics and methods, and of relevant policies, regulations, or agency positions and responsibilities.

Use of concepts from class: Placing of the presentation within the context of concepts and themes developed in class; accurate grasp of class concepts as they relate to the selected topic.

Analysis and conclusions: Depth and accuracy of assessment of the issue presented; conclusions valid and well-supported

Comprehensiveness: Success and completeness of the group presentation as a whole; addressing the predominant issues of the selected topic and accurate selection of relevance of topics from the class, with scope appropriate to the number of people in the group.

Student:   _________________________________        Begin time: ______   End time: _______

1.  Presentation: Clear and well-organized; presentation articulate, poised, with appropriate choice of language (adequately formal, precise, scholarly, accurate terminology, but easy for the audience to follow). Graphics well chosen, informative, and relevant to main points; easy to read.  Length / time of presentation appropriate for time assigned.     Score: ________ / 20


2.  Understanding and description of the material: Appropriate understanding for in-depth discussion; correct summary of positions of various stakeholders, if relevant; grasp of relevant technical topics and methods, and of relevant policies, regulations, or agency positions and responsibilities. Describe topics and issues in a way the class can follow, but not too elementary.

Score: ________ / 25

Comments:

3.  Use of concepts from class: Placing of the presentation within the context of concepts and themes developed in class; accurate grasp of class concepts as they relate to the selected topic.

Score: ________ / 15

Comments:

4.  Analysis and conclusions: Focus on analysis rather than presentation of data. Depth and accuracy of assessment of the issue presented; conclusions valid and well-supported. Avoid conclusions not supported by your material.      

Score: ________ / 25

Comments:

5.  Collaboration / comprehensiveness: Effective group effort: presentations work together effectively, avoid redundancy. Completeness of the group presentation as a whole: successfully capture the predominant issues of the selected topic, and appropriately selected key issues relevant to the topics, with scope appropriate to the number of people in the group.

Score: ________ / 15 

Comments:

Final Research Paper Assignment

The final assignment is a research paper on a topic to be selected by the student, as described in the Syllabus. Paper length: Maximum 20 pages, double-spaced, 12-point font, 1-inch margins.

Due date: Friday, December 12

Electronic submittals are acceptable. Please check with me to be sure I receive: if I do not reply with an acknowledgment, it may have been rerouted by the e-mail gremlins, and I will not be able to grade!  If you wish to receive credit for a colleague’s peer review, please submit an original or copy of the reviewed rough draft, with the reviewer’s comments clear for me to see. I can accept this in either in hard copy or electronic form.

Research paper final project. (Repeated from the Syllabus.) The final research paper will address a topic of the student’s choice. You will select a single comprehensive, well-supported document that describes a particular policy, proposed project, or recent or pending policy decision. Your target document must be either a scholarly, peer-reviewed paper or a comprehensive public policy document with full references. You may want to choose a paper used during your group presentation, but you may choose another topic. Your goal in the paper is a careful critical analysis of the policy and/or scholarly paper you select. You should cite (and make analytical use of) at least three supporting documents from the scholarly literature and/or appropriate texts, as well as primary sources for government policy, in addition to the main document you are critiquing. 

Written assignments are to be typed, double-spaced, with ample margins (no less than 1 inch), so the instructor can give handwritten comments on the manuscript. The paper should be no more than 20 pages in length. Students should pay attention to organization and clarity of writing: I strongly recommend you read, and use, The Elements of Style by Strunk, White, and Angell.
Academic Honesty. (Also repeated from the Syllabus.) Take care to properly attribute text and ideas when citing published literature or other work, including Internet sources. Using text or ideas from another’s work, including your own previously published work, must be fully cited and documented. Failure to do this is not only careless but actually a violation of academic standards. Students are expected to understand the definitions of all forms of plagiarism. Students who violate the prohibition against plagiarism will fail the course with a “permanent F.”

A serious recommendation:  Buy, borrow, or beg and READ a copy of Strunk, White, & Angell (4th edition, 2000), The Elements of Style, available at most popular bookstores for about $6.95. You can consume this book in an hour or so, and if you make use of the examples and guidelines while writing, your clarity of writing cannot fail to improve.

Sources of information. The USF library system maintains electronic subscriptions to a large number of scholarly journals, so recent literature and academic-style analyses are readily available. State and federal Internet materials are useful sources for current official positions and recent deliberations, and competing critical analyses can often be found on sites of public interest groups (NRDC, WWF, many others). However, students are cautioned to consider the validity of print and Internet sources that are not peer reviewed and/or do not contain official policy decisions of government agencies. 

Peer-review bonus:  I will award an additional 10 points (of a total 100) if you have a classmate read and comment on an early draft of the paper. To earn the bonus, arrange for a classmate to seriously review a draft of your paper, and submit the draft with the classmate’s comments, along with the final paper. The draft should be a complete, near-final, well-written version, so the classmate can see the full discussion you plan to present. The comments must be meaningful, and should judge the draft using the same criteria I will use for the final grade (described below). Superficial and unhelpful comments will not earn the bonus! – so please be sure the classmate you choose has committed to a full, meaningful review of your draft. This bonus is designed to a) encourage you to begin early; and b) demonstrate the value of peer review, and of thoughtful revisions, in preparing a high-quality paper.

Grading criteria 

Understanding of the topic (20%): Appropriate depth of understanding; correct summary of positions of various stakeholders, if relevant; grasp of relevant policies, regulations, or agency positions and responsibilities; appropriate use of concepts presented in class (mastery of the concepts, and correctly placing your arguments in the context of the appropriate concepts). As a guideline, to demonstrate you have recognized key topics presented by previous researchers, I expect your work to cite and reference at least 3 items from the scholarly literature, plus additional information from public agency sources or Web sites, to the extent those are helpful.

Quality of analysis (25%): Depth and sophistication of the arguments; appropriate emphasis on important aspects of the topic; emphasis on critical assessment of the issues rather than descriptive summary; appropriate recognition of advantages and disadvantages of “both sides,” not limited to concepts supporting the preferred conclusion. 

Conclusions (20%): Depth and accuracy of assessment of the issue presented; conclusions valid and well-supported by the data, concepts, and arguments presented in the paper; recognition of limitations.

Writing style (15%): CLEAR; polished and professional; grammatically correct; easy to read. Appropriate choice of language (adequately formal, precise, scholarly, accurate terminology). See Strunk and White: that text guides my ideas of “well done” regarding all of the above!

Organization (20%): Clear and well-organized; divided into sections as appropriate. 

—Overall: Discussion coherent; arguments clearly introduced, build upon one another. 

—Paragraph level: Arguments well constructed; paragraphs make sense internally.

Group topics: Examples of previous topics, and the readings assigned 
1. Species protection regulations in the U.S.: Focus on black bear habitat in Florida. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1996. “History and Evolution of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, Including Its Relationship To CITES.” http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esasum.html 
Werner, Erica. 2005. “House begins debate on overhaul of Endangered Species Act.” Associated Press, September 29, 2005.  http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/nation/20050929-1003-wst-endangeredspecies.html
Barringer, Felicity. 2005. “House Votes for New Limits on Endangered Species Act.” New York Times, September 30, 2005. http://www.nytimes.com/2005/09/30/politics/30species.html

2. Energy policy: development of Arctic oil resources. 

National Energy Policy Development Group, 2001. National Energy Policy: Report of the National Energy Policy Development Group. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, ISBN 0-16-050814-2. 
Chapter 8 of Rosenbaum, pp 250-282
House of Representatives, 2005. “Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Engrossed as agreed to or passed by house.) Title XXII—Arctic Coastal Plain Domestic Energy.” Note this is NOT the version that ultimately passed – Title XXII was removed from H.R. 6 before it was adopted.

Defenders of Wildlife. “Prudhoe Bay: Oil and Wildlife Don’t Mix: Lessons From the Prudhoe Bay Oilfields.” Available at: http://www.savearcticrefuge.org/sections/prudhoe.html
National Research Council of the National Academies of Science. “Cumulative Environmental Effects of Oil and Gas Activities on Alaska’s North Slope.” 2003. Available at: http://www.nap.edu/books/0309087376/html/ Read ONLY the Executive Summary, pp. 1 – 11, and Introduction, pp. 12 – 18. 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2001. “Potential Impacts of Proposed Oil and Gas Development on the Arctic Refuge's Coastal Plain: Historical Overview and Issues of Concern." Available at: http://arctic.fws.gov/issues1.htm
Weisman, Jonathan, 2005. “GOP to Strike Arctic Drilling From House Bill.” Washington Post, Thursday, November 10, 2005. 
3. Land use management – Wetland policies, U.S.  

US Army Corps of Engineers.  2002.  Regulatory guidance. http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/pdf/RGL_02-2.pdf. 

USEPA.  2002.  National wetlands mitigation action plan. http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/pdf/map1226withsign.pdf. 
LaJuana, S. Wilcher and Robert W. Page.  February 6, 1990.  “Memorandum of agreement between the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of the Army concerning the determination of mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.”  The Army Corps of Engineers.  Accessed 10/20/05.  Available WWW: http://www.usace.army.mil/inet/functions/cw/cecwo/reg/moafe90.htm. 
Lucke Hatch, Justin J. and Parent.  “Navigating the Clean Water Act:  Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. United States Army Corps of Engineers and Federal Regulation of Groundwater Pollution.”  Hydro Visions 10:1 (Spring 2001):  9-13. http://www.grac.org/Spring_01.pdf. 

Reuss, Martin, and Walker, Paul K. Historical Division, Office of Administrative Services, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Financing Water Resources Development: A Brief History. Government Printing Office, 1983. p. 27-31.  Available: http://www.usace.army.mil/inet/usace-docs/eng-pamphlets/ep870-1-13/c-4.pdf
“Our 700 Million Acres: The Battle for Public Lands,” Chapter 9 of  Rosenbaum, p. 305 – 340.
4. Land use management – National Forest System policies and the Roadless Area Conservation Rule
Baldwin, Pamela, 2005. The National Forest System Roadless Areas Initiative, CRS Report for Congress order code RL30647. Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress Congressional Research Service.  

Federal Wildlife and Related Laws Handbook, 2006. Chapter 4: Statute Summaries. Three parts: FOREST SERVICE ORGANIC ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1897, part 16 U.S. Code sections 473-478, 479-482 and 551; MULTIPLE-USE SUSTAINED-YIELD ACT OF 1960, part 16 U.S. Code sections 528-531, June 12, 1960; and NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976, part 16 U.S. Code sections 1600-1614. 
Gray, Joshua, 2004. “The Alaska Chainsaw Massacre.” Rolling Stone, January 15 2004.
5. Water resources management and the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan
Carter, Nichole T.  2003.  South Florida Ecosystem Restoration and the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, CRS Report for Congress order code RS20702.  Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress Congressional Research Service.  
Clark, Alice and Dalrymple, George.  2003.  "$7.8 Billion for Everglades Restoration: Why Do Environmentalists Look So Worried?"  Population and Environment, July 2003.  Human Sciences Press, Inc.

Perry, William.  2004.  "Elements of South Florida's Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan".  Ecotoxicity, Vol. 13, 2004. Kluwer Academic Publishers.


