University of Washington, Tacoma

COMPUTING AND SOFTWARE SYSTEMS / INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

Faculty/Staff Meeting Minutes

Friday, February 20, 2004 Final

Attendance: Jennifer Burley, William Conlen, Kristofer Martin, Dawn Hanna, Andrew Fry, Steve Hanks, Sam Chung, Donald Chinn, Jessica Roshan, Larry Crum, Josh Tenenberg, Stephen Rondeau, John Nelson, Edwin Hong, George Mobus, Moshe Rosenfeld, Don McLane
1. Announcements

Break Room Reminder – Jessica Roshan

The schedule will be redone with changes to reflect the moves to Cherry Parkes.

2. Approval of the Minutes from February 13, 2004

The minutes were approved with minor revisions

3. Old Business

4. New Business

3rd Year Reviews – Larry Crum

Discussion – 

· In 2003 it was decided that reviews could be done in either the 2nd or 3rd years

· Do we want a policy in the department for the timing of reviews?

· Contractually, you have 1-year advance notice if your contract will not be extended.  

· There must be enough of a review in the second year to decide on a contractual extension or termination.

· If faculty is reviewed in the 2nd year and there is not enough information to make a determination, then they would have to repeat the review in the 3rd year.

· It boils down to having enough of a track record in 1-½ years (for the 2 year review) to say something definitive, but there may not be enough information present & it could be hazy.

· In all probability there will be better and more information available in the 3rd year review.

· Why wouldn’t a faculty member ask to be reviewed in the 2nd year?  If they get through in the 2-year review, then there is no reason to repeat it in the 3rd year.

· During the reviews, what judgments are being made?  Is there an implication on tenure?

· The decisions in front of senior faculty reviewing junior faculty are:

· Hire for 3 more years

· Hire for 1 more year

· Don’t renew their contract

· If it’s just a matter of the above, then all would be extended for the year, if it’s bearing on tenure, then it’s more important.

· It’s good to have a review in the 2nd year in that they can project what they’re going to complete/accomplish in the following years (after 1 ½ years)

· Keep in mind that the climate of the first year is very different between here & Seattle, and it may not be in faculty’s best interest to request an early review here.

· The exception is to recommend early tenure/promotion – if they had annual reviews, it leaves a wonderful impression

· Can we make a determination on teaching trajectory after 1-½ years?  We focus more on teaching than research here in Tacoma.

Suggestion:


No policy – 



It depends on ‘how fast out of the blocks’ the faculty member is

There was an informal agreement by the faculty not to implement a policy

Debrief/Discussion of February 13th Meeting – Larry Crum

Lab Conflict – Stephen Rondeau

There is a conflict in scheduling of a lab from June 20th through July 2nd.  How should we resolve this?

· The idea of “First come, first served” should remain in effect – once the first request came in & confirmation of the lab reservation was given, that should stand.

· Classroom usage for the second requestor is an option

· Use of the Embedded Computing Systems Lab is another viable option.

· Don McLane, Lab Director, confirmed that the embedded systems lab could be used – in fact, it is a better fit for the second group.

The issue was resolved.

The meeting adjourned at 11:35 a.m.

