Faculty Meeting 

February 1, 2008, 10:30 – 12:00

CP 206C Conference Room

MINUTES

In attendance:  

Orlando Baiocchi

Ankur Teredesai

Menaka Abraham 

Larry Wear


Sam Chung


Zaide Chavez

Josh Tenenberg

Dan Zimmerman

Chris Rials

George Mobus

Don McLane








1. Approval of minutes from the January 18, 2008 meeting

Motion:  To approve minutes from January 18th meeting. 

(motion:  J. Tenenberg, second: L. Wear, against: 0, abstained: 0, approved)
2. Announcements

Program Administrator search –There are two Program Administrator finalists.  

Budget - Orlando met with Carol Van Natta regarding funding for the Institute.  At this time, they would like to fund the Assembly Hall, and a Japanese Garden that they need to raise several millions for.  This issue will be addressed during the meeting on February 25, 2008.  We need 1 million dollars over the next two years to renew our infrastructure, and to fund the ITS program.  Ankur asked Diane Kinder, if we were ready for the tri-campus, her response was that we need to wait until we have the Graduate School review completed. 
Program Review - Orlando will be sending out an updated program review response to everyone by Monday.  He met with Pat Spakes and Beth Rushing about the response to the graduate School.  Things that they will address are teaching issues, mentoring, lack of facility space and delay of process in tenure and promotion.  Jack Nelson was contacted regarding the reason why we had the Lazowska report in 2003, reason given was that it because of problems with 142 and 143. Lazowska report was only a consulting report, not an official report by the campus.  The current one is the official report of the program.    

Learner’s Club - George would like to start a club tentatively called the “Lifelong Learner’s Club” that would be open to anyone over 21. People would pay dues. The meeting location would be at the back room of the Harmon on Friday’s, from 4-6 pm.  The dues would buy snacks, drinks, etc.  The idea would be to have a social gathering for people to get to know each other.

3.  Old Business

3.1 Annual Faculty Review – Josh

Tenenberg moved that the faculty adopt the attached procedure for faculty annual reports, merit reviews, and meetings with the Director. In essence, it implements what is stated in Chapter 24 of Volume 2 of the UW Handbook.

Motion:  To accept the procedures specified in the attached document.
(motion:  Tenenberg, second: G. Mobus, against: 0, abstained: 0, approved)

In terms of the annual activity reports, the UWT handbook says it should be academic year.  Beth Rushing would like a report on May 15, 2008.  In order for Orlando to get the information he needs to write the report, we should have ours completed by May 1, 2008 and it goes through the middle of June.  It has to cover the academic year.  There’s quite a bit about the meeting between the director and the faculty member.  On paper we had written down that this meeting was going to take place and be documented, but what ended up happening was that the review written by Sr. faculty ended up being incorporated.  

Chapter 24 of UW handbook can be found at:

http://www.washington.edu/faculty/facsenate/handbook/02-02-24.html

Larry Wear would like to have a formal statement of what goes into the tenure and promotion file. In the past during the tenure and promotion process a number of issues were surprising to the people involved.  We need a policy stating what from the annual reports goes into the tenure and promotion file.

According to George, the idea was to track progress and how improvements can be made. This is especially important for Jr. Faculty on tenure track.  Progress made needs to be tracked. The review committee writes the report and gives it to the director.  

 3.2 ITS: Program progress report and proposal status – Sam and Ankur

 Ankur presented to PARC and Academic Policy Committee.  Three recommendations were made by the Academic Policy Committee after reviewing our proposal.


1) We note that this demanding major has room for only 1 elective 
course, making it pretty self-enclosed. Students in this track will continue 
to pick up learning in IT, but beyond their undergraduate careers they 
are unlikely to be exposed to other areas. In view of this, we urge 
that you try to find room for at least 3 electives. This is not an 
absolute demand, but if you cannot, we would like to hear why this cannot
be done.
(Response)

a. After discussions with our faculty and review of the program core
we were able to accommodate one more elective in addition to the one we 
proposed earlier. This will enable the students to be exposed to other 
areas as you outline in your suggestion.
b.      Section 3.5.3. ITS Program core has 8 courses for 40 credits, not
         courses for 45 credits.

2) On the final page, you give a table of Program Revenues. You give
the total revenue as a little over 4 m, in line with the estimated costs. 
But your listed sources of revenue come to about 1.2 m. It would be 
appropriate to address the question of the shortfall, and where the 
absent funds will/might come from. This might require a paragraph 
somewhere (perhaps it is there and we missed it?), but also it should 
be represented somewhere in this table.

(Response)

a.       The budget has been updated to reflect the changes and advise
          from various committees. The various sources (state, internal, etc) have 
          also been identified.
b.      Section 9 Budget shows the revised budget in Table 23 with a short
         introduction.

3) There are scattered moments of grammar or expression problems (cf
    for example highlights on pp. 39, 59, 60 of attachment--there are more). 
    We suggest the ms. be proofread and fixed up before it goes on up the 
    chain of review.

a.       We've tried our best to minimize expression and grammatical
          errors in this version. We will continue with the error correction process prior 
          to sending it upstream.
George is on the Academic Policy Committee and reported that it was approved.
Lou Ann, Steve and Ankur will meet to discuss the BA component. 
4.  New Business

4.1 Faculty Search Updates – Orlando talked to Sharon Parks regarding inviting a 
local candidate, and she said, it was an opportunity to bring a local candidate. 

A.  ITS – Sam and Ankur – They have a list of 8 candidates and will form two  

     groups and each group will contact 4 candidates.
B.  CES – Larry Wear – 4 candidates that they intend to invite for a campus 

     Visit, 1 is local. 
C.  CSS – George – Identified 10 candidates, and 1 backup, 1 is local, 2 have 

      backed out.  
Motion: For the committees to make the decision on which candidates to invite to campus.
(Motion:  L. Wear, second, J. Tenenberg, against: 0, abstained: 0, approved)

4.2 Program Review Response – Orlando 

4.3 Collegial evaluation of teaching effectiveness – Josh

This is required by code.  Josh will put something together in writing.

It says that we have to do the evaluation of teaching effectiveness.  Per George, the intent is that as a unit we are considering our own quality by evaluating our own teaching effectiveness.  

4.4 Advising – Chris Rials 
Drafted email will come be sent next week for faculty to send to students.  It will include the name of student, and their advisor. Students will be encouraged to see their advisor during a two week period.  Please block out hours that you are available from February 22 – March 7th.   Information will be found on the S: drive.
4.5 Open House – Chris Rials 
March 7, 2008 - Dual open house
1:00 pm - Sam, Donald, and Menaka.  High School Groups

4:00 – 6:00 pm - Transfer students
4.6 Korean American/Vietnamese American Night – Chris Rials

Sunday March 2, 2008 4:00 – 6:00 pm
5.  CSS Curriculum Committees

5.1 Undergraduate – Larry Wear 

Due to UWT Physics courses being 6 credits, the CES requirement of Physics I, II, III, and chemistry/biology create a graduation requirement exceeding 180 credits.  Can we change the CES science requirement to 18 minimum credits?

The committee agreed to recommend the CES faculty approve changing the CES science requirement from Physics I, II, III, and chemistry/biology to a minimum of 18 credits. 



If only CES faculty are voting to approve new CES courses, do all faculty need to be officially designated as CSS or CES? 

The committee agreed to discuss with entire faculty the process for voting on new CSS and CES courses.  In addition, will discuss the need for an official policy to be put into place as quickly as possible.   (conversation needs to get started)


Currently, we accept 95 transfer credits, allowing 5 lower division credits to count towards the 15 upper division general elective requirement. If we do not accept the same 95 lower division credits from Native freshman, they are in effect, being penalized.  Can 5 lower division credits earned at UWT count towards the 15 upper division general elective requirement? 

The committee agreed to recommend to the full faculty, native freshman be allowed to apply 5 lower division credits earned at UWT, towards the 15 upper division general elective requirement.  

TABLED FOR NEXT MEETING


There are numerous undergrad courses that have the following restriction, “May not be repeated after achieving minimum grade of 2.0”.  Should this restriction be removed?   

The committee agreed to recommend to the full faculty the “May not be repeated after achieving minimum grade of 2.0” restriction be removed from all undergraduate courses.  

Motion:  to eliminate the restriction that reads “May not be repeated after achieving minimum grade of 2.0” from all undergraduate courses
(Motion: L. Wear, second: A. Teredesai , against: 0, abstained: 0, approved)

5.2 Graduate – Steve Hanks (No Meeting)

6.  Voting – None
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