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INTRODUCTION 

The University of Washington values regular assessment as part of all the work it 
undertakes. As such, the accreditation process is viewed as an important component in 
the University’s overall culture of assessment. The accreditation process provides the 
University with an opportunity to study itself on an ongoing basis, to view its progress 
over an extended period of time, and to hold this self-examination up to the scrutiny of a 
thorough external review. 
 
The 2003 Decennial Accreditation Self-Study served as an important mile-marker along 
the University’s path of constant improvement. The Northwest Commission on Colleges 
and Universities (NWCCU) Visiting Committee, after a thorough review of the decennial 
self-study and an extensive site visit, offered six general recommendations for the 
University to consider. 
 
This interim report, written five years after the decennial self-study, provides the 
University an opportunity to reflect upon the six general recommendations it received and 
to detail how the University is addressing these six recommendations. This report is 
divided into two primary sections: 
 
Part A of this report represents the University’s response to the six general 
recommendations offered by the visiting committee, in response to the 2003 Decennial 
Self-Study report. Each of the six general recommendations is noted in italics, followed 
by a detailed explanation of the actions taken by the University in response to these 
recommendations. 
 
Part B of this report represents the University’s response to the interim accreditation 
questions related to others institutional changes, as requested by the NWCCU. Each of 
these questions is reiterated in italics, followed by a detailed response. 
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PART A: 2003 DECENNIAL ACCREDITATION RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
UNIVERSITY ACTIONS TAKEN 

 
What follows is an extensive description of the actions taken on each of the core 
recommendation resulting from the University’s 2003 Decennial Review. Each 
recommendation is reiterated, followed by a detailed discussion of actions taken. When 
necessary, reference is made to documents found in appendices. 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS RECOMMENDATION 1 
 

The Committee notes some inconsistencies in perceptions of future relationships among 
the three campuses. The self-study describes the continuing “transformation from a 
university with three campuses to a coordinated multi-campus university,” but these 
words appear to have little meaning on any of the three campuses. There is no apparent 
reconciliation of the clear diversity of the three campus missions and the concept of “one 
university.” The consequences of the resulting confusion may become serious if not 
addressed carefully and thoroughly, as the Committee now recommends (Standard 
1.A.1). 
 

OVERVIEW 
 

The 2003 NWCCU evaluation committee’s report stated that the distinctiveness of the 
University’s three campuses is “difficult to reconcile” with the UW’s statement in its 
2003 self-study report that it is being transformed from “a university with three campuses 
to a coordinated multi-campus university.” The five years that have transpired since the 
Decennial Accreditation have brought many changes to all three campuses. These 
changes have produced greater clarity in both how the three campuses work together on 
essential issues, how they share resources, and—most importantly—how they can 
independently take advantage of opportunities that are unique to their respective regions, 
leverage the talents of their individual faculty, and foster their evolving relationships with 
their unique constituent bases.  
 
As we describe in this section, in our model, a coordinated multi-campus university is 
one in which each of the three campuses has a distinct mission, with a central, 
overarching set of institutional values that provide a common framework, regardless of 
which campus you are on. By executive order revised May 2007 (E.O. No. 14), the Deans 
are responsible to the Provost for all matters relating to the educational, budgetary, and 
administrative affairs of their units.  The Chancellors are responsible to the President and 
the Provost for all academic and educational matters on their campuses and are directly 
responsible for campus administration and management.  In carrying out this 
responsibility, Chancellors are responsible through the Provost for campus academic 
planning, programs, and budget and through the President for representing the campus to 
the Board of Regents, the Higher Education Coordinating Board, and the State 
Legislature.  The Chancellor is responsible for compliance with all university-wide 
policies and state laws, for campus development, fundraising, and for representing the 
campus to the local and statewide community.  By adherence to a common set of 
University policies, individual administrative areas at Bothell and Tacoma may rely (to 
greater or lesser extent depending upon the need and availability of resources on each 
campus) upon their counterpart offices on the Seattle campus, which provide assistance 
as needed. 

 
A coordinated multi-campus university, composed of campuses that enjoy a measure of 
autonomy, is not an oxymoron. It is one model of a multi-campus university (replicated 
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by many others across the nation) that actually allows the overall University to better 
achieve its core mission and values. It is a model of a multi-campus university that more 
universally accomplishes the spirit of educating a diverse student body to become 
responsible global citizens and future leaders through a challenging learning 
environment informed by cutting-edge scholarship. It is a model of a multi-campus 
university that can more flexibly, and in more diverse ways, place discovery at the heart 
of our university. And it is a model of a multi-campus university that allows us to 
appreciate that the discovery of timely solutions to the world’s most complex problems, 
and the enrichment of people’s lives throughout our community, the state of Washington, 
the nation, and the world require multi-faceted approaches.  
 
The University’s three campuses are components of a larger body—called the 
University—which allows the overall vision and mission that is the foundation of the 
University to be addressed in multiple ways, and with multiple impacts, that are 
appropriate to the diverse Puget Sound region.  
 
As we will demonstrate in this next section, our work across all three campuses, even 
though distinct in important ways, enjoys a healthy degree of coordination and 
collaboration. 
 

EVIDENCE OF COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION 
 
THE FACULTY COUNCIL ON TRI-CAMPUS POLICY 
 
The Faculty Council on Tri-Campus Policy was established in 2001 for the purpose of 
coordinating policies that affect faculty on all campuses of the University. Faculty 
members of each campus are equally represented on this council. The need to recognize 
and clarify relationships and processes among the three UW campuses has been a major 
focus of the council's work. The discussions in the Council on Tri-Campus Policy and the 
Faculty Senate have also highlighted future challenges for each campus to redefine its 
identity, structure and processes within a three-campus university. In addition, the 
University’s three campuses work together through this committee to address policy 
issues and academic programming that impact all three campuses. One example is the 
implementation of a process for University-wide notification and opportunity for review 
and comment on all proposals for new or major revisions to undergraduate curricular 
programs. This committee also serves an important role in assisting the University in the 
coordination of its budget requests to the legislature.  
 
Recent changes in the Faculty Code formalize several important structures and processes. 
First, the three campuses are identified as parallel entities rather than the two newest 
campuses being "branches" of the oldest established campus in Seattle. Additionally, the 
list of schools and colleges of the Seattle campus is updated to reflect recent changes and 
provide a structure to allow the recognition of collegiate level units established on the 
Bothell and Tacoma campuses. Relationships and parallels among the campus 
administrative structures are also identified. 
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Importantly, the changes to the Faculty Code reinforce that the code applies to all 
university faculty across all three campuses while recognizing the role of separate faculty 
organizations at UW Bothell and UW Tacoma. Revisions incorporate mandated 
consultation between the Chancellors of UW Bothell and UW Tacoma with the elected 
representatives of those faculty organizations, in a manner similar to consultation 
between the President and the Faculty Senate representatives at Seattle and University-
wide. Changes also validate that the voting structures of the faculty appointment, 
promotion and tenure procedures of the Faculty Code now clearly apply equally to each 
of the campuses, while recognizing different campus structures and missions. 
 
LEADERSHIP, COMMUNITY, & VALUES INITIATIVE AND UNIVERSITY-WIDE VISION 
CREATION 
 
Over the past two years, the University has been engaged in a robust conversation about 
its vision and its values. As described in detail under Standard One, two efforts, the 
Leadership, Community and Values Initiative (LCVI) and the creation of a new Vision 
statement, engaged the entire university community, including all three campuses (and 
the hospitals) in an intensive self-study and assessment. The LCVI steering committee 
included representatives from UW Bothell and UW Tacoma. When results were 
completed, either the Provost or Executive Vice Provost attended open meetings on each 
campus to discuss the results. Faculty, staff, and students from both the Bothell and 
Tacoma campuses were likewise engaged in the creation of the Vision Statement. 
 
ACADEMIC PROGRAM COLLABORATION 
 
An example of collaboration within the academic programs of all three campuses can be 
found in Nursing, and the relationship between the three nursing programs works well. 
 
In the case of Nursing, in 1992, the RN to BSN completion program was transitioned 
from UW Seattle’s School of Nursing to both of the newer UW campuses at Bothell and 
Tacoma. Since then, the nursing programs on all three UW campuses have maintained 
joint accreditation with the Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education (CCNE) with 
an upcoming accreditation visit planned for the spring of 2009. As a result of joint 
accreditation, strong collaborative nursing relationships are required across the three 
campuses. This includes ongoing monthly meetings of the Tri-Campus Nursing 
Leadership Council and tri-campus faculty representation on the BSN and MN 
Curriculum Committees. At the same time, it is important to note that while nursing 
shares a common “curriculum” across our three campuses, faculty members are hired, 
promoted and tenured on our individual campuses of Bothell, Seattle and Tacoma.  
 
 
The Tri-Campus Nursing Leadership Council is the body that coordinates programs 
across the three campuses and, in so doing, ensures collaboration among the three 
campus-based programs. Additionally, the Council coordination for Nursing allows: 
 

• Communication about issues and trends, legislative briefings,  
challenges and opportunities in current and future programs 
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• Review of programmatic proposals from the nursing faculty of each  

campus 
 

• Mutual consultation concerning the assurance of compliance with national  
standards and criteria for accreditation and certification 

 
• Mutual consultation in program development and operation 

 
• Mutual consultation concerning the appropriate sharing of resources to  

avoid unnecessary duplication, inefficiencies, and cost, within the context  
of campus-based resource allocation 

 
SELECT EXAMPLES OF OTHER COLLABORATIVE AND SHARED RESOURCES 
 

• The library system of the university is made available to all three campuses. There 
is a robust inter-campus loan system, allowing library resources to be easily 
obtained from any of the three campuses  

 
• Moreover, the information technology of the library is universally accessible to 

anyone on any of the three campuses 
 

• There is cooperation when it comes to information technology infrastructure 
development, even when campuses choose different software or methods. The 
Office of UW Technology provides this coordination and allows the three 
campuses to pursue their approaches in ways that make most sense for each 
campus 

 
• All entering students across the three campuses read a common book and engage 

in intellectual discussions and events around that book 
 

• Student body presidents from all three campuses make regular presentations 
before the University Board of Regents 

 
• Offices like Tech Transfer, the Attorney General, Human Subjects (IRB) review, 

and the Office of Educational Assessment are resources that are shared across all 
three campuses 

 
• The 10-year academic review process applies to all campuses and is coordinated 

so that the three campuses with like programs have an opportunity to serve on 
each other’s review process 

 
• As fieldwork is an essential component of research and instructional programs in 

many academic disciplines, and access to appropriate field sites is vital and 
necessary for research universities, the University’s three campuses share 27 field 
stations that represent a broad spectrum of types and locations 
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• The University has made concerted efforts to raise scholarship money, and other 

funds, through its capital campaign--a campaign that is for the whole university, 
not just one campus. This signals the deep levels of coordination among the three 
campuses in terms of development support and structure 

 
SUMMARY 

 
Where there are opportunities for coordination and working together to leverage the 
collective power of our three campuses, we do that. When it is appropriate to address 
issues independently, because a given campus can better serve the needs of its region in a 
specific way, we do that. We have come to appreciate the many meanings of 
“coordination” and the concept of a “unified multi-campus university.” The University’s 
three campuses may be slowly moving toward greater autonomy but, in the process, still 
can be seen as components of a larger body—the University—which allow the overall 
vision and mission that is the foundation of the University to be addressed in multiple 
ways, and with multiple impacts, that are appropriate to the diverse Puget Sound region. 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS RECOMMENDATION 2 
 
The Committee commends the University’s multiple strategies for academic assessment, 
but still it must be noted that the University of Washington remains far from the objective 
of setting learning objectives for all students and measuring progress toward those 
objectives to facilitate continuous improvement. The Committee recommends continuing 
accelerated efforts toward these ends (Standards 2.B.1, 2.B.2, and 2.B.3; and Policy 2.2). 
 

OVERVIEW 
 

Since the last review period, the University has worked diligently to articulate learning 
objectives for all undergraduates. Additionally, the University has taken broad steps to 
refine its approaches toward the measurement of student learning and progress on these 
learning objectives. As will be described below, the University’s approach in setting and 
measuring progress toward learning objectives has evolved since the last accreditation 
review period.  
 
This evolution can best be characterized as primarily a move to a deliberative discipline-
oriented process that engages faculty in robust conversations with one another to 
articulate learning objectives that are appropriate for students within specific fields of 
study or majors and methods for assessing those objectives that are consistent with the 
cultures and practices of the disciplines. These efforts have led to significant increases in 
the numbers of departments that have identified learning objectives for their 
undergraduate majors, as well as to a more open assessment climate at the UW.  
 
This section of the report focuses on the UW’s work since 2003 on Recommendation 2. 
The section is divided into the following subsections: 
 

• A summary of the UW’s reasons for halting the Student Learning Objectives 
(SLO) project underway in 2003 and the move to departmental assessment 

• A summary of the Academic Program Review Process in place at all UW 
campuses and the plan for changing that process to create a robust, sustainable 
departmental assessment process 

• New directions for assessment underway at each of the three UW campuses since 
2003 

• Other notable assessment efforts at UW 

• A concluding summary 

 
The University of Washington continues to invest both locally and nationally in 
improving how it articulates, measures progress toward, and broadly communicates 
learning objectives. Our efforts to develop assessment strategies that provide meaningful 
results that faculty and administrators can use to improve curricula, including conducting 
the nation’s only comprehensive longitudinal study of student learning; to invest in 
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surveys aimed at measuring student experiences; to create ways to institutionalize 
ongoing assessment practices; and to shape strategies for better communicating learning 
objectives to students demonstrate that the University’s investment in assessment of 
student learning is deep and ongoing.  

 
THE STUDENT LEARNING OBJECTIVES (“SLO”) PROJECT  

AND THE MOVE TO DEPARTMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
 

As described in the 2003 Decennial Report, the University undertook a project to 
articulate and measure the use of student-learning objectives at the classroom level. The 
Student Learning Objectives (SLO) project was an attempt to have faculty estimate the 
percentage of time within a given course that they spent emphasizing particular learning 
objectives. Developed by a broad-based committee of faculty representatives from across 
the University, in conjunction with administrative leaders, 15 learning objectives were 
articulated from which faculty could choose: 
 

1. Problem Solving: Defining and solving problems 

2. Locate Information: Locating information needed to help make decisions or 
solve problems 

3. Critical Analysis: Critically analyzing written information 

4. Philosophies and Cultures: Understanding and appreciating diverse 
philosophies and cultures 

5. Quantitative Principles: Understanding and applying quantitative principles 
and methods 

6. Scientific Principles: Understanding and applying scientific principles and 
methods 

7. Society and Environment: Understanding the interaction of society and the 
environment 

8. Arts Appreciation: Understanding and appreciating the arts.  

9. Writing: Writing effectively 

10. Foreign Language: Using a foreign language  

11. Speaking:  Speaking effectively  

12. Leadership:  Developing management or leadership capabilities  

13. Working Cooperatively: Working cooperatively in a group 

14. Independence:  Working/learning independently to advance the habits of 
lifelong learning 

15. Modern Technology: Working effectively with modern technology, especially 
computers 

The implementation of the SLO project stimulated many conversations among the faculty 
about how best to articulate and measure learning objectives. Although the visiting 
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committee’s response to the University’s Decennial Accreditation report was generally 
positive with respect to the SLO project, faculty and administrators raised some concerns  
regarding the refinement and use of the system, including the question of whether the 
SLO approach was too broad to accurately capture the meaningful distinctions of learning 
objectives across courses and disciplines.  
 
In an independent report, written by the former director of the University’s Office of 
Educational Assessment (see Appendix A-1), several conclusions were made about the 
SLO project based upon interviews with faculty and administrators. These were: 
 

• Because the 15 categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive, assignment of 
percentages include a degree of randomness, which may render the results 
unreliable 

• Many definitions of terms are circular in nature, and the meaning of many of 
these terms is vague within, and across, disciplines. This variability threatens 
validity under any aggregation across faculty and disciplines 

• These 15 objectives may not fit well with what an instructor is trying to 
achieve in a given course and may not capture those objectives faculty most 
value and believe are most relevant to the class [and to their discipline] 

In sum, the report concluded that the specification of student learning objectives through 
the SLO system might not accurately capture all of what students do in courses (or what 
they learn), was unlikely to affect how faculty teach and how much students learn, would 
lose steam over the years because there was no incentive for faculty to carefully complete 
the forms, and might falter because of growing concerns among the faculty about the 
potential use of results. Additionally, and perhaps most importantly, concerns were raised 
about the SLO project’s inability to accurately capture the discipline-specific nature of 
learning objectives. 
 
At the same time that faculty and administrators were questioning the SLO system, the 
UW’s Office of Education was completing a longitudinal assessment study, the UW 
Study of Undergraduate Learning (UW SOUL). The UW SOUL focused on six areas of 
learning—writing, critical thinking, quantitative reasoning, information technology and 
literacy, understanding and appreciating diversity, and personal growth—and found that 
all areas of learning were profoundly mediated by the academic disciplines, particularly 
those of students’ majors. Detailed results of the UW SOUL were published in 2007  
(Beyer, Gillmore, and Fisher, Inside the Undergraduate Experience, Jossey-Bass); 
however, results of the study were made available to faculty and staff as they were 
analyzed between 2000-07 via workshops, presentations, on-line reports, and widely-
distributed documents. 
 
Evidence from the UW SOUL on the disciplinary nature of college learning and the 
UW’s experience with the SLO process, led us to take the position that assessment of 
student learning is most effective when it occurs at the departmental level, as opposed to 
a top-down, centralized approach. The UW’s Faculty Council on Academic Standards 
(FCAS) and its Faculty Council on Instructional Quality (FCIQ) jointly endorsed this 
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approach, primarily as a means for improving student learning and developing curriculum 
(see Appendix A-2). Made in October of 2003, this endorsement clarified the need for 
faculty-developed, and thereby, discipline-oriented, objectives and objectives as the basis 
on which departments assess the outcomes of their instructional efforts. Additionally, the 
FCAS and FCIQ supported the development of web-based technology appropriate for 
sharing these objectives with the UW community.  
 
In short, the FCAS and the FCIQ endorsed an approach that would be discipline specific, 
involve extensive faculty input, and have as its primary focus the advancement of student 
learning. This endorsement led to the efforts that are currently underway—efforts that are 
aimed at realizing: 
 

• Learning objectives that are departmentally developed and embraced by faculty in 
those departments 

• Learning objectives that can be linked to those of individual courses, to those of 
departments and colleges, and finally to those of the University in undergraduate 
education 

• Assessment processes for measuring progress on learning objectives that can yield 
information that is both meaningful and useful for the improvement of teaching 
and learning at all levels 

 
Therefore, since the Decennial Accreditation visit in April 2003, the University’s 
approach has evolved to allow faculty members to provide a more thoughtful articulation 
of learning objectives and appropriate ways to assess them at the departmental level. 
Included in these processes is refinement of the academic program review process that 
has been underway at the UW and other Washington State institutions for many years. 
 

THE ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS  
 

The UW has long engaged in a rigorous program review process that every department 
undergoes every 10 years. The Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board 
mandates that all existing degree-granting programs be reviewed at least every 10 years. 
The Graduate School’s Office of Academic Programs oversees the review process of all 
University-wide academic offerings consisting of over 100 existing graduate and 
undergraduate academic programs.  
 
The Office of Academic Programs ensures transparency, integrity, and value in the 
review process by working collaboratively with all stakeholders, including the academic 
units under review, the Dean of the Graduate School, the Dean of Undergraduate 
Academic Affairs, the Office of the Provost, and the Dean of the relevant School or 
College. The Office of Academic Programs also evaluates proposed new graduate degree 
programs and Graduate Certificates, and facilitates their approval in collaboration with 
the Higher Education Coordinating Board of the State of Washington and the University 
of Washington Board of Regents. 
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The review process begins with the unit self-study. The purpose of the departmental self-
study is to allow faculty, students, academic unit administration, university 
administration, and the review team to consider not only a unit's recent accomplishments 
and challenges, but also to engage in a forward-looking planning process. The self-study 
also provides the basis for the review team to consider the appropriateness of the unit’s 
objectives and plans for the future in light of its past record of achievements, overall 
quality, adaptability to change, and prospects for innovation in the context of the school 
or college and the university as a whole. The review is purposefully holistic, including 
research directions and productivity, undergraduate education, graduate education and 
service as appropriate to the program or department being reviewed. Its outcome helps 
guide the Provost in making decisions about academic directions and resource 
investments. 
 
The central objectives guiding principles of academic program reviews are to: 
 

• Initiate a period of reflection and assessment that allows members of academic 
units to engage in meaningful conversations about their collective future 

• Provide a broad picture of the health and quality of the unit and its academic 
programs through independent peer review 

• Allow stakeholders in the unit and across the University to take stock of its 
current and potential strengths and resources, to weigh priorities, and to identify 
areas that would benefit from sustained attention in a time of rapid change, 
increased demands, and increased competition for resources 

• Assess the landscape for emerging opportunities and innovations within the field 

• Expose potential linkages and alignments across the University while examining 
the optimal relationship between the structure and function of the unit 

• Help programs to focus on strategies to support diversity, mentoring, and other 
core values 

 
Reviews of educational programs are mandated by state law at 10-year intervals, but are 
conducted at shorter intervals when deemed appropriate. A regular schedule of all 
upcoming reviews is posted on the web 
(http://www.grad.washington.edu/Acad/List.htm). 
 
The academic program review process is one of peer review, with review teams 
individually assembled from faculty of our and other leading research-intensive 
universities. Once reviews are completed, all documents pertaining to a given review are 
made publicly available. These can be found on the web 
(http://www.washington.edu/about/accreditation/internal.html). 
 
As will be detailed in the following subsections of this report, the UW has focused much 
of its assessment attention over the past five years on helping departments identify 
learning objectives for majors, select ways to assess them that fit departmental cultures 
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and practices, and pilot those processes to evaluate how well the assessment methods 
identified provide useful information to departments. However, the literature on 
assessment emphasizes the need to institutionalize such assessment processes if we hope 
to sustain them.  
 
Therefore, the UW is currently working on a plan that revises our 10-year Academic 
Program Review process, so that its section on undergraduate learning is better focused 
on assessment, evidence of student learning, and resulting curricular change. 
Furthermore, we are investigating the possibility of a regularized funding cycle for 
assessment that aligns with departmental academic program review preparation periods 
(namely, in the fifth and ninth years) to help departments prepare for the 10-year 
academic program reviews. This plan and best ways to implement it are currently under 
consideration. 
 
It is also worth noting that several units undergo regular self-study (more detail is 
provided in Part B) in response to requests by external, often disciplinary, accrediting 
bodies. These accrediting bodies mandate specific learning objectives and reporting 
requirements for those units. All of these self-studies are publicly available. 
 
NEW DIRECTIONS FOR ARTICULATING & ASSESSING STUDENT LEARNING OBJECTIVES 
 
The University of Washington has engaged in new and wide-ranging assessment 
practices since its 2003 Decennial Accreditation review on all three of its campuses. 
 
SEATTLE CAMPUS 
 
The Seattle campus currently uses a number of approaches to assessing student learning, 
including: 
 

• Approaches that are both institutional and departmental, such as biennial 
assessment reports to the Dean of Undergraduate Academic Affairs  

• Approaches that are primarily departmental, such as the College of Arts & 
Sciences’ Learning Initiative, longitudinal departmental studies of 
undergraduate learning, departmental curricular review, and external 
accreditation processes 

• Approaches that are primarily institution- or college-wide, such as the Office 
of Educational Assessment’s surveys of UW graduates, the English 
Department’s freshman composition portfolio review process, and the 
proposed Campus Compass 

 
Many of these approaches will be easy to fold into the new 10-year review process 
currently under consideration.  
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Biennial Assessment Reports 
 
Since 1992, departments on the Seattle campus offering undergraduate degrees have 
submitted regular assessment reports at the request of the Dean and Vice Provost for 
Undergraduate Academic Affairs. Now on a biennial schedule, department chairs are 
asked to report their departments’ learning objectives for undergraduate majors, the 
methods the department uses to assess student learning, and the curricular changes that 
have resulted from these assessment efforts and other departmental needs. The reports 
from departments provide the UW with a snapshot of assessment processes and curricular 
change at the department level, but they also give the UW a way to look across 
departments at the kinds of learning objectives and assessment activities most frequently 
used. 
 
The Office of Educational Assessment (OEA) compiles departmental information into 
three charts. The first chart (called Assessment in the Majors) includes information from 
the reports that lists the learning objectives of those departments that offer undergraduate 
majors, and includes descriptions of recent changes in the curriculum of the majors. The 
second chart (called, Departmental Learning Objectives) categorizes the disciplinary 
objectives of each department into the four broad learning objectives mandated by the 
Washington State Legislature (writing, critical thinking, quantitative reasoning, and 
information technology/literacy), as well as noting departmental objectives in other broad 
categories. The third chart (called, Assessment Methods) lists the assessment methods 
each department uses to assess both teaching and student learning. 
 
Reference in this text is made to the most recently generated biennial charts (i.e., 2007-
2009), all of which can be found online. URLs for the most recent charts are: 
 

• Assessment in the Majors: 
http://www.washington.edu/oea/pdfs/reports/assessmjrs2007.pdf 

 
• Departmental Learning Objectives: 

http://www.washington.edu/oea/pdfs/reports/lrnobjectives2007.pdf 
 

• Assessment Methods: 
http://www.washington.edu/oea/pdfs/reports/mthcrt2007.pdf 

 
These reports obviously have value to departments, but they also have value for colleges 
and for the institution. For example, the table on the following page is an excerpt from a 
2008 report to the College of Arts & Sciences that mapped the learning objectives of 
departments in the College to the learning objectives articulated in the College’s mission 
statement. This map allows the College to see where its own objectives for the learning of 
all its graduates are and are not being articulated and sets the stage for assessment of 
College objectives via assessment of departmental objectives. 
 
Furthermore, as the charts at the above URLs show, analysis of the departmental reports 
provides information to the UW about institutional objectives for learning, as well as 
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about how learning is being assessed across its complex curricula. The institution can tell, 
for instance, that by 2007, nearly 90% of all departments with undergraduate majors had 
either clearly identified and articulated student-learning objectives or were in the process 
of developing them. The remaining departments (roughly 10 in number) either had not 
yet considered learning objectives or had not completed reports.  
 
Furthermore, analysis of the biennial reports allows the institution to see a broad picture 
of learning objectives across the university. For example, as the charts show, most 
departments included learning objectives that were related to disciplinary content (91%) 
and methodology/research (74%), as well as to the State-mandated broad areas of writing 
(82%), critical thinking (75%). Furthermore, many departments surpass the required 
State-mandated learning objectives by also indicating learning objectives in other general 
areas, such as ethics, team skills, experiential learning, and lifelong learning. 
 
Additionally, the UW can track methods of assessment that can be connected with 
campus resources and faculty development initiatives. For example, in the most recent 
reports, in addition to using course evaluations and classroom assessment techniques: 
 

• 75% of departments used exit surveys of graduating seniors 

• Capstone or capstone-like experiences were used by 61% of departments 

• 23% of departments asked their students to offer self-assessments and/or 
reflections 

• Departments also frequently used focus groups, interviews, or other forms of 
conversations with students to identify what students had learned and what they 
believed was working in the major, as well as those areas that needed 
improvement or attention 

• Other methods used to evaluate student learning in the majors included employer 
surveys, student self-assessment, and focused study of student performance 

The biennial assessment reports serve a wide range of assessment purposes and help the 
institution track where and how assessment is occurring across campus.  
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Mission of the College of Arts & Sciences  (June 7, 1999) 
As the intellectual core of the University of Washington, the College of Arts & Sciences discovers, preserves and transmits fundamental knowledge in the arts, humanities, natural and social sciences.  
 
Discovery lies at the heart of our enterprise. Our faculty, with the active participation of our graduate and undergraduate students, continuously expand the frontiers of knowledge through research, 
scholarly interpretation and creative production.  
 
The College provides a liberal arts education in a research university with rich opportunities to explore our cultural and natural worlds. Our students learn to think rationally, creatively and critically; to 
communicate clearly, correctly, and persuasively; to gather and interpret data; and to engage the arguments of others with understanding and respect. These skills and intellectual attributes form the 
foundation for a lifetime of learning and a thriving democracy.  
 
The College plays a vital role in the cultural, economic and public life of local, national and international communities. We prepare our students to become leaders in an increasingly diverse society.  
 

MAP OF DEPARTMENTAL LEARNING OBJECTIVES TO COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES LEARNING OBJECTIVES 

Department 

 

Well-
articulated or 

Emerging 
Learning 

Objectives for 
Majors 

 

Content: 

“Discovers, 
preserves and 

transmits 
fundamental 
knowledge in 

the arts, 
humanities, 
natural and 

social 
sciences.” 

Critical 
Thinking/ 
Problem-
solving:  

“Our 
students 
learn to 
think 

rationally, 
creatively 

and 
critically” 

Writing & Other 
Communi-cation: 

“…to 
communicate 

clearly, 
correctly, and 
persuasively” 

Methodology 
and/or   

Research :  

“…to gather 
and interpret 
data” 

 

Quantitative 
Reasoning:  

 

“…to 
gather and 
interpret 

data” 

Information  
Technology   
& Literacy: 

“…to 
gather 
and 
interpret 
data” 

 

Diversity: 

“We prepare 
our students 
to become 
leaders in an 
increasingly 
diverse 
society.”  

Other: 

 
“…to 

engage 
the 

arguments 
of others 

with 
under-

standing 
and 

respect.”  

Participated 
in the 

College of 
Arts and 
Sciences 
Learning 
Initiative 

Biology            
+ 

        Ethics  
Chemistry/ 

Biochemistry 
          

Classics           
Communication+           

Comparative 
History of Ideas 

          
Comparative 

Literature 
          

Dance             
+ 

        Risk-taking  
Digital Arts         Creativity  

+ = Examples of well-developed, disciplinary learning objectives 

Office of Educational Assessment, 2008
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The College of Arts & Sciences’ Learning Initiative 
 
It is well known that, nationally, departments in colleges of arts and sciences identify 
learning objectives and methods for assessing them later than do departments in 
professional schools and colleges, and the UW is no exception. While the UW’s nursing 
and engineering programs, for example, have long had learning objectives for majors, 
methods for assessing them, and results that they present to their external accrediting 
bodies, only a few departments in the College of Arts & Sciences had even discussed 
learning objectives at the time of our Decennial Accreditation review in 2003. Getting 
colleges of arts and sciences to participate in assessment is crucial, because most students 
earn degrees in such colleges. At the UW, for example, more than 70% of all 
undergraduate majors are in Arts & Sciences departments. 
 
The number of students served by College of Arts & Sciences departments has required 
the UW to focus its assessment efforts in the College since the 2003 Decennial 
Accreditation Review recommended that the UW “accelerate its efforts” to set “learning 
objectives for all students and measure their progress toward those objectives.”  This 
decision was fortuitous, because then Dean of Arts & Sciences, David Hodge, was about 
to launch a comprehensive effort named The Learning Initiative, whose dual purposes 
were to help departments identify and assess both course-based and departmental 
learning objectives for students and to help Arts & Sciences faculty infuse their courses 
with inquiry-driven, active learning approaches. Obviously, these two purposes were 
linked: many learning objectives demand active learning strategies. 
 
The Learning Initiative, begun in 2004, has funded projects in 32 of its 41 academic 
majors—about 80% of Arts & Sciences departments—with money from its own budget 
and additional funding from the Provost. Projects have been both large and small, 
including a focus on adding learning objectives and active-learning assignments to a 
single gateway course to portfolio-based assessment of learning in the major. Examples 
of the range of projects funded by the Learning Initiative include: 
 

• A series of focus groups on learning objectives in Psychology, which led to an 
agreed-upon set of objectives for learning in the major, followed by an interactive 
website where Psychology faculty can identify and discuss learning objectives for 
courses in the major and a curricular map linking course objectives to 
departmental objectives 

• A piloted electronic portfolio in Dance, which had to be revised because students 
demanded a greater role in identifying their own objectives for learning; the 
existing process has been replaced with a more open form of assessment and a 
second pilot to determine if this process provides the department with clear 
information on learning in the major 

• Identification of learning objectives for Sociology, followed by a focus on the 
objective of writing that has included a review of the syllabi of courses requiring 
writing 
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• Two longitudinal departmental studies modeled after the UW Study of 
Undergraduate Learning, one just beginning in Sociology, and one completed in 
Geography (http://depts.washington.edu/geog/undergrad_exec_summary.pdf)  

• A successful portfolio assessment process in which faculty reviewing portfolios 
learned that the path of learning in the major was different than they had imagined 
(http://depts.washington.edu/geog/ undergrad_ portfolios.pdf). 

• Development of new capstone courses in Women Studies and Astronomy 

• Development of a set of new gateway courses with shared learning objectives in 
Anthropology 

• A total of 175 courses, 8,800 students, 61 participating faculty, and 100 non-
participating faculty (who joined departmentally-offered seminars by the faculty 
who did participate) affected by faculty taking the “4 X 4 writing workshops” of 
John Webster, Director, College of Arts & Sciences’ writing program. 

More and more over the years, the College has funded projects that focus on identifying 
learning objectives for majors, developing ways to assess those objectives, and 
implementing those methods. Some 13 departments have received funding for work at 
the department level; often funding is provided for more than one year, as departments 
learn that it takes time for faculty to come to a consensus on learning in the major and 
that some methods of assessing learning work better than others for specific departments 
and their objectives. A recent report to Interim Dean Ron Irving on the 2007 Learning 
Initiative gives a clear picture of the flavor and range of this work (Appendix A-3).  
 
The College has supported the Learning Initiative not only with funding, but also with 
hands-on assistance to departments. Assistant Dean Paul LePore has overseen the project 
since its inception. In addition, the College has supported experts on discipline-based 
assessment from the Office of Educational Assessment so they can work on-call and side-
by-side with faculty and departments on their projects and has hired a College Writing 
Director who offers workshops on writing to groups of faculty from departments as well 
as to individuals. John Webster works with faculty on writing in Arts & Sciences in 
response to task force recommendations that identified writing as a learning priority for 
most College departments. 
 
The power of the Learning Initiative to advance the UW’s progress toward departmental 
assessment of the learning of all undergraduates is evident in two ways. First, since 2002, 
when Undergraduate Academic Affairs started tracking departmental learning objectives, 
the number of departments with learning objectives increased about 300%—from about 
28% of departments having clearly-defined or emerging objectives in 2002 to 88% in 
2008.  
 
Second, and perhaps more important for sustainability, the tenor of the conversation 
about learning objectives has changed. The resistance reported by many institutions 
embarking on ambitious plans such as the College’s, and that was seen in the old SLO 
process, appears to have disappeared. We believe that this climate change is the result of 
the College’s two messages to departments engaged in this work: first, that the reason to 
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embark on these processes is that they help departments ground curricular decisions in 
evidence and they improve student learning in the majors, and second, that each 
department must identify the objectives and methods of assessment that fit departmental 
culture, size, needs, and students—there is no template. These two messages have created 
a level of trust between departments and administrators advancing assessment work. 
 
Longitudinal Studies of Undergraduate Learning in the Disciplines 
 
Another new approach to assessment is the translation of the UW SOUL to departments, 
to give them a detailed view of whether, how, and where students are learning the 
objectives that faculty in those departments identify for their undergraduates. Two 
departments have been involved in such studies since 2003. With funding from the Office 
of Educational Assessment and the College of Arts & Sciences, the Geography 
Department completed the first departmental longitudinal study of undergraduate 
learning—Geography SOUL—that led to two reports. The first is a report on the study’s 
results and illustrates the unprecedented depth and wealth of information provided to 
departments from such a study 
(http://depts.washington.edu/geog/undergrad_exec_summary.pdf). The second is a report 
of a portfolio assessment process that used both portfolios from the Geography SOUL 
and from a capstone course to evaluate student learning in the major 
(http://depts.washington.edu/geog/undergrad_portfolios.pdf). This second report shows 
how departmental assumptions about how the curriculum operates can be challenged with 
performance-based evidence and reflection from majors. It also shows how such 
information can be fed back into curriculum design. A second department—Sociology—
began its own longitudinal study of undergraduate learning in winter quarter, 2008. 
 
Instruction to Faculty on Learning Objectives 
 
In fall 2003, just after the Decennial Review, the Fall Provost’s Workshops included the 
first workshop offered by faculty at the UW on identifying course-based learning 
objectives and measuring them. This workshop, jointly conducted by a faculty member in 
Biology and a staff member in the Office of Educational Assessment, filled immediately 
with faculty from across the curriculum, including those working in graduate and 
professional programs. The following year, the workshop filled again. 
 
Since then, the UW has offered several workshops to faculty that focus on identifying 
and using learning objectives in their courses. Two recently offered workshops have 
focused on designing multiple-choice exams and assignments that help faculty assess 
how well students are meeting faculty objectives for student learning. Both of these 
workshops have had waiting lists of faculty eager to learn how better to connect the 
content of their courses with their learning objectives for undergraduates. 
 
In addition, longer faculty development workshops offered by the UW’s Teaching 
Academy—Faculty Fellows, Institute for Teaching Excellence, and the Large Lecture 
Collegium—all include instruction in designing and assessing learning objectives for 
undergraduate courses. Finally, as noted previously, John Webster’s workshops on 



 23

writing (the College of Arts & Sciences’ “4 X 4 workshops”) bring several faculty 
members from at least four departments together to learn about ways to integrate writing 
into courses across the curriculum. 
 
These faculty development efforts are targeted at helping the UW meet Recommendation 
2 from the Decennial Accreditation Review. 
   
Curricular Review 
 
Curricular review is a regular and time-consuming part of departmental assessment work 
at the UW. As noted previously, the departmental summaries in the Assessment in the 
Majors chart include descriptions of recent changes in the curricula of departmental 
majors. Departments have shown they are taking the data they generate from assessments 
of student learning seriously. This is evidenced by that fact that all but one of the 
departments reported significant curricular changes, and many of the departments 
connected these changes to information gathered in their assessment of learning 
processes. 
 
All of the assessment information departments collect, and the learning objectives 
departments have defined and articulated, are publicly available on the websites above. In 
addition, the University is working with every department to ensure that this information 
is also posted on departmental websites.  
 
Surveys 
 
In addition to these assessment methods used by departments, the UW administers the 
National Survey of Student Engagement, and the OEA provides information to all 
departments summarizing results of its surveys of seniors and graduates, one, five, and 
ten years after graduation. OEA provides programs with a departmental breakdown of 
survey results for graduates one year after graduating, as well as overall UW results. 
(http://www.washington.edu/oea/reports/student_alumni_surveys.html). In addition, the 
Office of Educational Assessment’s course evaluation system is recognized as one of the 
best in the nation. In fact, nearly 70 other colleges and universities across the country use 
the OEA system. OEA provides evaluation reports on classes to faculty, as well as 
quarterly, annual, and five-year reports to departments and Deans on course evaluation 
results.  
 
English Department’s Freshman Composition Portfolio Review Process 
 
Biennial assessment reports, detailed above, show that 82% of the departments reporting 
learning objectives include writing effectively as one of their learning objectives, and 
effective written communication is one of the State-mandated learning objectives for 
four-year colleges and universities, as well. The first step in creating strong writers is 
often the freshman composition course that most students are required to take at the UW 
for general education. 
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Since the 2003 10-year accreditation review, the University of Washington’s Expository 
Writing Program (EWP)has developed a portfolio-based assessment system for 
evaluating student writing in composition courses. The portfolio system is linked to 
learning outcomes for English 104/105, 111, 121, and 131. Students must complete one 
of these courses to fulfill their composition requirement. The majority of 
undergraduates—approximately 2,300 per year—take English 131 to fulfill this 
requirement. In addition, 2,000 undergraduates take English 104/105, 111 and 121. Often 
students take these composition courses as one of the courses that comprise their 
Freshman Interest Groups. 
 
In 2004-05, under the guidance of new director, Dr. Anis Bawarshi, the UW’s EWP 
identified and defined four major learning outcomes for English 104/105, 111, 121, 131. 
These outcomes helped provide a coherent and flexible curricular structure; a shared 
vocabulary not only for generating and assessing student writing, but also for 
encouraging student self-reflection and assessment; and a means for articulating EWP 
objectives to the university and public. Dr. Bawarshi then created grading guidelines for 
graduate student instructors based on the outcomes and a portfolio assessment process for 
English 104/105, 111, 121, and 131 that specified: 
 

• The range of long and short writing assignments to be sequenced in the courses to 
help students practice and demonstrate the outcomes 

• The number and kinds of selected writing assignments to include in the student’s 
end-of-course portfolio 

• The reflective essay/self-assessment assignment to be included in the portfolio, 
which asks students to explain, with evidence, how their selected writing 
collectively demonstrates the outcomes 

• A scoring rubric for student portfolios and guidelines closely based on the 
learning outcomes developed for the courses  

EWP instructors are required to: 
 

• Include the outcomes in their syllabi 

• Generate assignments and activities that encourage student inquiry and writing in 
ways that identify and target the outcomes 

• Assess student portfolios using the portfolio rubric 

• Attend a training workshop prior to their first quarter of teaching that introduces 
the outcomes and portfolio assessment, and allows instructors to design their own 
assignment sequences in relation to the outcomes 

• Enroll in a pedagogy seminar during their first quarter of teaching where they 
read, reflect on, and assess their teaching practices 

• Attend a session during finals week of their first quarter, in which they use the 
portfolio rubric to norm the scoring of a sample of portfolios collected that quarter 
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and air disagreements among raters, so that instructors can arrive at consensus 
about scoring issues 

 
Instructors then evaluate the portfolios of their students, and Dr. Bawarshi reviews the 
results, adjusting the EWP curricula and instructor training accordingly. Dr. Bawarshi 
also monitors all EWP instructor syllabi to make sure that they included the learning 
outcomes for students, information about portfolio assessment, and the scoring rubric to 
be used in that assessment to ensure that the major component of students’ course grade 
(70%) is based on students’ ability to demonstrate the course outcomes.  
 
Most recently, in 2007, Dr. Bawarshi and his assistant directors created a textbook for the 
EWP courses that uses the course outcomes as its organizing principle. In the next few 
years, Dr. Bawarshi plans to develop and conduct a process for faculty evaluation of how 
well the EWP courses are meeting their learning objectives for students based on a 
review of a random selection of students’ course portfolios. 
 
Campus Compass 
 
In addition, with an eye toward the future, the University is currently discussing other 
methods for communicating learning objectives and assessment information to current 
and prospective students that would allow them to search (from a central university 
website with dynamic search capabilities) all majors. This site could also allow students 
to search for majors by selecting from a list of common learning objectives (e.g., a 
student interested in writing would select that word and see the departments that list this 
objective). 
 
BOTHELL CAMPUS 
 
What follows is a program-by-program description of the manner in which learning 
outcomes for students are defined on the Bothell campus. 
 
Since 2003, UW Bothell has undertaken a number of significant developments. In 2005, 
the Washington State legislature passed House Bill 2707, empowering UW Bothell to 
become a four-year undergraduate institution. As a result, UW Bothell added its 
inaugural freshman class of just over 140 students in 2006. The size of the freshman class 
has increased each year, with an expected 250 entering freshmen for the fall of 2008.  
 
In order to provide a coherent and exciting educational program for these new students, 
UW Bothell faculty developed the “Discovery Core,” a yearlong sequence of team-taught 
courses required of all entering freshmen. The Discovery Core First Year Learning Goals 
were designed to encourage students, faculty, and staff to practice ever more effective 
forms of learning. Emerging from UW Bothell’s central values of transformative 
learning, engaged scholarship, and the fostering of an inclusive culture, the goals are 
shaped to create the context for understanding the many traditions that converge at UW 
Bothell, to support the creation of knowledge, and to shape new social practices. In the 
context of progressively more challenging questions, problems, projects, and standards 
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for performance, the Discovery Core enables students to focus together on exploring 
these goals. The Discover Core sequence culminates in a final quarter in which students 
create a portfolio, engage in research, and participate in experiential learning in areas 
such as entrepreneurship, conservation, citizenship across borders, or the award-winning 
Space Huskies program in collaboration with local elementary schools. 
 
Parallel with the launch of the freshmen program, UW Bothell instituted an assessment 
plan to insure that the learning goals articulated for the entering class were being met and 
to provide adequate feedback for continued program development and improvement. The 
six purposes of the Assessment Plan included:  
  

1. Improve recruitment and admission  
 
2. Improve program planning  

 
3. Improve student retention and advising 

 
4. Assess and improve the quality of the student experience 

 
5. Assess and improve student learning 

 
6. Assess the outcomes and impacts of attendance at UW Bothell 

 
Surveys were done of freshmen, their families, and those students who were admitted but 
declined acceptance. Combined with analyses of application and student data, the 
assessment plan indicated that students expressed greatest satisfaction about their 
learning environment, small classes, and the individual attention they received from 
instructors. National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) benchmarks and 
comparisons affirm these survey responses, with freshmen responses exceeding selected 
and Carnegie peers in all of the following categories: academic achievement, active and 
collaborative learning, student-faculty interactions, and supportive campus environment. 
Retention rates of 89% provide additional positive feedback for the campus.  
 
Continued assessment of all student experiences is an important part of UW Bothell’s 
development. A new Office of Institutional Research is being piloted in 2007-08, with an 
anticipated permanent institutional investment in the 2008-09 academic year. Other 
institutional investments include the creation in 2006-07 of an Office of Research, 
designed to support and enhance the development of UW Bothell research activities. 
With this office has come a greater emphasis on the institutional development of research 
centers and institutes. Several new research centers are being added to UW Bothell in the 
2007-08 academic year. In keeping with UW Bothell’s strong commitment to community 
engagement, centers that collaborate with community partners are particularly 
encouraged. 
 
Much of the campus’s energy in its early years has been devoted, by necessity, to the 
development of academic programs. New academic programs added since 2003 are 
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discussed below in individual program sections. One of the consistent responses from 
student surveys has been a desire to see increased majors and courses offered at UW 
Bothell, particularly in areas such as science and engineering. Consequently, several new 
initiatives are taking place that will enhance the number of degrees and course offerings 
for students. Most notably, a Task Force has been appointed to make recommendations 
for the development of STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) 
degrees. Resources have been identified for the 2008-09 academic year to begin 
development of these degrees and to hire a significant cohort of STEM faculty. In 
addition, a new academic planning process has been implemented that will guide new 
resource investments over the next 10 years. Particular attention is being paid in this 
process to developing academic programs that respond to student and market interests. 
 
With the addition of freshmen and, now, sophomore classes, UW Bothell has begun to 
focus increasingly on providing the kinds of student experiences that are expected at a 
four-year campus. To emphasize these developments, the Office of Student Life was 
formally separated in 2008 from the Office of Student Affairs to become an independent 
entity headed by an Assistant Vice Chancellor. This office is charged with enhancing 
student life and student development at UW Bothell and with improving the overall 
campus climate for students. A new committee was established in 2007 by the Chancellor 
to respond to student requests for improvements; one of the first items that has been 
implemented is the development of a fitness center, which will be ready by the fall of 
2008. 
 
UW Bothell has also begun to respond to student interests for program delivery in areas 
away from the central campus in Bothell. For example, a new Nursing Program cohort 
was added in 2007 in the Mount Vernon area, north of Everett. Additional off-site 
programs are being explored in other areas where students have indicated strong interest 
for off-site degrees, such as Bellevue and Redmond. With these additional opportunities 
come the challenges of providing adequate student support in off-site locations, 
particularly to insure student access to library and academic support facilities. Active 
engagement with the Director of the UW Bothell Libraries and Academic Support 
Services has been a key component of off-site program development. 
 
Business 
 
Since 2003, the Business Program at UW Bothell can show accomplishments in five 
major areas: 
  

1. Created, in 2004, the Business Program Advisory Council consisting of prominent 
business leaders in our service region. The Council has since grown to 22 
members representing large employers, medium-sized companies, and startups 

 
2. Created, in 2004, a new Concentration for undergraduate Business majors in 

Management Information Systems (MIS). Business majors who choose the MIS 
Concentration take two required classes in the Business Program, two required 
classes in Computing and Software Systems (CSS), and an elective that can be 
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from either program. Placement of graduates has been excellent, with some of our 
brightest students choosing the MIS Concentration 

 
3. In 2006, completely revamped the curriculum in the MBA Program. The new 

program features greater breadth of topic coverage and a higher degree of 
integration of functional business areas within and across courses. It also begins 
with a three-day retreat focusing on leadership, teamwork, and decision-making 

 
4. In 2006, created the Business Development Center in partnership with Cascadia, 

Shoreline, Edmonds, and Everett Community Colleges and Lake Washington 
Technical College. The Center helps students and faculty connect with small 
businesses in our region through classroom consulting projects and one-on-one 
business counseling. It is funded entirely through external donations 

 
5. In fall of 2008, a new study option in Accounting for undergraduate Business 

majors was launched. We have thus far hired two new faculty members in 
accounting and expect to hire at least two more this year or next. Early indications 
are that student demand for the option will be robust 

  
Computing and Software Systems 
 
The Computing and Software Systems (CSS) program currently offers two undergraduate 
degrees (BS and BA) and has approval to offer an MS. The curriculum for the BS 
program is a blend of computer science, software engineering, information systems, and 
technology management. The goal is to effectively educate students for both immediate 
and lifelong success in our changing society. Faculty members work closely with, and are 
responsive to, the needs of students, the technology base and communities of the Puget 
Sound region, and the citizens of the State of Washington. 

The core competencies targeted in the BS in CSS curriculum are: 

• Analysis and Problem Solving: Information gathering, efficiency, systematic and 
critical thinking, thoroughness, creativity, and learning by doing 

• Interpersonal Skills: Collaboration and team building, leadership, writing, 
speaking, and managing change and uncertainty 

• Management Skills: Project management, project administration, risk 
management, and user orientation 

• General Business, Social & Technical:  Business case justification, technology 
evaluation and selection, process reengineering, information technology standards 
and compliance, mathematical principles and techniques, general software 
systems, social implications of science and technology, and technical writing 

• Applications Programming: Requirements definition and analysis, software 
development life cycle, functional design, presentation tools, testing, 
implementation, programming, process/event/data modeling, collaborative 
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programming techniques, CASE, prototyping, object-oriented programming, and 
quality assurance 

• Infrastructure/Operations: Technology integration, client-server computing, 
hardware architecture, performance measurement and tuning, operating systems, 
networks, systems administration, and technical training and support 

• Information Engineering: Internet applications development, electronic data 
interchange, knowledge-based systems and artificial intelligence, visual design, 
database design, and information management 

The Master of Science in Computing and Software Systems (CSS) was approved in the 
2003 autumn quarter and will be offered as soon as funding becomes available. This 
degree is intended for individuals who are either in career transition or already have a 
bachelor's degree in computer science or CSS. The master's program is unique in that 
many of the career transition applicants already have a specialization in some application 
domain, such as biotechnology, aerospace, finance, or even history. Individuals with a BS 
in Computer Science or a BS in CSS would choose to pursue the MS in CSS to obtain an 
in-depth area of specialization that will further their educational and professional goals. 
Individuals with education and practical experience in other fields would pursue the MS 
in CSS in order to transition to a software-related career or to learn how to apply 
computing and software systems methods, tools, and concepts in their chosen domain of 
specialization. 
 
The Bachelor of Arts in Applied Computing (BA in AC) degree was offered starting in 
the autumn of 2007. This degree fills a regional community and industry need for well-
educated computer science majors that have specialized knowledge across a wide range 
of knowledge domains (e.g., business, biotechnology, health sciences, education, the arts 
and other social/public service sectors) and provides an opportunity for students who are 
interested in the application of computing technologies to specialty areas of their own 
choice. The program’s design is based on the core curriculum that has been offered as 
part of the BS in CSS degree for approximately 12 years. Fundamental differences 
between the new BA in AC degree and the older BS in CSS include:   
 

• A requirement to complete a minor area of study (or approved discipline-specific 
course of study other than computing) 

 
• A course that integrates hardware architecture and operating systems with a focus 

on application rather than theory  
 

• A senior seminar course that requires students to conduct computing-related 
research within their minor area of study 

 
• A reduced emphasis on computer science programming theory with increased 

emphasis on applying systems thinking to problems within their minor area of 
study 
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Education Program 
 
The Minor in Education, which was approved in the spring of 1999, is intended to help 
students develop broad perspectives on the purposes and forms of education and 
schooling. It consists of 25 credits of coursework related to the following themes: 
 

• Education in a Democratic Society 
 
• Knowing and Learning 

 
• Children, Youth and Their Families 

 
• Racial, Ethnic, Cultural and Gender Diversity 

 
Students who are interested in pursuing teacher certification and who are admitted to the 
UW Bothell’s Teacher Certification Extended Program may apply 16 credits of specified 
coursework within the minor towards their certification requirements. 
 
In the spring of 2001, the State Board of Education approved UW Bothell’s Professional 
Certificate (Pro Cert) Program. The Pro Cert Program enables teachers holding the first-
level Residency Teacher certificate to advance to the second-level Professional Teacher 
Certificate. Teachers usually enroll in a Pro Cert Program after the first two years of 
teaching and may pursue this certificate while enrolled in the UW Bothell M.Ed. Program 
or in the stand-alone Pro Cert Program. The UW Bothell Professional Certificate 
Program seeks qualified individuals who are committed to: 
 

• Making a difference in the lives of students through teaching and advocacy 
 

• Improving schools that serve all children well 
 

• Advancing their professional growth and development 
 

• Engaging in collaborative growth with other candidates 
 
A Secondary Teacher Certification M.Ed. Program with endorsements in Biology, 
Mathematics, and English Language Arts was instituted fall of 2007. Pending approval 
from the Professional Standards Board, endorsements in history and social studies will be 
added to the Secondary Program in the fall of 2009. The Secondary Teacher Certification 
M.Ed. students take courses that are designed to foster their professional expertise and 
state-of-the art knowledge in pedagogy, curriculum, teacher leadership, multiculturalism, 
and cross-curricular literacy. They complete three core courses that are focused on: 
 

• Examination of research methodologies and the generation of research questions 
 



 31

• The use of multicultural education as a theoretical foundation for examining the 
ways in which students' biographical journeys, values, and beliefs influence the 
questions they raise and the framing of those questions 

 
• Organizational change and school reform as well as the responsibilities of 

professional leadership related to educational change 
 
Nursing Program 

 
In 1992, the RN to BSN completion program was transitioned from UW Seattle’s School 
of Nursing to both of the newer UW campuses at Bothell and Tacoma. Since then, the 
nursing programs on all three UW campuses have maintained joint accreditation with the 
Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education (CCNE) with an upcoming accreditation 
visit planned for the spring of 2009. As a result of joint accreditation, strong collaborative 
nursing relationships are required across the three campuses. This includes ongoing 
monthly meetings of the Tri-Campus Nursing Leadership Council and tri-campus faculty 
representation on the BSN and MN Curriculum Committees. As stated previously, while 
nursing shares a common “curriculum” across our three campuses, faculty members are 
hired, promoted and tenured on our individual campuses of Bothell, Seattle and Tacoma.  
 
Between 1992 and 2007, the UW Bothell nursing program trained and graduated over 
1,100 community college- or diploma-prepared nurses with BSN education, most of who 
continue to live in and work within our communities. The strength of our RN to BSN 
program is built on partnerships with area community and technical colleges as well as 
with our practice colleagues. Through these innovative partnerships, we continue to 
enhance access to baccalaureate education for working nurses in our region. Several 
examples illustrate these partnerships. For example, the UW Bothell Nursing program 
provided RN-BSN access to a cohort of students in Port Angeles (2000-2002) through 
UW Tools for Transformation funds. In 2003, we successfully partnered with Children’s 
Hospital and Regional Medical Center (CHRMC) along with the King County Workforce 
Development Council to provide access to our RN-BSN students for a cohort of CHRMC 
staff nurses without baccalaureate degrees. Just this fall, we were able to launch an RN-
BSN cohort in Mount Vernon to better serve our northern counties, which would not 
have been possible without strong support from area community and technical college 
nursing program partners (Everett Community College, Skagit Valley College, Whatcom 
Community College and Bellingham Technical College) and area hospitals (St. Joseph’s 
Hospital, Skagit Valley Hospital, United General and Island Hospital).  
 
In 1996, a Master of Nursing (MN) was approved and ultimately funded in 2002. Since 
admitting the first graduate cohort of MN students in fall 2002, we have successfully 
graduated 69 students. Of these, more than half have been employed as educators in area 
nursing programs including Everett, Shoreline, Bellevue, Skagit, North Seattle and 
Seattle Central Community Colleges; Bellingham and Renton Technical Colleges; 
Northwest University; Seattle Pacific University; and the University of Washington, 
Seattle. In 2005, Congressman Jay Inslee approached the UW Bothell Nursing program 
for proposals to support our efforts. We suggested a consortium to further strengthen our 
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relationships with partner community or technical college nursing programs and a focus 
of providing MN scholarships to those interested in future faculty positions with our 
partner schools. For three subsequent years, Congressman Inslee supported this initiative 
by soliciting additional support from Senators Maria Cantwell and Patty Murray. In early 
2008 we were informed that our proposal was included in the federal budget (for 
$200,000)—money that will be used to forward this initiative. 
 
Pre-licensure nursing education in the State of Washington is based in 25 community or 
technical college associate degree programs, two public universities, and six private 
universities. The newer University of Washington campuses of Bothell and Tacoma do 
not provide pre-licensure BSN education but instead provide access to one of the largest 
and most highly esteemed RN to BSN programs in the state. The importance of this is 
based on the fact that more than twice as many newly registered nurses graduate from 
pre-licensure RN programs in our community or technical colleges than in our public and 
private universities combined. For example, in 2005-2006 over 1,400 new associate 
degree nurses graduating from community or technical college nursing programs, in 
contrast to slightly over 650 baccalaureate or master’s degree nurses graduating from our 
public or private university programs. That same year 209 RN to BSN graduated in the 
state with 94 (45%) graduating from the UW Bothell program, which is one of six such 
programs in the state.  
 
Furthermore, the nursing practice community is acknowledging the benefits of having a 
greater percentage of BSN prepared staff and encouraging their nurses to continue their 
education. As a result, the need for access to the high quality RN-BSN education that we 
offer at UW Bothell is expected to remain high in the next five to 10 years. A key to our 
success has been the development of credible collaborative relationships with our area 
community or technical college nursing programs, made possible in part through the 
Council of Nursing Education in Washington State (CNEWS). This organization includes 
directors and deans of every nursing program in the state ranging from practical nursing 
(PN) to associate degree (ADN), BSN, MN, and doctoral programs in Washington State. 
Since 1999, the CNEWS has endorsed articulation across programs and, as of 2008, UW 
Bothell Nursing has established 12 formal articulation agreements with area nursing 
programs to facilitate seamless transition from the associate degree in nursing programs 
to our RN-BSN completion.  
 
In 2007, the CNEWS unanimously endorsed two critical positions related to preparing an 
adequately educated and competent nursing workforce for our state. The first recognized 
the importance of multiple educational pathways into nursing practice, and the second 
recognized that the baccalaureate degree (or higher) was the optimal education to assure 
the highest quality of nursing care for the citizens of our state. Both positions have been 
incorporated into the Master Plan for Nursing Education in Washington State, which will 
be submitted to the legislature in March of 2008. It is important to note that this goal is 
not intended to eliminate the many outstanding associate degree nursing programs in our 
state but to strengthen associate degree nursing as the beginning pathway to the ultimate 
goal of the BSN. We are aware that many of these students would not be successful 
without the remedial work and college preparation courses that are typically not offered 
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at universities but are at the community or technical colleges. This position further 
reasons that the citizens of our state will be best served through strong linkages between 
community or technical colleges and RN-BSN completion programs such as the one at 
UW Bothell. As a result, the need for a program such as ours, which supports RN-BSN 
completion and prepares students for graduate opportunities, is uniquely positioned for 
continued service and probable expansion in our region and state.  
 
The State of Washington is experiencing an increasing shortage of practicing nurses that 
reflects similar national and global concerns. Nursing programs across the state have 
increased enrollments by 78% (BSN) to 81% (ADN) between 2002-2006 (Nursing Care 
Quality Assurance Commission: Statistics and Summary and Trends Analysis, 2007). 
However, there are limits to future enrollment expansion posed by the emergent shortage 
of nursing faculty and sharply limited capacity for additional clinical placement sites, an 
essential element for any RN degree completion. The continuing need for the UW Bothell 
Nursing program include: 
 

• Associate Degree nursing graduates outnumber Baccalaureate graduates from pre-
licensure programs in Washington State. For example in 2005-06, there were 
1,447 newly licensed nurses prepared through community/technical college 
programs in contrast to 666 from four year public/private universities 

 
• UW Bothell Nursing is the northern-most baccalaureate-nursing program in the 

Northern Puget Sound and launched an RN-BSN cohort in Mount Vernon in 
2007-08 with over 30 students. This initiative was strongly supported by our 
community college nursing colleagues (Everett Community College, Skagit 
Valley College, Whatcom Community College and Bellingham Technical 
College) as well as nursing practice colleagues (Providence-Everett Medical 
Center, St. Joseph’s Medical Center, Skagit Valley Hospital, United General 
Hospital and Island Hospital) 

 
• UW Bothell Nursing has been highlighted as a critical need in Snohomish, Island 

and Skagit Counties (SIS Report) and included in the Governor’s 2008-09 
Supplemental Budget and legislative proposals for the UW North Sound start-up 

 
• Our MN program with its strong emphasis on nursing education has, and will, 

continue to address the critical nursing faculty shortages faced by our 
community/technical college partner programs. Although our first MN cohort 
graduated in 2004, over half of our current 68 MN alumni are in current nursing 
faculty positions. 

 



 34

RN-BSN Student Learning Outcomes and Program Effectiveness 
 
The primary way we have been assessing student-learning outcomes has traditionally 
been through the course, BNURS 495 (Senior Portfolio). This one credit course is 
completed during the final quarter of nursing core courses. Completion of this 
requirement involves each student engaging in a structured reflection on their personal 
and professional development during their program of study with respect to three specific 
domains: critical thinking, oral and written communication, and application of theory to 
practice. This process is then documented with a portfolio that includes a critical self-
reflective essay that highlights and documents their growth in achieving the program’s 
terminal objectives, a commentary on their growth relative to their initial application goal 
statement, and examples of papers to demonstrate their growth. In 2007-08 we initiated 
an incoming orientation survey to evaluate students’ anticipated needs and quarterly self-
assessed student progress reports to supplement the Senior Portfolio as a final outcome 
measure. Program effectiveness is evaluated through annual alumni surveys. 
 

MN Student Learning Outcomes and Program Effectiveness 
 

We measure MN student learning outcomes and program effectiveness in a number of 
ways including a public presentation of MN scholarly projects and a final exam. At that 
same time, students complete an exit survey (Graduate End-of-Program Evaluation 
Form) and the supervisory committee chair completes an MN student evaluation tool 
(MN Program Evaluation: Scholarly Inquiry Scale). Program effectiveness is also 
evaluated through annual alumni surveys and tracking of graduate placements. 
 
With the admission of its first freshman class in autumn 2006, UW Bothell began its 
transition from an upper division/graduate education focus to a full four-year institution. 
During 2006-07 the Nursing Program began a strategic planning process to specifically 
examine academic program planning to contribute to the transition. Mandated by the 
program director but championed through a faculty lead, the program has examined its 
current strengths and begun planning for future growth over the next five to 10 years. 
This planning began with revisiting our mission statement and engaging in a subsequent 
revision process that was completed in January 2008. The resulting curricular and 
academic strategic plan includes the following components:  
 

• Implementation and evaluation of Mount Vernon Cohort (2007-08) 
 
• Assessment of need for a downtown RN-BSN cohort 

 
• BA in Health Studies 

 
• RN to MN pathway 

 
• Development of MN specialty track options 

 
• Preparation of Academic Program Review (2008) and CCNE Accreditation Review (2009) 
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• Development of a systematic program evaluation plan 

 
During 2007-2008, the UW Bothell Nursing Program requested specific consultation 
support from Art Haines (University Consulting Alliance and Principal with Integral 
Strategy Group) to help us with this strategic planning. His efforts began with facilitating 
a fall retreat that resulted in core priorities for the 2007-2009 biennium with a strong 
emphasis on moving strategic planning forward.  
 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences 

 
The name of the major for the Bachelor of Arts was changed from Liberal Studies to 
Interdisciplinary Studies (IAS) in winter quarter of 2003. IAS students earn one of six 
degrees:  
 

• Interdisciplinary Studies: American Studies 
  
• Interdisciplinary Studies: Community Psychology (added in Autumn 

2006) 
 

• Interdisciplinary Studies: Culture Literature and the Arts 
 

• Interdisciplinary Studies: Global Studies 
 

• Interdisciplinary Studies: Society, Ethics, and Human Behavior 
 

• Interdisciplinary Studies: Science, Technology, and the Environment 
 
IAS program-wide learning objectives focus on four areas:  
 

1. Critical Thinking 
 
2. Shared Leadership and Collaboration 

 
3. Interdisciplinary Research 

 
4. Writing and Presentation 

 
These learning objectives are assessed in the context of a portfolio-based process that 
begins with the IAS gateway course (BIS 300: “Interdisciplinary Inquiry”) and concludes 
with the individual student’s senior seminar, thesis, or capstone project. 
 
IAS students can also earn Master of Arts degrees in Cultural Studies (beginning in 2008) 
and Policy Studies. Both degrees are cohort-based and portfolio-based, with a second 
year dedicated to the development of a capstone project. Each focuses on community-
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engaged learning and research in an effort to educate critical practitioners in policy and 
cultural fields.  
 
TACOMA CAMPUS 
 
What follows is a program-by-program description of the manner in which learning 
outcomes for students are defined on the Tacoma campus. 
 
Social Work 
 
The learning outcomes (which we call curricular objectives) are located both in the 
handbook that all students receive in hard copy (as well as being able to access online). 
They are also listed separately online, for the BASW and MSW programs, respectively, 
at:  
 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/social/academics/basw/curriculum_objectives.cfm 
 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/social/academics/msw/about_the_curriculum.cfm 
 
Learning objectives for individual courses are listed in the course syllabi. Some faculty 
members assess the degree to which the learning objectives have been achieved by 
adding them as an addendum on the back of the course evaluation sheet. This then serves 
as the assessment for the course, and individual faculty make adjustments as they see fit 
based on those results (e.g., changing books, keeping or eliminating topics addressed in 
the course). 
 
Curricular objectives are assessed through instruments devised in conjunction with the 
School of Social Work on the Seattle campus. These instruments measure the 
achievement of curricular objectives at the point of graduation for BASW students, and at 
the ends of both the Foundation and Advanced years of the MSW program. These 
assessments are done online via the University’s Catalyst web-tool survey kit and the 
School of Social Work, disaggregating student responses by campus, disseminates the 
results. UW Tacoma also conducts an alumni survey (at two and five years post-
graduation), and an employer survey (every five years) that addresses how well students 
and employers believe graduates are prepared for practice. 
 
All of these assessment activities are planned, and executed, by a bi-campus (i.e., Seattle 
and Tacoma) Assessment Team. Two faculty members from Tacoma collaborate on this 
team with faculty members from Seattle, allowing both campuses to play a direct role in 
the development and implementation of these assessment tools. 
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Nursing 
 
The program objectives for the BSN/MN programs are posted on the nursing website at 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/nursing/prospective_students/bsn/program_goals.cfm 
 
Graduating BSN students are required to submit a portfolio of work completed during the 
student's residency at UW Tacoma. This portfolio includes material that demonstrates 
BSN graduates’ critical thinking, diversity, and nursing therapeutics. 
 
The MN program’s student learning outcomes are posted on the program’s website, at 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/nursing/prospective_students/mn/program_goals.cfm 
 
The MN program began requiring a portfolio of its graduates in the spring of 2007.  
 
UW Tacoma also conducts BSN/MN graduate surveys at one, three and five years post 
graduation. These surveys also address program outcomes. Feedback from the surveys 
and portfolios go to the respective BSN/MN committees and to the faculty as a whole. 
Curriculum development is based upon student and graduate input on these surveys. For 
example, the BSN survey that collected in the summer of 2007 noted a need for more 
theory on conflict resolution and leadership skills. The BSN committee, therefore, was 
charged with restructuring a course (TNURS 412) to include more of this content. 
 
Urban Studies 
 
The student learning objectives for the major in Urban Studies are stated in the student 
handbook, recruiting brochures, and on the website at: 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/urban_studies/academics/ba/program_goals.
cfm 
 
Student learning objectives are assessed via analysis of themes in papers written for 
various courses, and specifically for the capstone course that all students take. Alumni 
surveys have also been used to assess the extent to which the learning objectives are 
achieved. Faculty in the program use information from these assessments to make 
adjustments in the major requirements and in individual courses. 
 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences 
 
The learning objectives for the degree programs in the Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences 
program (IAS) are available on their web pages at Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/ias/ 
 
Since its inception, the IAS program has used student portfolios to assess student 
learning. In addition, student-learning objectives are evaluated in courses via the course 
evaluation form. The faculty members in the program recognize the need to develop a 
more comprehensive assessment plan. They are currently examining the use of the 
portfolio in order to provide systematic assessment of student learning across the 
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program, including a pilot last fall to explore the effectiveness of a rating system for 
portfolios. The faculty is currently having discussions whether to implement this method 
more widely or to use other methods to evaluate portfolios relative to IAS learning 
objectives and objectives. 
 
Business 
 
The faculty in the Milgard School of Business is in the process of evaluating, 
considering, and implementing its assessment procedures. They began the process last 
year in the MBA program 
(http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/business/prospective_students/mba/curriculum.cfm), 
for which they re-considered objectives and designed measures for assessment. The 
faculty analyzes case papers and student survey items throughout the MBA program. The 
faculty also currently uses Comp XM® (http://www.capsim.com/homepage.cfm), a 
widely used capstone competency assessment tool, to assess several student-learning 
outcomes. According to company materials, Comp-XM, the Capstone Competency 
Exam, determines and demonstrates what students have learned. The unique Comp-XM 
examination process uses a business simulation to assess business judgment and 
analytical skills. The question and answer system evolves as students make decisions in 
their business, ensuring a fair, secure and comprehensive testing tool. 
 
Comp-XM can be used near graduation for assurance of learning purposes, or earlier, to 
measure content retention. Comp-XM is unique among exams for two important reasons: 
 

1. Comp-XM tests an individual student’s ability not only to answer 
questions about managing a business, but additionally tests the student’s 
ability to manage the business. Most exams test only the ability to answer 
questions. 

 
2. Comp-XM continues the learning process. As students make decisions in 

Comp-XM, they see results. Most exams merely test what was learned 
previously; they don’t continue to educate. 

 
The development of the undergraduate assessment program is still ongoing. As part of 
their strategic planning process, the faculty refined its undergraduate learning objectives 
(http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/business/prospective_students/baba/). These are still 
under review by the faculty, as are the metrics for assessing the learning objectives. By 
the spring quarter of 2008, the faculty expects to be using the newly developed 
assessment tools.  
  
Institute of Technology 
 
The Institute of Technology has developed an assessment cycle that will be implemented 
this year. The student learning outcomes are not yet posted on line but will be soon. The 
assessment instruments will include alumni surveys, senior exit surveys, course 
assessments, and employer surveys.  
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Education 
 
The Education Program at UW Tacoma (http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/education/) 
uses the learning outcomes that have been specified by Washington State or by national 
organizations (e.g., National Science Teachers Association, the Interstate School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium) to guide program evaluation and assessment. 
 
These agencies provide guidance on the specific outcomes or competencies, as well as 
evaluation criteria and evidence, required for licensing or approval. UW Tacoma uses this 
information to make changes to specific course offerings, content, and sequences. 
 
The Education Program is currently undergoing a revision of its assessment processes; an 
assessment workgroup is charged with, among other things, making recommendations 
regarding learning outcomes for the Education Program. 

 
OTHER NOTABLE EFFORTS 

 
The University has been engaged in several additional efforts around the topic of student 
learning objectives and assessment of student learning. As many of these are truly 
unique, they are worthy of mention here. 
 
UW STUDY OF UNDERGRADUATE LEARNING (SOUL) 
 
In 2007, staff members from the University’s Office of Educational Assessment 
published what is already being considered a groundbreaking study on student learning 
assessment. The book, Inside the Undergraduate Experience:  The University of 
Washington’s Study of Undergraduate Learning (Beyer, Gillmore, and Fisher, 2007; 
Jossey-Bass) makes a major contribution in our understanding of not only how to best 
measure student learning (i.e., using a multiple trait, multiple method approach), but what 
we find out when we do a good assessment of student learning.  
 
The book is based upon findings from the University of Washington’s Study of 
Undergraduate Learning (UW SOUL). UW SOUL was a four-year study conducted from 
fall 1999 to spring 2003. The study longitudinally tracked 304 students as they moved 
through their college experience and focused on six areas of their learning:  writing, 
critical thinking/problem solving, quantitative reasoning, information literacy, 
understanding and appreciating diversity, and personal growth. The purpose of this book 
is to share with faculty, students, parents, and others what the UW SOUL students told us 
about their learning through four years of interviews, surveys, focus groups, and 
submissions of coursework.  
 
UW SOUL had several purposes. First, the study aimed to identify what students learned 
and where they learned it in their undergraduate programs. Second, because their focus 
was assessment, the authors also wanted to identify what helped students learn, as well as 
the obstacles or challenges to learning that they faced. Third, like most undergraduates 
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attending large research universities, UW students are rarely asked to evaluate their own 
experience. Therefore, the study was designed to ascertain what students would say when 
asked to do this kind of reflection. Fourth, the authors wanted to learn what about 
students’ personal development and the role that the university experience plays in that 
growth. All of this was done with the overarching objective of keeping together a group 
of students whose opinions on UW initiatives or current issues could be polled.  
 
In addition to these purposes, the study was created to maintain enough flexibility in its 
design so it could respond to ideas, questions, and directions set by faculty and staff at the 
UW. If a faculty member, for example, had a question that fell within our study purposes, 
we wanted to be able to accommodate her. The authors were able to do this, asking study 
participants questions that came from UW faculty, University Regents, and department 
chairs, as well as from faculty at community colleges. 
 
The study’s major finding is that all areas of student learning are affected by the 
disciplines, particularly those of their majors. Because of this finding and the evidence 
for it presented in the book, the book has played a role in conversations about national 
standardized testing of college seniors. 
 
Perhaps more important, the study has provided specific information to departments and 
administrators about teaching and learning at the UW. The authors have presented results 
on writing, critical thinking, personal growth, quantitative reasoning, and diversity to 
large and small faculty groups, as well as to graduate students and local and regional 
organizations.  
 
In addition, the UW has turned to the results of this study many times, and the University 
is fortunate to have been the source of the data that led to this book. The book provides 
an interesting and useful set of approaches and conclusions that can help better inform 
our path, as it is based upon a solidly designed empirical study that longitudinally follows 
a set of students, thus giving real meaning to the notion of value-added assessment.  
 
Most importantly, however, this book provides a compelling argument, by example, for 
institutions interested in designing a comprehensive study of student learning. The UW 
SOUL approach could be replicated on any campus and, with minimal change to the 
design, would yield results that would be immediately useful and—after four or five 
years—illuminating. It should be noted that several other campuses have begun to 
consider using the SOUL approach in their efforts to assess student learning. For 
example, Yale University has adopted the lineaments of the UW SOUL approach in its 
own approach to the assessment of undergraduate learning (see endorsement letter in 
Appendix A-4). 
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GROUNDBREAKING TECHNOLOGIES FOR TEACHING, LEARNING AND REFLECTION 
 
Catalyst (http://catalyst.washington.edu/index.html) is an award-winning effort by the 
University of Washington's Learning & Scholarly Technologies, a division of UW 
Technology, to support and advance the use of technology to meet the daily demands of 
teaching, learning, research, and work. The professional and student staff at Catalyst 
share a passion for helping clients accomplish their work and achieve their goals. The 
Catalyst Team’s passion is guided by four values: 
 

1. Encouraging a Culture of Innovation: Catalyst feels it is important to provide 
the means, support, and encouragement for innovative approaches to teaching, 
learning, and research. Innovation matters whether created by one person or an 
entire department or school 

 
2. Designing for the UW Community: Catalyst tools, spaces, and services are 

inspired by feedback, ideas, and suggestions from clients. Catalyst is committed 
to a creative and adaptable design process that involves clients every step of the 
way, because it results in the innovative and effective technologies that clients 
want and will use 

 
3. Personalizing the Technology: Technology is a method to accomplish a 

particular teaching, learning, research, or work goal; it is never an end in itself. 
For this reason, Catalyst strives to work with clients to find a way to accomplish 
their goals, using a technology solution that meets their needs and skill-level 

 
4. Partnering to Promote Change: Catalyst is committed to collaborating with 

campus units and individually with faculty, students, and staff. By listening, 
remaining flexible, and engaging with others, Catalyst can most effectively 
harness technology for the benefit of the UW community 

 
Available to the entire UW campus community, Catalyst services fall within three 
distinct categories: Web Tools, Learning Spaces, and Knowledge Services. 
 
Catalyst Web Tools are developed through a user-centered design process to meet the 
specific needs of faculty, staff, students, and researchers for online communication and 
collaboration in a variety of contexts. In the last nine months, almost 14,000 owners have 
set up Catalyst Web Tools for use by more than 103,000 members of the UW 
community, and users currently log on averages over 20,000 sessions per day. Their very 
flexibility allows Catalyst Web Tools to support assessment of student learning, 
reflection, and the articulation of learning objectives in a number of ways: 

Portfolio allows students to highlight and reflect upon their work for a particular 
course, create an online exhibition of their projects, display their work to 
prospective employers or graduate schools, or share their interests with friends or 
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family. Since its release in 2002, almost 33,000 students have created more than 
81,000 online portfolios 

Portfolio Project Builder lets faculty, instructors, and advisors create a template 
or scaffold to guide students as they build their portfolios. Project Builder 
provides a structure, instructions, prompts, or questions for students to respond to 
as they complete a portfolio assignment. Almost 1,900 faculty, instructors, and 
advisors have used Project Builder to create 4,000 scaffolds and prompts to guide 
students 

WebQ is an online survey and quizzing tool that is widely used for formative and 
summative assessment of student learning. Many departments even use WebQ for 
exit surveys. Though not used exclusively for these activities, more than 40,000 
surveys and quizzes have been created and offered using WebQ 

 
CommonView and Catalyst Gradebook are two tools currently in development. 
CommonView will provide a simple means for faculty and instructors to post 
student learning objectives for their courses while Catalyst Gradebook will allow 
faculty to provide just-in-time assessment information to students in their courses. 

 
Catalyst Learning Spaces are designed to meet diverse client needs, which range 
from access to computing, to wired classrooms, to cutting-edge networked 
communication, collaboration, and research. One type of learning space in 
particular, the Digital Presentation Studios, allow students to assess themselves 
and reflect upon their work. In these studios, students practice and at the same 
time digitally record presentations for later review. 

 
Catalyst Knowledge Services encompass a variety of client support, instructional, 
community building, and research. In particular, Catalyst has collected many case 
studies that show how the use of Catalyst Web Tools transforms teaching and 
student learning. These case studies can be found at: 
http://catalyst.washington.edu/help/profiles/index.html. Catalyst has also 
published numerous studies about the use of technology to transform the 
classroom experience for faculty and students: 
http://catalyst.washington.edu/research_development/papers_presentations.html.  

 
The Catalyst team has won numerous awards 
(http://catalyst.washington.edu/about/awards.html) recognizing the University’s cutting-
edge approaches to advancing teaching and student learning through the use of 
technology. 
 
UNIVERSITY PARTICIPATION IN SHAPING NATIONAL CONVERSATIONS ABOUT STUDENT 
LEARNING ASSESSMENT 
 
The University of Washington is one of just a handful of research-intensive AAU 
universities in the nation that has actively participated in the development of the 
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Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) project. The VSA is a joint initiative of the 
American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and the National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC). It is institution-
level reporting on student and family information, student learning outcomes, and student 
engagement. The VSA was undertaken to: 
 

• Demonstrate accountability and stewardship to the public  

• Assemble information that is accessible, understandable and comparable 

• Measure educational outcomes to identify effective educational practices  

• Address the concerns of the Commission on the Future of Higher Education, 
which stated that the “lack of useful data and accountability hinder policymakers 
and the public from making informed decisions and prevents higher education 
from demonstrating its contribution to the public good.” 

 
Given the overarching concerns that the VSA was aimed at addressing, it is striving to: 
 

• Provide consistent, comparable, transparent information for higher education 
stakeholders 

• Aid students and families in college choice process 

• Demonstrate greater institutional accountability for student learning and 
development 

  
The primary product of the VSA will be the College Portrait Reporting Template. The 
College Portrait template has not yet been adopted fully by the VSA project, but once it 
is, will be a standardized presentation of student-family information, reporting of student 
engagement and learning outcomes based on standardized test measurements. Most of the 
information to be reported comes from existing sources (Common Data Set, National 
Student Clearinghouse and IPEDS). Participating institutions have choices for reporting 
student engagement and learning outcomes. The UW is in the process of developing an 
approach for sharing information on its websites in a manner that is inspired by the VSA 
College Portrait project. 
 
Another exciting initiative of the VSA, and one in which the UW has played an 
instrumental part, is the AASCU’s efforts to develop a student survey instrument that can 
measure student learning in preparation for engagement in civic life following graduation 
and success in the workplace. It will focus on the kinds of non-cognitive student growth 
not directly assessed as part of an institution’s academic offerings. The UW has a 
representative on an expert panel that has been working to draft the survey instrument 
and hand it off to a validation team that will conduct student focus group sessions to 
clarify the language of the instrument and cognitive interviews to make sure that the 
meaning of the question drafters is not likely to be misinterpreted by survey respondents. 
The instrument will be field tested at a number of institutions before being submitted 
back to the department. 
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SUMMARY 
 

Since the 2003 Decennial Accreditation, the UW has made many changes in how it 
approaches the articulation and assessment of student learning objectives. This work has 
been a collective effort, involving the faculty in nearly every department. It reflects the 
faculty’s expertise within their respective disciplines and, as such, is consistent with 
much of the literature on the assessment of student learning that concludes that learning 
must be assessed within the majors or disciplines in which students are pursuing their 
education. 
 
We understand that this work is far from completed. While departments have, by and 
large, embraced the idea of articulating learning objectives for students and are working 
on ways to assess those objectives, we still have work to do on designing and 
implementing effective assessment strategies for all departments. Our work with 
departments in the College of Arts & Sciences has shown that the development of 
effective assessment strategies takes time; in most cases, it is a process that requires 
piloting, adjusting, and fine-tuning as departments move forward.  
 
However, it is important to note that departments are eager to work on these processes. 
Also, it is important to remember that, as the Biennial Assessment Reports show, 
departments are using a wide range of assessment methods and feeding the information 
those methods garner back into curricular design and pedagogical change. Furthermore, 
we anticipate significant improvement in the integration of these activities as we move to 
pull departmental assessment of undergraduate learning into the 10-year review process. 
 
We are also working on ways of communicating student learning outcomes and 
assessment that are more public than the ways we currently employ. We have made 
results of all assessment activities available online, and efforts are currently underway to 
get departments to post relevant information on their websites. In the future, the objective 
is to make this information ubiquitous by creating dynamically searchable websites that 
will allow prospective and current students to learn about the learning objectives of every 
department. 
 
The UW is committed to providing every individual undergraduate with the highest 
quality undergraduate experience possible. As a result of research on our own students’ 
undergraduate experience, we believe that we understand what that commitment calls 
upon us to provide. In addition, we can track the significant advances our institution has 
made in the past five years toward the connected objectives of “setting learning 
objectives for all students and measuring progress toward those objectives to facilitate 
continuous improvement.” These advances have required a healthy influx of funding; the 
time, energy, and thinking contributions of hundreds of faculty, administrators, and staff 
members; the involvement of nearly all of our departments and programs; and crucial 
leadership from the Provost, Vice Provosts, Deans, and Chairs. We believe that this work 
is important, and we look forward to continuing it. 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS RECOMMENDATION 3 
 
The Committee recognizes the impressive success of the University of Washington thus 
far in managing scarce resources without perceptible loss of quality in its core mission, 
but recommends considering the broadest possible range of strategies to achieve this 
critical objective, even including the elimination of academic programs of diminishing 
priority (Standard 2.A.1). 
 

OVERVIEW 
 
The University of Washington has been working diligently both to create new resources 
to enable us to maintain quality and to be the most efficient and effective steward of those 
resources we have. In doing so, we have adopted a six-pronged strategy: 
 

1. Place more emphasis on raising funds from sources other than the state and 
federal governments. Toward this end, the University launched the “Creating 
Futures” campaign in 2000. One of the most ambitious in the country, its goal was 
to raise $2 billion by June of 2008. 

 
2. Maintain our market share of external research grant funding. 

 
3. Improve our investment management strategies so that funds raised will perform 

to our best advantage. 
 

4. Work more effectively with the Washington State legislature in making the case 
to increase funding for the University. 

 
5. Create whatever efficiencies are possible within academic programs without 

diminishing their quality. While major program eliminations have not taken place, 
some fairly substantial mergers have been effected. 

 
6. Make timely investments, especially in the development and maintenance of 

infrastructure, to ensure resources necessary to continue excellence into the 
future. 

 
Below we provide brief descriptions, or examples, of each of these strategies and 
associated outcomes. 
 
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES: “CREATING FUTURES” CAMPAIGN 
 
In the face of scarce public resources, the University of Washington has actively sought 
ways to leverage private resources to ensure the continuation of its existing quality of 
education and fulfillment of its mission.  
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The UW’s “Creating Futures” campaign was started in 2000 with a $2 billion goal. 
Having reached that goal by January of 2007, the campaign goal was increased to $2.5 
billion and has already been superseded with several months to go before its end in June. 
This campaign has provided student, faculty, program and facility support. The money 
has helped to fund new buildings, has almost doubled student scholarships and 
fellowships, and more than doubled endowments for faculty support, including endowed 
deanships, chairs, professorships, and fellowships. For example, Table A3-1 below shows 
the distribution of money in the Consolidated Endowment Fund as of October 2007 (the 
fund now has $560,572,870 committed).  
 
Table A3-1: Distribution of money in the Consolidated Endowment Fund (CEF) as of 
October 2007 
 
Endowment Type 
 
 
Gifts and Pledges made since 7/1/2000 
which have been newly created or been 
added to existing endowments as of 
10/1/2007) 

 
 
 
 

7/1/2000

 
 
 
 

10/1/2000
7 

 
 

Total # of 
new 

endowments 

Total $ value of 
campaign 

commitment to 
endowments 

invested in CEF 

Capital Support 
 

0 2 2   (+200%) $   1,108,166.71 

Faculty Support 
Includes Chairs, Professorships, Faculty 
Fellowships, Lectureships 
 

353 568 215  (+ 61%) $150,874,460.22 

Student Support 
Includes Scholarships, Fellowships, 
Student Support Funds (and those created 
under Students First campaign) 
 

833 1,487 654  (+79%) $218,767,690.23 

Program Support 
 

250 442 192  (+77%) $100,942,936.10 

Unrestricted 
 

79 124 45  (+57%) $  18,899,985.96 

 
GRAND TOTAL 
 

 
1,515 

 
2,623 

 
1,108  
(+73%) 

 
$490,593,239.22 

 
 
The remaining months of this campaign will focus on raising more funds for student 
support, most notably through the Students First matching program, which provides a 
50% match in University funds for qualifying gifts targeted for undergraduate 
scholarships or graduate fellowships. Table A3-2 below shows how much has been raised 
expressly for this purpose through December 31, 2007. 
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Table A3-2: Students First Update 
Source Amount 

Gifts and Pledge Payments      $32,585,302 
Pledge Balances Remaining      $10,609,994 
  
Total (Gifts/Pledges)      $43,195,296 
Matching Funds      $21,597,648 
Note: Of the 144 new commitments since November 1, 2006 the break-out of 
undergraduate and graduate/professional student support is as follows: 
• Undergraduate Student Support: 81 
• Graduate and Professional Student Support: 45 
• Undergraduate and Grad/Professional Student Support: 18 

 
EXTERNAL RESEARCH FUNDING 
 
The University of Washington has been the top public university in federal research 
funding every year since 1974 and among the top five universities, public and private, in 
federal funding since 1969. Federal grants comprise nearly 80 percent of the UW’s 
research funding. Despite cutbacks and increasing competition for scarce federal 
resources, we have managed to maintain our market share of resources. In 2002, the 
University received $809 million in external funding. In 2007, for the first time in its 
history, the University crossed the $1 billion research milestone, with $1,019,977,296 
reported by the end of fiscal year 2007. 
 
One innovation, introduced in 2007 by the Office of Research and the Provost’s office to 
help University researchers remain productive in the face of federal funding downturns, 
is the Bridge Funding Program. This program is aimed at providing funds of up to 
$50,000 on a matching basis with a college or department to faculty with a strong track 
record of extramural funding who have lost all of their extramural research support; 
junior faculty with a record of productivity, but who have not yet obtained their first 
extramurally funded grant; or a facility providing a key resource to multiple faculty that 
has lost extramural support. A description of the program is provided in 
http://www.washington.edu/research/4researchers/bridge.php. 
 
INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT 
 
In addition to the UW’s successful efforts to leverage private fundraising through the 
“Creating Futures” campaign, the University has made changes to how the endowment is 
managed, which have led to greater efficiency and better performance. By the end of 
fiscal year 2007, the Consolidated Endowment Fund (CEF) had more than doubled its 
size from five years previous, topping $2 billion, and averaging an annual return of 
14.2% over this time. This solid performance placed the CEF in the second quartile of 
large college and university endowments over the past 10 years. As the consolidated 
endowment fund bar chart below shows, the CEF also compares favorably against broad 
capital market indices (the Cambridge Median Return and the S&P 500). 
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This increased success in managing the CEF was facilitated by several critical changes: 
the formation of UWINCO in 2001, a separate investment advisory committee, by the 
Board of Regents; the hiring of its first Chief Investment Officer in 2005; and steadily 
increased exposure to international markets. The CEF is now the 29th largest endowment 
in the country. 
 
INCREASING STATE FUNDING 
 
Under the leadership of President Emmert; Scott Woodward, Vice President of External 
Relations; and Randy Hodgins, Director of State Relations, who all joined the UW in 
2004, there has been renewed focus on working with the Governor and State legislature 
to make the case for the University of Washington’s excellence as a key force to ensure 
the competitiveness of Washington State in the new global economy.  

Key elements of the arguments for state investments in the University of Washington 
were presented in a publication called “Meeting the Global Challenge” (see  
http://www.washington.edu/externalaffairs/globalchallenge/Executive%20Summary.pdf 
for the executive summary, and 
http://www.washington.edu/externalaffairs/globalchallenge/2008_report/globalchallenge
_2008.pdf for the progress report).  

For the University, the 2007-2008 state budget included appropriations of $105 million to 
the operating budget, represent the largest percentage increase in taxpayer support for the 
UW since the 1987-89 biennium. Funding for UW capital projects included more than 
$143 million in new state support, representing the best overall capital budget for the 
University in a decade.  
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Funding per FTE 
 
A key element in the University’s focus in discussions with the state legislature about 
university funding has been on the need to reach a funding/FTE1 level that would allow 
us to be competitive with peer institutions. A comparison to a set of 24 peers established 
by the Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB) was used in the 
past to compare funding levels. The focus on funding/FTE was put into statute in 2007, 
when a set of “Global Challenge States” was adopted along with the official goal of 
bringing UW funding to at least the 60th percentile of Global Challenge State peer 
schools within 10 years.  
 
Given the lag time in the availability of peer comparisons, it is not possible to assess 
recent changes in funding/FTE relative to peers. The changes from 2002-03 to 2005-06, 
along with estimates for 2006-07, are shown in the table and the two graphs below. There 
appears to have been a slight decrease in the increase in funding/FTE required to reach a 
competitive level relative to Global Challenge Peers. There appears to be a rather large 
decrease in the increase in funding/FTE required to reach a competitive level relative to 
HECB peers, but it should be noted that this is as much a function of changes in funding 
at peer institutions rather than changes in funding for the UW.  
 
Table A3-3: Funding/FTE Peer Comparisons 

 
2002-

03 
2003-

04 
2004-

05 
2005-

06 
Estimated 
2006-07 

UW Average - All 
Campuses $16,289 $16,365 $17,387 $18,470 $19,350
60th Percentile Global 
Challenge Peers $19,868 $20,091 $21,134 $22,435 $23,108
75th Percentile HECB 
Peers $20,554 $21,101 $19,302 $20,697 $21,318

 

                                                 
1 Funding/FTE is calculated using IPEDS survey data.  Total funding is calculated as the total of tuition and 
fee revenue and state and local appropriations, using data from the IPEDS Finance survey.  FTE is 
calculated as full-time enrollment + 1/3 part-time enrollment, using data from the IPEDS Enrollment 
survey.   
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While much progress remains to attain levels of funding comparable to our peers in 
quality, together with revenue from tuition and other fees, the total budget increase from 
state funds this last biennium put the University on track to close our per student funding 
gap with other Global Challenge State peer institutions to the 50th percentile within 
seven years and the 60th percentile within eight years. 

PROGRAM ELIMINATIONS AND DEPARTMENT MERGERS 
 
Since the time of the 2003 decennial report, in order to maintain academic excellence and 
increase efficiencies, several departmental mergers have taken place: 
 

• Genetics (which was in Arts & Sciences) was merged with Molecular 
Biotechnology into the Department of Genome Sciences in a process that 
was completed as of the 2003-04 academic year. 

 
• The Departments of Biology, Botany, and Zoology were merged into a 

single Department of Biology at the beginning of the 2003-04 academic 
year.  

 
• The Department of Speech Communication and the School of 

Communications merged into the Department of Communication at the 
beginning of the 2003-04 academic year. 

 
All indications point to highly successful outcomes from these mergers. The Departments 
of Biology and Communication are two of the largest majors at the University of 
Washington, and all three departments have graduate programs that are highly rated in 
national rankings. 
 
Effective at the beginning of the 2008-09 academic year, the Department of Pathobiology 
in the School of Public Health and Community Medicine will be eliminated. The Ph.D. 
program previously administered by this department will continue as an interdisciplinary 
program within the Graduate School.  

 
MAINTAIN AND BUILD AN INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT SUCCESS    
 
Table A3-4, drawn from the 2007 Annual Report of the University of Washington, shows 
changes in selected revenues and expenditures from the time of the decennial report to 
the present. This indicates a steady increase in all categories of revenues and attendant 
increases in expenditures.  
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Table A3-4: Changes in Selected Revenues and Expenditures 
 2001-2002 2006-2007 
 (in thousands of dollars) 
Research Funding  
         All Sources $1,020,000 $809,000 
   
Selected Revenues   
Gifts, Grants, & Contracts $1,079,926 $803,839 
Auxiliary Enterprises2 $1,702,724 $879,713 
State Appropriations (Operating) $   365,782 $343,656 
Tuition and fees3 $   396,895 $249,861 
   
Selected Expenses   
Instruction, Academic Support, 
Student Services 

$1,033,965 $728,501 

Research and Public Service $   630,460 $471,681 
Auxiliary Enterprises $   832,318 $651,598 
Institutional Support and Physical 
Plant 

$   315,702 $239,797 

   
Consolidated Endowment Funds $2,098,000 $998,000 
   
Square Footage 19,187 16,300 
 
 
Table A3-5 below shows capital investment from 2004 to the present. These investments 
have also increased steadily since 2004. In 2005 and 2006, capital investment outpaced 
inflation (assuming an annual inflation rate of 2%), although it remains unclear the extent 
to which these capital investments have closed the capital-funding gap attributable to 
deferred maintenance over the years. These figures also do not take into account any 
projected investments needed to cover typical building replacement costs. 
 
Table A3-5: Capital Investment 

 
As of June 30 

Investment in Capital Assets, 
net of Related Debt  

(in millions) 
2004 $1,539 
2005 $1,609 

(+6%) 
2006 $1,658 

(+10%) 
Source: University of Washington’s Annual Audited Financial Statements. Depreciation costs for the years 
2003 through 2006 were, respectively in millions of dollars, $173, $179, and $205. 
Note: Percentage change since baseline year appears in parentheses. 

                                                 
2 Includes UW Medical Center 
3 Net of scholarship allowances of 55,394,000 in 2006-07 
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The most obvious investment in capital infrastructure was the successful negotiations to 
purchase the Safeco property in the University District, which were completed in 2007. A 
chief outcome of the purchase will be more available space on campus for teaching and 
research as administrative units are relocated to the Safeco building. The purchase also 
will enable the University to consolidate in the University District programs and 
operations that currently are scattered in leased space throughout the city, bringing these 
activities in much closer proximity to the University.  

 
The purchase includes the prominent Safeco Tower (recently named the UW Tower) plus 
three adjacent low-rise buildings totaling 510,546 square feet, two parking garages with 
727 stalls, a residential building with 29 units, and two surface parking lots. The 
University will purchase the property for $130 million, financed by debt the University 
will issue. Money the University is currently paying for rent will instead be applied to 
servicing the debt. Safeco leased back the property through December 2007. The 
University began moving into the property in February 2008.  

 
The University currently leases 1.2 million square feet of space throughout the city. Over 
time, as the cost of rent increases, moving units into an office building it owns will result 
in considerable cost savings to the University. Moreover, the purchase allows the 
University to acquire space in the University District at a cost significantly lower than 
new construction on or near campus. From a financial perspective, this transaction simply 
makes great sense. 
 
This major transaction can be viewed as evidence of the University’s dramatic progress 
toward renewing capital investment. 
 
Other Innovations: Global Support Project 
 
Another example of our efforts to leverage resources is the Global Support Project.  
Various groups at the University of Washington have been doing global work for 
decades. In fact, foreign education programs have been conducted by the University for 
more than 100 years. In recent years, however, the rate of growth of University-based 
global activities has been dramatic. In 2006, senior leaders in UW Financial Management 
and the Provost’s Office of Global Affairs, created the Global Support Project to improve 
operational support for global activities. The charge to the project is to think broadly and 
creatively about how to make it easy for the UW community to operate anywhere in the 
world, while at the same time maintaining compliance and solid internal control 
mechanisms. 
 
Through significant and structured campus-wide collaboration, the project already has 
achieved a number of enhancements to support global activities. In the area of human 
resources, new job codes and tailored benefit rates have been created for international 
hiring. Direct deposit of paychecks is now possible for field offices that hire local 
nationals as University employees. An expanded use of the existing relocation benefit has 
been authorized to meet the needs of international faculty. Guidance on University 
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insurance coverage while traveling abroad has been developed and communicated. 
Improvements have been made in the cash advance process to make it easier for 
researchers and educators to operate in remote sites. 
 
There are many more improvements planned by the project, but to quote one faculty 
member who does significant international work, “The Global Support Project is the most 
significant effort to come from the central administration in my 20 years at the 
University.” 
 

SUMMARY 
 

The above highlighted strategies illustrate the University’s commitment to the creation of 
new resources and management of existing resources that support the achievement of our 
mission and values. 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS RECOMMENDATION 4 
 
The Committee observed a pervasive concern about the need to maintain (or restore) 
competitive compensation, even if this action requires reallocation of resources with 
locally adverse consequences. The Committee recommends that the University persist in 
its current plans to set a modest minimum goal for compensation increases to be 
achieved even in the face of revenue shortfalls that require budget cuts (Standard 4.A.4). 

 
OVERVIEW 

 
The UW administration and faculty senate legislative representatives have worked 
diligently to persuade the State to increase its appropriations for faculty salaries. 
However, state appropriations alone are unlikely to be enough to bridge the gap between 
UW salaries and those of its peers. As such, the University supplements the State’s 
contribution to faculty (and professional staff) compensation with its own funds. For 
example, in 2007, the state offered 3.2% in salary increases, while the University 
provided 4.5% toward increases. 
 
In addition, colleges, schools, and campuses were provided with extra salary dollars to 
address compensation for faculty members whose salaries were “compressed” in 2006. In 
2007, departments that were significantly behind their peers were identified and given 
additional institutional salary adjustment funds (unit adjustment funds), which required a 
match from the department. Each strategy represents a different approach to addressing 
the institution’s need for competitive salaries.    
 
A history of faculty salary adjustments from July 2003 to the present is reported in Table 
A4-1 below: 
 
Table A4-1: Faculty Salary Adjustments, 2003-2007 

Effective Date Type of Adjustment Percent Adjustment 
9/1/07 Merit 2.0% 
9/1/07 Additional Merit 2.5% 
9/1/07 Unit Adjustment 1.0% (to be matched by unit) 
6/1/06 Settlement4 2.0% (for those faculty who qualified) 
9/1/06 Merit 2.0% 
9/1/06 Additional Merit .6% 
9/1/05 Merit 2.0% 
9/1/05 Additional Merit 1.2% 
9/1/05 Compression Varied by Unit 
7/1/04 Merit 2.0% 
7/1/03 Merit 2.0% 

 

                                                 
4 In 2003, a class-action suit was filed against the University charging that then President Richard McCormick had 
violated the Faculty Code  when he refused to allocate funds for an annual merit increase in 2002-03. On March 17, 
2006 President Mark Emmert and the University of Washington Regents agreed to settle the case. The settlement 
restored the lost 2% raise and awarded  $17.45 million in back pay to more than 3,000 faculty members. 
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It is worth noting that the average faculty raise in each of these years was higher than the 
percent adjustment shown. For example, in addition to the percent adjustment shown,  
7.5% increases were awarded to all faculty at the time of promotion, from Assistant to 
Associate Professor, from Associate Professor to Full Professor, from Lecturer to Senior 
Lecturer, and from Senior Lecturer to Principal Lecturer. And, as noted in the table 
below, quite a number of faculty members received retention raises, typically in response 
to offers from other universities. In order to be classified as retention increases, these 
raises were of at least 5%, and, in quite a few cases, they were substantially higher, with a 
few retention increases in the range of 20% to 30%. 
 
The average salary increase for each of the last five years, taking in all possible sources, 
was 2.7% in 2002-03, 4.5% in 2004-05, 4.1% in 2005-06, 6.0% in 2006-07, and 5.7% in 
2007-08. These salary increases have been instrumental toward our success in retaining 
faculty, as shown in Table A4-2. 
 
Table A4-2: Faculty Retentions 

Academic Year Number of Faculty Retained 
2007-08 535 (as of 1/31/08) 
2006-07 545 
2005-06 688 
2004-05 1,041 
2003-04 870 

   
Although the effect of the last round of raises (in 2007) to achieve competitive 
compensation cannot yet be measured, the table and two graphs below show the success 
the University has had in decreasing the gap in faculty salaries. The percentage increase 
required for UW faculty salaries to reach the 60th percentile of the Global Challenge 
peers decreased from 12.6% in 2002-03 to 9.1% in 2006-07, and that required for UW – 
Seattle to reach the 75th percentile of HECB peers decreased from 10.1% to 4.7% over 
the same period. 
 
With new investments to competitive compensation planned for this year, including 
another round of unit adjustments, the goal of reaching the 75th percentile of HECB peers 
may be a reality by the end of 2010, as shown in Table A4-3, below. 
 
Table A4-3: Faculty Salary Peer Comparisons 

 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 
UW Average – All Campuses $77,042 $79,158 $82,707 $86,103 $91,230 
60th Percentile Global Challenge Peers $86,758 $90,296 $92,272 $95,782 $99,488 
UW Average – Seattle $77,602 $79,892 $83,530 $86,769 $92,505 
75th Percentile HECB Peers $85,430 $87,458 $88,621 $92,058 $96,861 

 
Note:  The HECB-24 are a group of 24 universities, ranging from UCLA and University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, to 
University of Arizona and University of Kentucky, identified by the state of Washington office of financial 
management as our peer group. The Global Challenge state peers are flagship universities with medical schools from 
eight states: California, Connecticut, Colorado, Maryland, Massachusetts,  New Jersey, and Virginia. The University 
adopted the goal of reaching the 75th percentile of the HECB-24 about a decade ago. The goal of reaching the 60th 
percentile of the Global Challenge states is a new goal adopted in 2007. 
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Faculty Salary Comparisons with HECB and Global Challenge Peers 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS RECOMMENDATION 5 
 

The Committee recommends that the concerns of the campus information technologists 
regarding network security be addressed (Standard 5.E.3; Standard 8.B.2). 
 

OVERVIEW 
 

Since the 2003 Decennial Accreditation, the University of Washington has emerged as a 
national leader in network security. As evidence of the degree of network security 
management excellence established at the University of Washington, in 2004, the 
University was designated as a National Center of Academic Excellence in Information 
Assurance5 Education (CAEIAE) by the National Security Agency (NSA). We are the 
only CAEIAE in the State of Washington and one of only 85 in the country, most of 
which are located in the eastern half of the US.6 
 
National Centers of Academic Excellence in Information Assurance Education are 
outreach programs established by the NSA to “reduce national information infrastructure 
vulnerability by promoting higher education in information assurance (IA) and producing 
a growing number of professionals from a variety of academic disciplines with IA 
expertise.7”The NSA and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) now jointly 
sponsor the program.  

To be eligible qualifying colleges and universities must pass a rigorous peer review 
confirming that they meet ten criteria,8 one of which is evidence that the University 
encourages the practice of IA. In other words, a CAEIAE must not only demonstrate that 
information assurance is taught as a subject in the classroom, but also must “walk the 
talk,” i.e., that it manages a secure infrastructure as defined in NIST Special Publication 
800-18.9  

To meet the practice of IA criteria, the UW was required to provide a copy of its IA 
security plan with evidence that an IA Awareness Plan10 was implemented. In addition, 
the University was required to provide evidence of having a designated Chief Information 
Security Officer (CISO) responsible for information security—Kirk Bailey11. It should be 
noted that Mr. Bailey is widely recognized as an innovative leader in the security world, 

                                                 
5 Information Assurance (IA) is defined as “Measures that protect and defend information and information systems by 
ensuring their confidentiality, integrity, availability, authentication, and nonrepudiation. These measures include 
providing for restoration of information systems by incorporating protection, detection, and reaction capabilities.” 
Source: Committee on National Security Systems (CNSS) National Information Assurance Glossary-CNSS4009 
6 http://www.nsa.gov/ia/academia/caemap.cfm?MenuID=10.1.1.2  
7 http://www.nsa.gov/ia/academia/caeiae.cfm?MenuID=10.1.1.2  
8 http://www.nsa.gov/ia/academia/caeCriteriaList.cfm?MenuID=10.1.1.2  
9 NIST SP 800-18: Guide for Developing Security Plans for Federal Information Systems 
http://csrc.nist.gov/publications/nistpubs/800-18-Rev1/sp800-18-Rev1-final.pdf  
10 Evidence of IA awareness activities: ‘students and faculty are required to take computer based training or on-line 
tutorials; a security banner statement is present on university computers; security related help screens are available; 
university-wide seminars are held on the importance of IA, etc.’ http://www.nsa.gov/ia/academia/caeCriteriaList.cfm#3  
11 Secure World Expo: Kirk Bailey Bio http://www.secureworldexpo.com/events/person-details.php?pid=112  
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most recently receiving the prestigious Information Security Magazine “Security 7 
Award” in 2007 for his work at the University of Washington that has advanced the 
practice of information security operations in the education sector.  

In 2007, following another peer review, the University was re-designated a CAEIAE for 
a five-year period. 

CROSS CAMPUS COLLABORATION 

The UW’s Center for Information Assurance and Cybersecurity (CIAC), our CAEIAE, 
has developed educational, outreach, and research programs across all three campuses 
and was created under the leadership of individuals from the Seattle and Tacoma 
campuses. Several schools and department at UW Seattle, Information Technology at 
UW Tacoma, and several operating arms of the University—including the CISO, and 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL)—all sit on the Governing Board of the 
CIAC, providing direction to the Center. 

 

CIAC outcomes have been: 1) shared IA curriculum, faculty and guest lecturers across all 
three campuses, as well as several departments and schools, 2) jointly sponsored and 
hosted academic conferences and workshops12, 3) jointly organized and managed events, 
such as the upcoming Pacific Rim Collegiate Cyber Defense Competition13 to be held on 
the Microsoft campus during Washington Week 2008, and the Unintended Consequences 

                                                 
12 http://students.washington.edu/greyhat/NWSec_at_UWT_Website_v1.5/FEB_15-
16_2007_NWSec_at_UWT_Website_v1.5/nwsecPresenters. and 
http://www.engr.washington.edu/epp/infosec/index.html 
13 http://ciac.ischool.washington.edu/index.shtml  
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of the Information Age lecture series.14 The relevance of IA to multiple disciplines and 
programs has given the CIAC—managed and supported by the Information School with 
joint sponsorship from the various departments and schools represented on the Governing 
Board—an opportunity to facilitate and integrate programs University-wide. 

COMPUTING AND COMMUNICATIONS 

The 2003 evaluation committee report concluded that the “University’s Computing & 
Communications division seems to be well-organized and effectively administered, 
responsive to academic needs and interests, and forward-thinking in the approach to 
system-wide technology applications.”  In recent years, Computing & Communications 
has undertaken a fundamental shift in its focus and structure to ensure that the technology 
organization remains engaged with the University community, as partners and 
collaborators, to contribute to the continued success of the University. In early 2008, 
Computing & Communications became the Office of UW Technology to further reflect 
the significant emphasis on working across the University to solve technology challenges, 
and to shift the focus from being mostly about excellence in technology infrastructure 
and provisioning to being primarily customer-centric and user-driven. These changes 
revolve around shifts in the pervasive and distributed use of technology in scholarship, 
discovery, service, and outreach at research universities. They also recognize and 
leverage the dramatically increased technology sophistication and ability to innovate with 
technology among faculty, staff, clinicians, and students (see letter, in Appendix A-5, 
describing changes). 

The following updates are responsive to the issues raised in the 2003 evaluation 
committee report related to Recommendation 5: 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEMS AND INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

The Office of Information Management (OIM) was created in late 2006 to ensure the 
long-term integration of systems, planning, and resources supporting UW information 
management and administrative systems (IM/AS). The University of Washington 
Strategic Roadmap for Information Management and Administrative Systems is the plan 
that will enable the UW to achieve its IM/AS goals. 

The Roadmap is a vision and action plan for the future and will: 

• Define a vision for the future of UW information management and administrative 
systems aligned with the University’s business goals and priorities 

• Develop an action plan for achieving that vision 
• Get the UW on the path to implementing systems, processes, and information that 

fully support business and information management needs 

                                                 
14 http://www.uwtv.org/programs/displayseries.aspx?fid=2121 
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Work on the Roadmap will continue through the 2007-08 academic year, with a target 
completion date of summer 2008. For more details, see “Approach and Schedule” 
(http://www.washington.edu/provost/oim/roadmap/approach.html). 

The Roadmap is being developed in response to needs identified by the IS Futures Task 
Force 
(http://depts.washington.edu/isfuture/docs/interim_report_05092006/IS_Futures_Interim_
Report_5-9-06.pdf) and the Information Management Advisory Committee, or “I-MAC” 
(http://www.washington.edu/president/tacs/imac/): 

• The IS Futures Task Force determined that the University of Washington needed 
a clear, integrated, long-term plan for information systems and a vision of where 
the university needs to be in five or ten years.  

• I-MAC needed a context in which to prioritize project requests and a framework 
for determining how individual requests would fit into a longer-term vision.  

WIRELESS CAMPUS INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
A $7.5 million wireless initiative was funded in 2004 to deploy WiFi capabilities at the 
University. Significant wireless coverage has been added to the University’s three 
campuses during recent years. Approximately 70 percent of the Seattle campus buildings, 
22,000 classroom seats, and 14 libraries are now capable of using WiFi-enabled devices. 
While we will not likely achieve 100 percent coverage across the Seattle campus, it is 
anticipated that up to 85 percent of the campus will be WiFi-enabled at the conclusion of 
the project in Summer 2008. 
 
DATA CENTER FACILITIES 
 
In April 2006, the University acquired ownership of the building that houses the primary 
campus data center. It further embarked on a data center planning effort that resulted in a 
multi-facility, multi-year strategic plan for addressing the University’s significant growth 
of computing systems and servers requiring professionally-managed data center facilities. 
A new campus data center facility is expected to be completed by January 2010 that 
leverages the University’s recent acquisition of the newly renamed UW Tower. 
 
NETWORK SECURITY 
 
A number of strides have been made in understanding and addressing concerns regarding 
network security and efforts to secure privacy and prevent the misuse of the network and 
computer systems.  
 
The University is obligated to comply with a complex set of federal and state regulations 
and contractual requirements related to information and systems assurance and privacy 
protection. These compliance regulations include: 
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• WA State Information Services Board Security Policies, Standards, and         
Guidelines (ISB Rules) 

• Heath Information Portability and Privacy Act (HIPPA) 
• Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) 
• Human Research Protections (HHS Regs. Title 45, Part 46) 
• Payment Card Industry Standards (PCI) 
• Export Administrative Rules (EAR) 
• Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (FRCP relating to electronically stored 

information - ESI)  
 
These compliance requirements include broad-spectrum technical, administrative and 
operational best practices that the University has institutionalized as part of formal 
compliance and administrative programs. These programs are operational and are 
audited. 

 
As part of its compliance obligations and business commitment to protect privacy and 
secure its information systems, the University has also appointed a Privacy Officer 
(2003) and a Chief Information Security Officer (CISO – 2005). Their assigned duties are 
to provide the professional oversight, direction and enforcement of their respective areas 
of the university’s information assurance and privacy program. In addition, the UW has 
chartered strong governance councils to assist with the formulation of related policy and 
program activities. This includes the Privacy Assurance and Systems Security Council 
(PASS Council) chaired by the CISO. 
 
The Office of the UW CISO has completed a formal risk assessment of the University’s 
information systems and data. In response to those assessment efforts, a comprehensive 
Strategic Security Plan was developed and its implementation and operation are being 
directly managed by the CISO. 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS RECOMMENDATION 6 
 

The Committee recognizes the sincere efforts to advance the diversity agenda at the 
University of Washington, but no one should be satisfied with the results. The Committee 
recommends that the UW undertake additional efforts to increase the number of faculty 
and students from underrepresented groups (Standard 3.D.2; Standard 6.1). 
 

OVERVIEW 
 

The University has long shown a commitment to diversity. As one of the first major 
universities in the nation to establish a Vice President position for Minority Affairs (a 
model now widely adopted by many institutions nationally), the University has been 
recognized as an institution at the forefront of efforts aimed at developing high standards 
of equity, opportunity, and inclusion. Certainly, the University does not rest on its laurels 
with regard to increasing diversity. Toward this end, the University engaged in a 
Diversity Appraisal, shortly after the Decennial Accreditation, to ascertain how the 
University was promoting diversity. This section first describes this Diversity Appraisal, 
and then goes on to describe the myriad of ways in which the University has continued, 
over the last five years, to push forward in demonstrating its commitment to increase 
diversity.  
 

EFFORTS ACROSS ALL THREE CAMPUSES 
 
THE DIVERSITY APPRAISAL PROCESS  

 
In many ways, the Diversity Appraisal fulfills the goals of the Diversity Compact, which 
asked the University to undertake a critical assessment of the way in which we carry out 
diversity work. Answering a request by student groups to reaffirm the University’s 
commitment to diversity in the wake of Initiative 200, then President Richard 
McCormick, the Board of Regents, student leaders, and administrators signed a Diversity 
Compact at the Multicultural Alumni Partnership Breakfast on October 21, 2000. They 
pledged to enhance the diversity of the campus through specific initiatives in outreach, 
retention, curriculum, and climate. 
 
Shortly after the Decennial Accreditation site visit (December 2003), then President Lee 
Huntsman issued a call to all units of the University to prepare reports on their diversity 
initiatives. The Vice President and Vice Provost for Minority Affairs at the time, Nancy 
“Rusty” Barceló, and a Diversity Appraisal Steering Committee issued guidelines for 
these reports including three core questions to guide these reviews: 
 

1. How is diversity a visible and active part of your unit? 
 

2. What are the specific ways that diversity is integrated into your academic 
mission in regard to your curricula, your undergraduate and graduate students, 
your faculty, and staff? 
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3. What are the ways in which you have structured your unit so that diversity is 

institutionalized as part of your criteria for success? 
 
Units from all three campuses engaged in self-assessments. The outcomes of this process 
are highlighted on the website, http://depts.washington.edu/divinit/index.php. 
 
Steering Committee Observations, Challenges, and Priority Recommendations 
 
The Diversity Appraisal Steering Committee, having reviewed the unit appraisals and 
reports of external evaluators, offered a set of significant observations and challenges that 
captured how units and leadership engaged with diversity. As a result of these insights, 
the Committee offered priority recommendations and observed that the University of 
Washington has clear strengths: 
 

• Despite the lack of clear rewards, almost all units, from departments to colleges 
and schools to the University as a whole, have undertaken initiatives to enhance 
diversity 

 
• An expansion of pre-college programs has contributed to building an educational 

pathway for a more diverse undergraduate student body 
 

• To advance the goals of preparing students for college, supporting economic 
development, and enhancing educational opportunity, many units are engaging in 
meaningful and sustained partnerships with diverse communities throughout the 
state 

 
• A number of units have undertaken sustained collaborative efforts to address 

issues of curriculum and climate and integrate diversity into their missions, 
values, and goals 

 
• Due to the sum of these efforts, the University is well positioned for the next stage 

of transformation in which diversity is increasingly integrated in the core missions 
of education and research 

 
The Committee identified these diversity challenges for the University: 
 

• There are multiple understandings and a lack of clarity about the meanings of 
terms such as “diversity,” “climate,” “underrepresented,” and “minority;” this 
lack of clarity extends to challenges conceptualizing diversity initiatives as 
inclusive practices 

 
• Implementation of institutional diversity goals remains uneven across units, due 

to lack of understanding and agreement about what practices, policies, and 
behaviors honor and support diversity as a core value 
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• Improving climate remains a critical challenge at all levels of the University 
 

• There are few agreed-upon indicators and benchmarks for evaluating diversity 
initiatives 

 
• Many existing efforts suffer from isolation, lack of coordination and 

communication 
 

• There are no clear pathways to institutionalization, even for proven initiatives. 
 
After assessing both strengths and challenges, the Committee offered the following 
recommendations: 
 

1. Administration: Set institutional priorities for diversity, and review policies 
about access and retention, admissions, hiring, benefits, promotion and tenure, 
and resource allocation in terms of those priorities 

 
2. Assessment: Establish benchmarks and objectives consistent with institutional 

priorities for diversity 
 

3. College readiness: Enhance the University’s ability to provide effective and 
coordinated outreach for the preparation of underrepresented students for 
postsecondary education in the State of Washington 

 
4. Student access: Recognize and reward units that utilize effective approaches to 

student recruitment and admissions at the undergraduate, graduate and 
professional levels 

 
5. Student development and retention: Ensure that admissions policies, advising 

and mentoring, and access to majors and educational opportunities for all 
academic units encourage and support students to attain their educational 
objectives 

 
6. Engagement with external communities: Continue to build, sustain, and 

coordinate relationships with diverse communities throughout the region to foster 
economic development, cultural vitality, and educational opportunities 

 
7. Staff: Increase attention to climate issues for staff, recognize staff for their 

contributions to diversity, and assess the needs of staff with respect to diversity 
 

8. Faculty: Set high expectations for diversifying the faculty at the school/college 
level, monitor progress, and recognize success in recruitment and retention 

 
9. Curriculum: Ensure that students in all undergraduate, graduate and professional 

degree programs graduate with the requisite knowledge and competencies related 
to diversity as defined by the field 
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10. Research: Support and promote research at UW to advance institutional diversity 

goals and knowledge about diversity in academic fields 
 

11. Climate: Articulate how historical, structural, and behavioral dimensions of 
climate affect interactions and opportunities on campus and address the concerns 
of diverse faculty, staff, and students at every level of the University 

 
12. Diversity as a value and objective: Engage the University community across all 

three campuses in discussion of defining and integrating diversity as an 
institutional and unit value and setting objectives for attaining diversity 

 
Since 2003, the University’ efforts at improving diversity on all three campuses have 
been systematically guided by these 12 recommendations. What follows is a brief 
description of many of the developments that have occurred during this period of time. 
 

INITIATIVES FOCUSING ON UNDERGRADUATE DIVERSITY 
 
ADMISSIONS PROCESS REVISED: THE FRESHMAN HOLISTIC REVIEW PROCESS 

 
Beginning fall quarter 2005, freshman applicants were evaluated through a holistic 
review process designed to yield a student body with the qualities identified below. In 
general, two readers independently review each application and assign a holistic 
admission recommendation. In addition, each reader offers sub-assessments of each 
application in both an academics/school area and a personal characteristics/achievement 
area. While the holistic admission recommendation is primary in the decision-making 
process, the sub-assessments help ensure consistency among readers as well as assist 
enrollment managers in shaping the entering class. The following questions in each 
assessment area guide readers in their overall application reviews: 
 

Academics/School Assessment Area 

• Does the applicant possess an overall strong level of academic achievement 
(e.g., grade-point average, rigor of curriculum, standardized test scores, 
academic distinctions)? 

 
• Has the applicant taken notable advantage of the college preparatory courses 

offered at his or her school (e.g., AP courses, IB courses, or core courses 
beyond the minimum required for college entrance)? 

 
• Does the applicant demonstrate a positive grade trend? 

 
• Is the applicant taking full academic advantage of the senior year? 
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• Does the applicant demonstrate habits associated with independent intellectual 
growth (e.g., extensive self-guided reading, engagement with cultures other 
than his/her own, research)? 

 
• Has the applicant attended a high school with verified rigor in grading 

practices? 
 

• Does the applicant possess an academic record similar to the entrance records 
of successful University of Washington students who attended the same high 
school? 

 
• Has the applicant been educated in a school with a large proportion of 

students eligible for the federally subsidized lunch program? 
 

• Has the applicant participated significantly in UW-sponsored college 
preparatory programs (e.g., Upward Bound, MESA, school or department 
specific programs)? 

 
Personal Characteristics/Achievements Assessment Area 
 

• Does the applicant demonstrate notable tenacity, insight, originality, or 
concern for others and the community? 

 
• Has the applicant performed notable community service, received leadership 

awards, or exercised significant responsibility in his/her family, community, 
or employment? 

 
• Has the applicant persevered in attaining college preparatory education in 

spite of significant personal adversity or disability? 
 

• Has the applicant overcome significant educational disadvantage? 
 

• Will the applicant bring a unique perspective, background, or talent to the 
student body? 

 
• Does the applicant demonstrate significant cultural awareness? 

 
• Is the applicant the first person in his/her family to attend college? 

 
• Does the applicant come from an underserved socio-economic background as 

exemplified by factors such as parental education, family income, or lack of 
access to rigorous curriculum at the high school level? 

 
• Will the applicant be an outstanding representative of the University in his/her 

community after graduation? 
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• Does the applicant have a unique personal need to enroll at the University? 
 
 

• Does the applicant come from a school or geographic region with low UW-
sending rates?   

 
Holistic Admission Recommendation & Area Sub-Assessments 

 
Each reader assigns an overall admission recommendation using a scale of one through 
nine in view of the following descriptions: 

 
9  Highest Recommendation 
The applicant shows evidence of exceptional academic preparation or 
characteristics that would contribute unique talents, perspectives, or backgrounds 
to the University community. 
8 
7  Strong Recommendation  
The applicant shows evidence of strong, but not exceptional, academic 
preparation or characteristics that would contribute valuable talents, perspectives, 
or backgrounds to the University community. 
6 
5  Admissible 
The applicant shows evidence of adequate academic preparation or characteristics 
that would contribute positive talents, perspectives, or backgrounds to the 
University community but does not stand out in any singular manner. 
4 
3  Marginal Recommendation  
The applicant shows evidence of marginal academic preparation or characteristics 
that would contribute some talents, perspectives, or backgrounds to the University 
community. 
2 
1  Deny 
The applicant shows little or no evidence of academic preparation or 
characteristics that would contribute talents, perspectives, or backgrounds to the 
University community. 

 
If the variance between the two readers’ holistic admission recommendations is 
excessive, a third reader will evaluate the application. In this situation, the third reader (a 
senior admissions officer) will determine the holistic admission recommendation. 

 
In addition to a holistic admission recommendation, each reader will assign an 
assessment level in both the Academics/School and Personal 
Characteristics/Achievements areas on a scale of one through nine in view of the 
following descriptors: 
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Academics/School Area 
9  Exceptional academic preparation and achievement 
8 
7  Strong but not exceptional academic preparation and achievement 
6 
5  Good academic preparation and achievement but does not stand out in any 
singular manner 
4  
3  Marginal academic preparation and achievement 
2 
1  Weak academic preparation – does not demonstrate the academic preparation 
necessary to succeed at the University 
 
Personal Characteristics/Achievements Area 
9  Exceptional characteristics and ability to contribute unique talents, 
perspectives, or diversity-enriching backgrounds to the student body 
8 
7  Strong promise to contribute valuable talents, perspectives, or diversity-
enriching backgrounds to the student body 
6 
5  Good potential to contribute talents, perspectives, or diversity-enriching 
backgrounds to student body, but does not stand out in any singular manner 
4 
3  Marginal ability to contribute talents, perspectives, or diversity-enriching 
backgrounds to student body 
2 
1  Weak or no evidence of potential to enrich the student body with talents, 
perspectives, or diversity-enriching backgrounds 

 
An on-going faculty-informed norming process will assist readers to review and 
distribute applications consistently in view of the holistic admission recommendation 
descriptions and the sub-assessment area descriptors. 

 
The Freshman Class Selection Process 

 
Applications will be sorted by the sum of the two readers’ holistic admission 
recommendations. In view of University enrollment goals and historical admission yield 
and melt rates, the Director of Admissions will offer admission to the University to 
students with the highest overall holistic assessments (represented by a 2-18 scale). The 
Director will use the Academics/School and Personal Characteristics/Achievements 
assessment areas within a holistic admission recommendation level to refine the selection 
process if necessary. 
 
An evaluation of Holistic Admissions is included under Standard Three: Students, in Part 
B of this report. This section also provides information on enrollment of students by 
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ethnicity on all three campuses. 
 

COLLABORATION AMONG OFFICE OF MINORITY AFFAIRS & DIVERSITY, 
UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS, AND STUDENT LIFE 

 
The University has placed a strong emphasis on collaboration between the Office of 
Minority Affairs & Diversity (OMA/D), Undergraduate Academic Affairs (UAA), and 
Student Life (SL) to support and enhance the retention and graduation of students from 
low-income, first-generation college, and underrepresented backgrounds. Collaboration 
centers on seven key areas: admissions and recruitment; scholarship and financial aid; 
advising; academic tutoring; experiential learning; social and cultural development; and 
health, wellness, and safety. 
 

• Admissions and Recruitment—Staff from OMA/D and UAA work closely with 
Admissions (Student Life) on policy issues related to admissions and diversity, 
outreach and recruitment to prospective diverse students, and enrollment 
management. 

 
• Scholarship and Financial Aid—Staff from OMA/D, UAA, and Student Life 

(Financial Aid) works closely on the dissemination of financial aid policies, 
procedures, and resources to prospective and admitted students, and coordinate 
aid programs for diverse students. 

 
• Advising—Staff from OMA/D, UAA, and Student Life share information on 

effective advising strategies, attend workshops to focus on emerging trends in the 
advising arena, and discuss institutional and state policies that impact the advising 
of diverse undergraduate students. 

 
• Academic Tutoring—OMA/D retention staff work closely with UAA staff to 

provide wider academic and tutoring support structures for diverse students. The 
collaboration also includes work around study skills and academic tutoring 
practices. 

 
• Experiential Learning—Staff from OMA/D, UAA, and Student Life collaborate 

to deliver information on internships and summer employment opportunities, and 
ensure that diverse students have opportunities to engage in research, community 
service, and study abroad experiences.  

 
• Social and Cultural Development—OMA/D, UAA, and Student Life (Housing 

and Food Services) are allies in providing a supportive and nurturing environment 
to diverse students living in campus residence halls. The collaboration also 
includes diversity education, campus outreach, cultural event planning, and 
program coordination to facilitate student development. 

 
• Health, Wellness, and Safety—OMA/D, UAA, and Student Life partner to 

provide a full continuum of care and recreational activities for diverse students to 
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reach their full academic potential. The units support the goal of providing 
multicultural competent clinical, consultative, and outreach services to students 
from diverse backgrounds.   

 
HUSKY PROMISE 

 
The University is committed to ensuring that low and lower middle-income students can 
afford to choose the UW. To ensure the UW remains affordable, beginning autumn 
quarter 2007, the Husky Promise guarantees that full tuition will be covered by grant or 
scholarship support to low- or lower middle-income Washington resident students. 
Students that qualify for Husky Promise can be assured that if tuition increases, the 
Husky Promise will increase as well. Students from any of the three UW campuses can 
benefit from Husky Promise. 
 
In 2007-08, about 5,500 undergraduate students qualified for Husky Promise. Their 
guarantee of free tuition is met with $17.1 million in federal grants, $14 million in state 
grants and $2.7 million in UW institutional aid. In addition, these students receive $11.1 
million in state grants and $12.4 million in UW institutional aid to help cover their living 
expenses. 

 
INITIATIVES FOCUSING ON GRADUATE STUDENT DIVERSITY 

 
GRADUATE OPPORTUNITIES AND MINORITY ACHIEVEMENT PROGRAM 

 
Over the last five years, the Graduate Opportunities and Minority Achievement Program 
(GO-MAP)—a division of The Graduate School charged with the responsibility of 
increasing the recruitment and retention of underrepresented graduate students at the 
University of Washington—has embarked on a number of initiatives designed to meet its 
objectives. Current data suggest that these efforts have been effective in meeting our 
goals. While the total UW-Seattle graduate student enrollment since 2002 has increased 
by 7.7%, the underrepresented graduate student enrollment for the same period grew by 
42.4%. Below are descriptions of some of the efforts that have helped the University 
attain these successes. 
 
GO-MAP Recruitment 
 
The key initiatives that we have undertaken over the last five years to increase the 
enrollment of underrepresented graduate students at the UW involve the establishment of 
well-supported outreach activities and the hiring of key personnel. While Prospective 
Students Days—a two-day event in late spring that attracts prospective graduate students 
visiting the campus at the time—has been in place for some years, recent efforts to 
expand its effectiveness have included the establishment of a Kick-Off Workshop & 
Reception that brings together graduate program coordinators and GO-MAP staff to 
strategize how best to persuade prospective students to consider enrolling at the UW. 
This early February event is then followed by a series of weekly Open Houses held every 
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Friday in the GO-MAP offices to provide information and support to prospective students 
who visit the campus over the course of winter quarter.  
 
In addition, we recently established the Graduate Diversity Recruiters Program, which 
consists of underrepresented graduate students currently enrolled at the UW who 
volunteer to meet over coffee or lunch with prospective students at their convenience. 
Finally, this past year, GO-MAP identified all of its current and former Diversity Fellows 
in an effort to involve current fellows in our recruitment outreach during Prospective 
Students Days and former fellows in the establishment of a GO-MAP Alumni 
Association.  
 
For many years, GO-MAP has also been the home of the National Name Exchange and 
the Western Name Exchange, two consortia of 30 and 24 universities, respectively, that 
collect and exchange the names of their talented but underrepresented ethnic minority 
students who are in the sophomore, junior, or senior year of their undergraduate 
education. The purpose of the Exchanges is to ensure that participating universities 
continue to identify a pool of qualified students who could be recruited to the graduate 
programs at these institutions.  
 
A new initiative in its early stages involves expanding our capacity to assist colleagues at 
our branch campuses with opportunities to identify a wider range of underrepresented 
students who may be interested in pursuing graduate study at their institutions. We are 
also currently discussing with administrators in the Gates Millennium Scholars (GMS) 
Program the possibility of developing a parallel name exchange for students in their 
program. The GMS Program, which has recruited and funded the undergraduate 
enrollment of 1,000 students each year since its founding in 2000, has recently expanded 
its efforts to include funding for graduate study, as well. We are confident that the 
potential for a name exchange for the GMS program is a real possibility.  
 
Two years ago, with the support of various research centers on campus, The Graduate 
School hired a Director of Diversity Recruiting for GO-MAP whose primary 
responsibility is to increase the enrollment of underrepresented graduate students in the 
STEM fields. The Director, Dr. Sibrina Collins, has visited a number of key universities 
to establish partnerships with their faculty. The long-term goal is to encourage cross-
campus faculty exchanges and the establishment of a pipeline that will bring 
undergraduate minority students from their campuses to the UW for summer internships. 
Over time, we hope that many of these same undergraduate students will enroll at the 
UW as graduate students.  
 
Dr. Collins’ work is also being expanded and supported by colleagues across the campus 
as part of a comprehensive diversity plan that GO-MAP and The Graduate School have 
developed in the past year. The diversity plan details our efforts to recruit, retain, and 
eventually place underrepresented graduate students who choose to study at the UW. One 
of the biggest challenges GO-MAP has faced over the years is a result of the fact that we 
have enormous amounts of raw data but very little systematically analyzed and 
interpreted data that we can use to evaluate the activities and practices we have 
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undertaken in the past or to plan strategically for the future. In Autumn 2007, we hired an 
Operations Program Analyst who will develop a Data Resource Management Program to 
address these concerns. 
 
GO-MAP Retention Efforts 
 
In an effort to improve the overall climate on campus and encourage community building 
among underrepresented graduate students, GO-MAP has instituted a number of 
activities designed to provide students with information and opportunities to share their 
scholarly work with others. Faculty and members of the larger community, for example, 
are invited several times a quarter to speak at Voices in Academia (ViA) and Voices in the 
Community (ViC) Lunches, respectively, to share their ideas regarding such topics as 
staying motivated, writing a dissertation, giving a conference presentation, and 
connecting with community organizations. We also recently established a Graduate 
Diversity Scholars Research Seminar (GDSRS) series that gives graduate students an 
opportunity to talk about their on-going research, dissertation projects, or issues relevant 
to scholarly and professional development. Finally, we initiated a Diversity Fellows 
Dinner four years ago to acknowledge and celebrate the accomplishments of GO-MAP 
fellows. Invitees to the dinner include current GO-MAP fellows, their mentors and 
advisors, as well as members of the larger community who have been identified as 
potential donors.  
 
More recently, we have embarked on two initiatives specifically designed to increase the 
retention of PhD students and develop the leadership of underrepresented students 
affiliated with the various graduate student organizations on campus. As part of our PhD 
Completion Project, we have developed rosters of all underrepresented students at the 
UW who have attained post-candidacy. Our goal is to first survey them to identify issues 
and concerns they face that typically slow down their progress toward completion. Once 
we have identified points of intervention, we plan to develop a series of workshops that 
will address these needs. This initiative grew directly out of GO-MAP and The Graduate 
School’s efforts to develop a comprehensive Diversity Plan. Moreover, because we 
noticed that underrepresented graduate student organizations are beginning to proliferate, 
GO-MAP has initiated an effort to establish an Annual Symposium each spring that will 
include professional development workshops and additional opportunities beyond the 
GDSRS series for students to share their research in poster sessions. The larger goal is to 
cultivate the leadership qualities that students are already beginning to demonstrate 
through their involvement in their individual graduate student organizations. GO-MAP 
firmly believes that these leadership skills will transfer over to their academic careers 
once they complete their studies. 
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INITIATIVES FOCUSING ON FACULTY DIVERSITY 
 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE OFFICE OF THE ASSOCIATE VICE PROVOST FOR FACULTY 
ADVANCEMENT 

 
Several diversity leaders established the Office of Faculty Advancement at the University 
of Washington in July 2007 as the result of recommendations over the past 10 years. In 
1997 the Minority Faculty Recruitment and Retention Subcommittee of the Board of 
Deans identified a need for an advocate for faculty diversity housed in the Provost’s 
Office. Subsequent diversity leaders, including former Vice Provost for Minority Affairs 
and Vice President for Diversity Nancy “Rusty” Barceló, also advocated for the 
development of this office. The primary mission of the Office of the Associate Vice 
Provost for Faculty Advancement (AVPFA) is to ensure that the UW recruits, promotes 
and retains an excellent and diverse faculty. Thus, an overall goal of this office is to 
support changes in the culture and hiring practices of individual departments by 
identifying and then disseminating strategies and resources for comprehensive 
recruitment.  
 
The AVPFA works with deans, department chairs, and other academic leaders on campus 
to improve policies and practices related to the recruitment and retention of faculty 
members, particularly those from underrepresented groups. The AVPFA presents 
strategies for diversity recruitment and retention at faculty retreats and meetings of 
divisional deans, provides departments with consultation on job announcements and 
candidate recruitment, and participates in candidate interviews when appropriate.  
 
The AVPFA also helps negotiate individual cases at the departmental and College levels 
by serving as liaison between individual faculty members and senior administrators. In 
the first six months of the establishment of this office, the AVPFA has already played a 
key role in the successful resolution of eight recruitment and retention cases and is 
currently working on another five. Within the College of Arts & Sciences, the AVPFA 
has worked directly with the departments of Anthropology, American Ethnic Studies, 
American Indian Studies, Communication, History, Political Science, and Psychology. 
He has also worked closely with the School of Dentistry, School of Education, Evans 
School of Public Affairs, Law School, School of Public Health and Community 
Medicine, and School of Social Work. The financial resources that the office has been 
able to mobilize in support of these efforts include bridge funding, summer funding, and 
research support to make recruitment packages more attractive. Further, the AVPFA has 
meetings scheduled with administrators and key diversity leaders at UW Tacoma and 
UW Bothell to strategize the hiring of diverse faculty on those campuses. 
 
Another important focus of the Office of Faculty Advancement is to support 
underrepresented minority (URM) faculty at the UW. In 2005-2006, two 
underrepresented faculty members, Enrique Bonus (American Ethnic Studies) and 
Caroline Chung Simpson (English) put forth a proposal to the President’s Diversity 
Appraisal Implementation fund to conduct a series of meetings for URM faculty. This 
project was named CORD, shorthand for Minority Faculty Collective Resources for 
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Diversity. The Office of Faculty Advancement is supporting phase II of CORD, which 
will entail a series of three workshops aimed at helping under-represented faculty 
navigate the stages of academic career development. The first workshop will address 
issues of the second year review, tenure, and promotion; the second workshop will 
discuss culture and climate; and the third workshop will include panel presentations by 
senior underrepresented faculty members on how they achieved their current successes. 
The AVPFA will attend a welcome reception for these workshops in order for him to 
meet with faculty, answer any questions they may have, and share with them the work of 
this office, including both identifying issues unique to URM faculty and implementing 
strategies that address them and provide needed support.  
 
Additionally, the Office of Faculty Advancement is sponsoring monthly meetings and a 
writing retreat for Women Investigating Race, Ethnicity, and Difference (WIRED), a 
cohort of junior faculty whose research focuses on diversity. Formed by three women 
faculty of color from English, Communication, and History in 2007, WIRED seeks to 
offer a supportive space for junior women faculty to set writing/research goals and share 
strategies for balancing work and life. Finally, the Office of Faculty Advancement works 
closely with the ADVANCE Center for Institutional Change and Balance @ UW, other 
units focused on improving the climate for diverse faculty, particularly women, in fields 
in which women are underrepresented.  
 
In addition to the AVPFA, the Office of Faculty Advancement includes a full-time 
professional staff position (Director of Education and Research Programs), and a half-
time Graduate Research Associate (RA). The Director of Education and Research 
Programs, Alka Arora, is a Women Studies scholar whose areas of research and teaching 
expertise include feminist theory, critical pedagogy, and curriculum transformation. Her 
role in the AVPFA’s office is to develop long-term strategies for successful recruitment 
and retention of underrepresented faculty at the UW; implement the programs of the 
office; and work with AVP Luis Fraga to build collaborative relationships with key 
stakeholders on campus. Ms. Arora sits on the boards of the Leadership, Community, and 
Values Initiative (LCVI) and the Graduate Office and Minority Affairs Program (GO-
MAP) and works closely with the Women’s Center and the Diversity Council to help 
integrate faculty issues into broader diversity efforts at the University. Calla Chancellor, 
the RA for the office, is responsible for reviewing and assessing the relevant literature 
related to faculty diversity and assists the director with program implementation. 
 
Data on faculty and staff diversity are available on the website of the Equal Opportunity 
and Affirmative Action Office at http://www.washington.edu/provost/ap/eoaa/#reports. 
The reports that are available on the site track data from 1997-2006, aggregated at the 
University, College/School, department, and unit level. 
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Diversity Research Institute 
 
In addition to actively recruiting and retaining underrepresented candidates, supporting 
intellectual research on issues of diversity is critical to retaining the best faculty. The 
Diversity Research Institute (DRI), formed in 2004 and housed in the Office of Minority 
Affairs and Diversity, was brought under the leadership of AVP Fraga in 2007 in order to 
better align concerns of faculty and research diversity. The staff of the Office of Faculty 
Advancement also supports the DRI, and the resources of the DRI are used to attract and 
retain faculty to the UW.  
 
From 2004-07, under the leadership of Professor David Takeuchi and Dr. Betty Schmitz, 
the DRI hosted an interdisciplinary research conference and distinguished lecture series, 
sponsored a small grants program for faculty, and built a directory of UW scholars whose 
work focuses on diversity.  
 
The new leadership of DRI is building upon the successes of these previous efforts, while 
also expanding opportunities for faculty to present research and collaborate on 
multidisciplinary projects. The activities of the DRI for the 2007-2008 academic year 
include: 
  

• A spring conference, Enriching the Academy: Diversity Research at the UW. This 
year’s conference will bring together a number of existing research centers on 
campus, including the Indigenous Wellness Research Institute and the 
Washington Institute for the Study of Race, Ethnicity, and Sexuality with clusters 
of faculty from a number of departments who specialize in research on race and 
ethnicity. Conference participants will have an opportunity to learn about the 
breadth of diversity research being conducted at the UW and identify possible 
areas for research collaborations.  

 
• Senior Scholars Invited Lecture Series. In spring 2008, Dr. Eduardo Bonilla-Silva 

(Sociology, Duke) and Dr. Kim Williams (Kennedy School of Government, 
Harvard) will each give a lecture and offer a faculty research seminar.  

 
• Co-sponsorship of a number of diversity-related research events across the 

university, including the Business School’s Washington Minority Small Business 
Survey and Diversity in Business Research Conference, the Libraries Diversity 
Lecture Series, and the Thomas M. Scheidel Annual Faculty Lecture in the 
Department of Communications.  

 
• Leading the effort to build a permanent, university-wide organizational 

infrastructure devoted to diversity research at the UW.  
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OTHER UNIVERSITY-WIDE INITIATIVES 
 
STRENGTHENING CURRICULAR DIVERSITY 

 
The University of Washington has developed a number of new majors and programs that 
spotlight diversity. A minor in Disability Studies was established in 2005 in which 
students develop a strong interdisciplinary foundation in the social, legal, and political 
framing of disability. The Diversity Minor, launched in January 2006, is a 25-credit, 
interdisciplinary program that strengthens students’ knowledge and understandings of 
critical aspects of diversity. Areas of emphasis include foundations of diversity; arts and 
culture; historical, global, and contemporary perspectives; and an applied experience, 
such as service learning or an internship. These programs support both faculty and 
student diversity by helping to foster an intellectual environment where multiple 
perspectives and histories are included. The Office of Faculty Advancement has played a 
key role in these efforts as has the Center for Curriculum Transformation. 
 
The Center for Curriculum Transformation, located in the Office of Minority Affairs and 
Diversity offers an annual, interdisciplinary seminar for faculty who are interested in 
creating new courses or revising existing courses that explore issues of race, class, 
gender, sexuality, and other aspects of diversity. Past seminar topics have included global 
health disparities and Disability Studies. In addition, Dr. Betty Schmitz, Director of the 
Center for Curriculum Transformation, provides consultations to faculty and departments 
interested in expanding their curricular options to more fully integrate issues of diversity. 
 
TRIBAL LEADERSHIP SUMMIT 
 
An annual Tribal Leadership Summit was instituted in 2007 between the President’s 
Office, the Office of Minority Affairs and Diversity and all 41 federally and non-
federally recognized tribes in the historical boundaries of Washington and tribes from 
Oregon, Idaho, and Montana with in-state tuition status. The summit is held concurrently 
with the opening day of the First Nations @ UW Spring Powwow 
(http://students.washington.edu/fnuw/).  
 
The Tribal Leadership Summit focuses on partnership efforts between the tribal 
communities and the University’s programs in education, research, and service. The 
format of the meeting is consistent with the Governor’s Centennial Accord, which 
outlines procedures for government-to-government relationships between tribes and 
various departments and programs within Washington state government. The aim of the 
summit is to listen, learn, and share ideas, experiences and concerns about issues and 
priorities important to tribal leaders and communities related to higher education, 
including recruitment and retention of Native American students, faculty and staff. The 
focus is on building trust, identifying appropriate frameworks of collaboration, and 
forging new partnerships that support the academic success of Native American students.  
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REPORT ON WOMEN AT THE UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
 

One of the charges given to the President’s Advisory Committee on Women (PACW) is 
to disseminate collected information on the status of women at the University. During 
2006-2007, PACW took this charge and made it a reality. The Report on Women 
(http://depts.washington.edu/pacw/reports/women2007/index.shtml) is the first attempt to 
bring together data that are currently being collected about women and present them in a 
coherent and easily understandable format. As a baseline and a foundation for future 
study about UW women, this report provides an in-depth understanding of the impacts 
and contributions of women at the University of Washington’s three campuses and in its 
medical system.  
 
What the Report Data Say 
 
Data are organized into six sections: Students, Faculty, Staff, Administration, Athletics, 
and Crime. The report is based on data from 2005-07. The following are the key findings 
from each section. 
 

Students. Women are widely represented among the students of the UW. Over 
half of the undergraduate and graduate students enrolled at the UW in Fall 2006 
were women, representing 56% of the undergraduate students at UW Bothell, 
52% of the undergraduate students at UW Seattle, and 60% of the undergraduate 
students at UW Tacoma, and 55% of the students enrolled in the Graduate School 
(representing all UW campuses). Women earned the majority of Bachelor’s 
degrees, though the proportion of women earning degrees in various disciplines 
varied widely. For example, at UW Seattle, 90% of bachelor’s degrees in nursing 
and 76% of bachelor’s degrees in public health and community medicine were 
awarded to women, while 18% of bachelor’s degrees in both the Information 
School and Engineering were awarded to women. Women also earned the 
majority of Master’s degrees, 65% of those awarded at UW Bothell, 55% of those 
awarded at UW Seattle, and 71% of those awarded at UW Tacoma. Women were 
awarded 47% of the PhDs, 58% of JDs (Law), 60% of MDs (Medicine), and 42% 
of DDs (Dentistry). We found similar variation in degrees awarded to women in 
various fields. 
 
Staff. Women represented 68% of the Classified staff and 58% of the Professional 
staff. Among Classified staff, all job categories that employed at least 100 women 
included at least 40% women; the highest percentage of women was employed as 
professional nurses (85% of 2,294 employees) and as medical clerical workers 
(83% of 1,015 employees), and the lowest percentage was employed as service 
workers in building and grounds (44% of 798). The category employing the 
highest percentage of women professional staff is Principal Assistants (91%), 
while the category employing the lowest percentage is Computer Specialists 
(25%). Professional staff women are overrepresented (72%) among the lower pay 
grades (grades 5-7) and underrepresented (38%) among the higher pay grades 
(grades 11-14). 
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Faculty and Academic Personnel. Women comprise 44% of all faculty at UW 
Bothell, 41% at UW Seattle, and 51% at UW Tacoma. At UW Seattle, women 
tend to account for a higher percentage of non-ladder faculty and a lower 
percentage of ladder faculty; also, a higher percentage of women are represented 
among the assistant professor (47%) than the professor (23%) ranks. Women 
represent 56% of the non-ladder faculty, 49% of the temporary teaching faculty, 
and 41% of the research faculty. Among academic personnel, the highest 
percentage of women in any job grouping is among librarians: 74% of the 150 
librarians are women. Within the schools and colleges of UW Seattle, the highest 
percentage of women faculty are found in the School of Nursing and the lowest 
percentage (20%) are in the College of Engineering. 
 
University Administration. Women are strongly represented among the UW 
central administration. Five of nine Vice Presidents and five of 11 currently filled 
Vice Provosts positions are women. Additionally, the Provost is a woman. Of the 
four Chancellors and Vice-Chancellors of UW Bothell and UW Tacoma, three are 
women. Women are less well represented among the UW Seattle Deans and 
Department chairs; eight of 18 deans and 11 of 106 department chairs are 
women15. 
 
Athletics. Approximately 2% of women undergraduates participate in 
intercollegiate athletics, and they represent 49% of all student athletes at UW. 
There are 10 women’s teams; the majority of women (43%) participate in crew. 
Women receive 45% of athletically-related student aid. Women are less well 
represented among the coaching staff, comprising 31% of the head coaches (all 
for women’s teams) and 25% of the assistant coaches. 
 
Crime. The UW Police Department currently has 45 police officers, nine (20%) of 
whom are women; this is substantially higher than the national average of 12% 
women police officers. The current Chief of UW Police is also a woman. From 
January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006, there were 858 victims of major 
(Level I) crimes; 37% were women, with larceny (43%) and assault (41%) as 
crimes with the highest percentage of women victims. Women were rarely 
perpetrators of major crimes with only five females arrested. 

 

                                                 
15 Effective March 31, 2008, a woman (and minority) will be Dean of the College of Arts & Sciences, one 
of the largest colleges on campus.  
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DIVERSITY INITIATIVES SPECIFIC TO THE BOTHELL CAMPUS 
 

The University of Washington, Bothell is committed to recruiting and supporting a 
diverse student body, faculty, and staff. As highlighted in the University of Washington, 
Bothell Vision and Core Values statement, 
 

Our diverse community promotes understanding and collaboration across 
disciplines, cultures, and beliefs. All students, staff, and faculty are both 
learners and teachers mutually engaged in a collective effort. Our 
entrepreneurial history has taught us that flexibility, responsiveness to change, 
and respect for multiple viewpoints are essential organizational capabilities. 
These principles will continue to guide our governance and commitment to the 
welfare of the whole. 
 

In 2006-07, 58% of UW Bothell students were female; 27% of the students were students 
of color, with the largest group being Asian American, at 17%. (For the entering class of 
2007, 39% are Asian American.)  In 2006, 50% of the UW Bothell faculty was female, 
while 23% of the tenure-line faculty of color, with the largest groups being African 
American and Asian American. UW Bothell is also actively promoting the Husky 
Promise program; this year, 217 students are participating in Husky Promise. 
 
A number of efforts are underway to improve UW Bothell’s recruitment and retention of 
diverse students, faculty, and staff. Among them is the first annual Diversity Scholars 
Luncheon that will be offered this spring. The purpose of the luncheon is to invite low 
income, minority, and first generation college students to meet faculty and staff and learn 
about UW Bothell programs and the admissions process. Though we have room for 
improving faculty and staff diversity, Academic and Administrative Directors have been 
encouraged to insure that recruitment pools for all searches include diverse candidates. In 
addition, UW Bothell will initiate a campus-wide conversation in 2008-09 about 
diversity. Among the items to be considered will be the possible development of a Multi-
Cultural Center for students. In preparation for the 2008-09 conversations, UW Bothell 
campus leadership has invited key University of Washington leaders to engage this spring 
in discussions about how to build upon and improve diversity. Visits have been scheduled 
with Luis Fraga, Associate Vice Provost for Faculty Advancement; Sheila Edwards 
Lange, Vice President for Minority Affairs and Vice Provost for Diversity; and Juan 
Guerra, Associate Dean in the Graduate School and Director of the Graduate 
Opportunities and Minority Achievement Program. 
 
THE DIVERSITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECT 
 
The Diversity Enhancement Project at the UW Bothell is an integrative project designed 
to overcome persistent institutional barriers to building a more diverse campus. The 
project links research on best diversity practices, the creation of new outreach and 
retention activities for students and faculty, and the development of a curriculum that 
engages the shifting demographics and cultures of the Northshore region. The project is 
co-directed by Becky Rosenberg, Director, Teaching and Learning Center; Bruce 
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Burgett, Professor, Interdisciplinary Arts & Sciences; and Mary Abrums, Associate 
Professor, Nursing. 
 
Since its founding in 1990, UW Bothell has articulated as one of its core values a 
commitment to attracting a diverse faculty, student body, and staff, and creating an 
inclusive environment for all. The Diversity Enhancement Project aimed to strengthen 
many institutional practices that support this commitment. Goals were to: 
 

• Develop new strategies to create an inclusive and supportive educational 
environment for all 

 
• Create new curricular options that incorporate community-based components 

 
• Improve recruitment and retention of diverse students, faculty, and staff 

 
Supported by a $44,000 grant from the President’s Diversity Appraisal Implementation 
Fund, the UW Bothell Diversity Enhancement Project took a three-fold approach, 
consisting of research, curricular change, and community involvement. First, project 
leaders conducted focus groups about institutional climate with students, staff, and 
faculty to pinpoint specific areas of need and inform subsequent project efforts. Second, 
the project funded two cohorts of faculty and staff to develop innovative pedagogical and 
curricular strategies. These faculty and staff members collaborated with regional 
organizations committed to diversity to develop opportunities for students. Finally, the 
project hosted public forums open to the campus community, organizations from its 
service region, and community partners involved in course development. The first year’s 
campus-wide event in May 2006 included a keynote address by Camille Hazeur 
(Director, University Equity and Diversity Services, George Mason University) and 
culminated in a daylong conference attended by approximately 35 faculty, students, staff, 
and administrators. The day’s discussion raised important issues regarding the current 
climate and the need for change at UW Bothell. 
 
The work of the first cohort of fellows (2005–2006) is visible in new UW Bothell’s 
redesigned courses in Business, Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences, and Nursing. The 
work of the second cohort (2006–2007) has focused on building more diverse teaching 
and research-based bridges between the campus and the communities it serves. These 
bridges include service-learning, cross-campus coordination among academic units, 
recruitment and retention efforts, performance-based interventions, and assessment of 
long-term programmatic initiatives. The campus-wide forums allowed project 
participants to share their curricular and pedagogical research and fostered sustainable 
collaborations between regional organizations focused on diversity and UW Bothell 
faculty, students, and staff. The second year of the Project will conclude with a daylong 
workshop in which fellows from both cohorts develop a diversity plan for the campus. 
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DIVERSITY INITIATIVES SPECIFIC TO THE TACOMA CAMPUS 
 

Diversity is one of the central elements of the UW Tacoma Vision statement, which says 
UW Tacoma 
 

is committed to diversity through nurturing a campus community where 
similarities and differences are acknowledged and respected. UW Tacoma 
welcomes and supports individuals of any age, gender, race, religion, sexual 
orientation, physical ability, and ethnic, cultural and socioeconomic background. 

 
Similarly, one of the four overarching goals of UW Tacoma’s strategic plan is focused on 
diversity:  Prepare students to participate in a diverse and increasingly complex world.  
 
In 2006, Chancellor Pat Spakes created the Office for Equity and Diversity at UW 
Tacoma, and hired Dr. Sharon Parker to serve as the Assistant Chancellor for Equity and 
Diversity. The Office for Equity and Diversity was created to help cultivate an 
institutional vision and commitment to diversity while ensuring an equitable environment 
for all members of the UW Tacoma community. This means paying attention to policies 
and practices involving management, leadership, communication, resources, scholarship, 
and community. It includes focusing attention on the demographic composition of UW 
Tacoma and our surrounding community of the South Puget Sound to be certain that we 
know who are our students, faculty, staff, and community partners in order to better serve 
and work with all. In addition, the office serves to address UW Tacoma institutional 
systems as a means of better serving all faculty, students, and staff. This includes 
updating and implementing the UW Tacoma Statement of Commitment to Diversity, as 
well as overseeing the Diversity Resource Center (DRC). 
 
The DRC was created to help establish a welcoming and inclusive campus environment 
that enables all members of the UW Tacoma community to learn through the exploration 
of human differences. It has three main goals: enhancing campus education, developing 
community partnerships, and building a diverse campus community. In working to meet 
these goals, the DRC offers a range of programs, resources, and activities for UW 
Tacoma constituents. For example, the STEPS program (Student Teams Empowerment 
and Personal Success) pairs UW Tacoma students with area high school students to help 
ensure that the high school students stay focused on academic achievement. STEPS is co-
sponsored by a Tacoma-based community organization, the Metropolitan Development 
Council. 
 
Advising the Office for Equity and Diversity and monitoring campus diversity issues is 
the UW Tacoma Diversity Task Force. The Task Force consists of nine members 
appointed by the Chancellor and a student representative. It has served UW Tacoma as a 
sounding board for equity and diversity issues, and was instrumental in ensuring the 
establishment of the Office for Equity and Diversity. 
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DIVERSITY IN ACADEMIC CURRICULA AND CLIMATE 
 
Consistent with the University’s emphasis on diversity, every academic program at the 
University of Washington, Tacoma is dedicated to creating a climate that is supportive of 
diverse learners and that enhances students’ skills in working in settings with people from 
all backgrounds. The Diversity website includes a list of UW Tacoma courses related to 
diversity and equity:  
 
http://www.tacoma.washington.edu/diversity/learn/uwt_diversity_courses.cfm.  
 
Students and faculty in many programs at UW Tacoma have opportunities to work and 
learn in settings and with communities of people   For example, faculty and students in 
the Nursing Program partnered with the city to survey the health needs of residents in 
Salishan, a low-income, predominantly African American and Latino community on the 
east side of Tacoma. Internships and practica in the Tacoma/South Puget Sound 
community also give students the opportunity to develop their ability to work in a diverse 
setting. Agencies where students have served include the Pierce County Juvenile Court, 
Northwest Immigrant Rights Project, Rainbow Center of Tacoma, and the Museum of 
Glass Arts Connect Program.  
 
STUDENT AFFAIRS 
 
In Student Affairs, the Office of Student Life has been extraordinarily active in providing 
programs and events that address issues of equity and diversity for students. The Student 
Life office presents relevant workshops for students, such as “Beyond Inclusion-- 
Strategic Interventions for Anti-Oppression,” and “Safe Zone Training.”  In addition, UW 
Tacoma students have annually attended the Washington State Students of Color 
Conference, supported by Student Life, and participated in the South Puget Sound Higher 
Education Diversity Partnership Institute, of which UW Tacoma is an organizing member 
for the annual conference for students, faculty and staff of the consortium institutions. 
UW Tacoma Student Life and the Diversity Resource Center sponsored the Power of One 
Conference on LGBT issues in April 2006, and several campus groups worked with the 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department to co-sponsor the National Women and Girls 
HIV/AIDS Awareness Day on campus last year. Student Life also offers a wide range of 
activities for students that address cultural awareness and heritage. Moreover, the Student 
Activities Board of Student Life has a position for a student coordinator of Social Issues 
and Cultural Awareness. Last year the Student Activities Board hosted over 20 events 
relating to cultural and social issues.  
 
The number and focus of student organizations continues to grow at UW Tacoma. 
Among the most active of these organizations over the years are the Black Student 
Union, Latino Student Organization, Native American Student Organization, and the 
Queer-Straight Alliance. These organizations often turn to the DRC and/or Student Life 
for support to offer programs focusing on social justice issues (such as the recent 
presentation on immigration issues) and hertiage awareness (such as the Martin Luther 
King Day Unity Breakfast, Women’s History Month, and the various ethnic heritage 
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month activities). Student organizations also direct their efforts to the community at-large 
either by sponsoring special programs (such as working with Habitat for Humanity or the 
Pierce County AIDS Foundation) or collaborating with other UW Tacoma organizations 
to offer informational presentations to students, faculty and staff. 
 
MATH SCIENCE LEADERSHIP PROGRAM 
 
For six years, the Institute of Technology has provided a Math Science Leadership 
Program (MSL). This four-week summer session is designed for students who: 1) are 
historically marginalized (i.e., gender, racial, ethnic, religious, sexual orientation) from 
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) and leadership fields and are 
college-bound first generation students. Students in the program are from 7th to 12th 
grades. The MSL Program uses inquiry-based curriculum that prepares our youth for 
lifelong learning and has a strong emphasis on projects, with a firm foundation in the 
fundamentals of math and science. 
 
In order to fulfill the program's mission, to encourage and inspire the pursuit of higher 
education in STEM fields, MSL hires a 12 member instructional team, which is 
representative of the student population. Students are exposed to, and interact with, 
experts from the field through three venues: 1) panel discussions, 2) 
classroom/connections guests, and 3) fieldtrips/site visits. The program takes a two-
pronged approach to student success: four-week summer session and monthly 
connections throughout the academic year. 
 
SUMMER BRIDGE PROGRAM 
 
This program was launched in 2007 to provide a pre-college experience for area youth 
from underrepresented racial/ethnic populations or who are first-generation college 
students. Properly titled the Summer Bridge to Success Program, this initiative focused 
on ensuring that students in these special populations have an orientation to college life 
and an understanding of expectations for work at the university level, skills for academic 
success, and a supportive cohort and advisors or mentors. The 23 students who 
participated in the first year of the program found it useful to their start-up at UW 
Tacoma and well being on the campus; all of these students have continued to be enrolled 
at UW Tacoma. The program will be repeated in summer 2008. 
 
COMMUNITY LINKS 
 
UW Tacoma enjoys several ongoing community partnerships and collaborations that 
foster equity and diversity. One of the longest such collaborations is the Tacoma School 
of the Arts (SOTA). Utilizing UW Tacoma classroom space, SOTA high school students 
are visible throughout campus. Thanks to this relationship, SOTA students have become 
accustomed to being on a college campus and consider attending UW Tacoma when they 
are ready to move on to college.   
 



 85

Because the UW Tacoma campus lies in the heart of the Tacoma Hilltop community, an 
area where the African American community is centered and the Latino population is 
visible and growing, campus officials and organizations have reached out to its 
organizations, churches, and neighbors. For instance, in the summer, UW Tacoma not 
only hosts the middle school enrichment program for low-income children operated by a 
Hilltop church, but also provides supervised student teachers for the academic portion of 
the program. UW Tacoma also offers pre-college workshops to student participants of 
Tacoma/South Puget Sound MESA (Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement). 
As well, UW Tacoma co-sponsors and participates in community heritage events such as 
Metro Parks Tacoma Ethnic Fest and L.E.A.P. (Latina/o Educational Achievement 
Project) and the Latino Youth Summit. 
 
GEAR UP 
 
The UW Tacoma, in partnership with Tacoma Public Schools, Tacoma Community 
College, and numerous other community partners, has submitted a $7 million GEAR UP 
grant proposal to the Department of Education. This project would focus on enhancing 
opportunities for postsecondary education for a cohort of approximately 1,400 students 
and their families, from 7th grade through enrollment in postsecondary education. Eight 
Tacoma middle schools have been selected for this project; all of these schools have at 
least 50% of students from families that meet federal low-income guidelines. The 
program provides programming for students and their families, as well as professional 
development for their teachers. 
 
OMA/D UW-TACOMA SITE-BASED COUNSELOR 
 
Since the fall of 2003 a UW site-based recruitment counselor has been based at UW 
Tacoma, with a focus on underrepresented student recruitment. Therefore, for the period 
of 2003-2007, this counselor has recruited at Tacoma area high schools for both UW 
Seattle and UW Tacoma. In addition, this position has served on many University-wide 
committees and within UW Tacoma’s Division of Student Affairs to represent the 
diversity student and staff perspective as it pertains to policy and program planning 
efforts at UW Tacoma. 
 
The UW site-based counselor, along with UW Tacoma faculty, assists with the evaluation 
and admission review of prospective freshman. This position also works closely with the 
Assistant Chancellor for Equity and Diversity in the review and selection of Diversity 
Scholars at the Tacoma campus. This counselor is actively involved in community 
relations and college-prep programs that serve students living in and around South Puget 
Sound. 
 
In Autumn 2007, the Office of Admissions at UW Tacoma hired a recruiter strictly 
focused on high school recruitment, and the OMA/D site-based counselor is providing 
support and planning assistance. There is currently discussion between OMA/D and UW 
Tacoma on future directions through the office of the Assistant Chancellor for Equity and 
Diversity. 
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PART B: QUESTIONS RELATED TO OTHER INSTITUTIONAL CHANGES 

 
As a large, complex community that values innovation, the University of Washington is 
constantly in flux, leading in, and responding to, a rapidly changing world. What follows 
is a brief description of significant institutional changes, not already described, that have 
taken place since our 2003 Decennial Accreditation report. The presentation of these 
changes is structured according to each of the nine standards outlined in the guidelines 
for preparing a regular interim report. These standards, along with each of their 
qualifying questions, are repeated below for reference. As instructed in the preparation 
materials, where repetition would be necessary, reference is simply made to those 
sections in Part A in which the topic under discussion has been previously discussed. 
Also, when necessary, reference is made to documents found in appendices. 
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STANDARD ONE – INSTITUTIONAL MISSION AND GOALS, PLANNING 
AND EFFECTIVENESS 

 
GUIDING QUESTIONS 

⇒ What changes, if any, have been made in the mission and goals of the institution 
since the last full-scale evaluation and why have they been made?  

⇒ How have these changes been reflected in the educational program and/or 
functioning of the institution?  

⇒ What existing plans for the future have been achieved and what new plans have 
been formulated?  

⇒ Succinctly describe the institution’s current status in meeting the requirements of 
Standard 1.B - Planning and Effectiveness.  

⇒ What are the institution’s expectations of itself and how does it assess itself 
regarding the achievement of those expectations?   

 
RESPONSE 

 
CHANGES TO MISSION AND GOALS 

“The primary mission of the University of Washington is the preservation, advancement, 
and dissemination of knowledge. The University preserves knowledge through its 
libraries and collections, its courses, and the scholarship of its faculty. It advances new 
knowledge through many forms of research, inquiry, and discussion; and disseminates it 
through the classroom and the laboratory, scholarly exchanges, creative practice, 
international education, and public service. As one of the nation's outstanding teaching 
and research institutions, the University is committed to maintaining an environment for 
objectivity and imaginative inquiry and for the original scholarship and research that 
ensure the production of new knowledge in the free exchange of diverse facts, theories, 
and ideas.: 

The University of Washington’s Role and Mission statement, reprinted above, was 
adopted by the Board of Regents in February of 1981, revised in February 1998, and is 
published in the University Handbook. While the tasks outlined in the mission remain at 
the core of our enterprise, there have been major changes in the University of 
Washington’s leadership since the 2003 Decennial Accreditation report. A new President, 
Mark Emmert, arrived in June 2004, a new Provost, Phyllis Wise, in August 2005. 
(Additional changes in governance are detailed under Standard Six – Governance).  

In concert with their arrivals, three major initiatives were launched to better guide the 
university in pursuit of its mission: The Leadership, Community, and Values Initiative 
(LCVI), the creation of a new Vision Statement, and a Reputation Building Initiative. 
These initiatives required the entire campus community to engage in conversations about 
developing common metrics for assessing the University’s progress and effectiveness in 
meeting our goals. 
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LEADERSHIP, COMMUNITY, AND VALUES INITIATIVE: 
A GREAT UNIVERSITY, AN EXEMPLARY WORKPLACE 

 
The Leadership, Community, and Values Initiative (LCVI) was launched in the spring of 
2005 by President Emmert to help create a work environment that "recognizes, enhances 
and sustains leadership at all levels of the UW community." The initiative's goal is to 
make the University of Washington a place where our most precious asset, our people, 
choose to work, stay, learn and contribute.  
 
A team of faculty and staff volunteers developed an extensive online survey to ask UW 
employees for their opinions on key issues, including leadership, decision making, job 
satisfaction, resource management, and the climate for diversity at the University. Along 
with answering the survey questions, UW employees submitted more than 2,000 pages of 
comments, and more than 300 faculty and staff participated in some 50 discussion groups 
across the Seattle, Tacoma and Bothell campuses, and at the UW and Harborview 
Medical Centers.  
 
What emerged from this study was intensive feedback about how students, faculty, and 
staff felt about the University, what they were proud of, what they wanted changed, and 
what they defined as the core values of the University. The results of the LCVI study are 
publicly available (http://www.washington.edu/president/lcvi/) and were presented via 
print media and in a series of forums with university administrators and faculty and staff 
administrators. Results of this survey, which is currently undergoing a follow-up,  and the 
ensuing discussions it prompted, fundamentally reshaped how the University defined 
itself as a workplace and put into motion a series of projects and initiatives—many of 
which were spoken about in Part A of this report—that address the professional 
development of staff and faculty.  
 

CREATION OF A NEW VISION 
 
The creation of a new vision for the University, launched upon the arrival of Provost 
Wise in 2005, was a natural outgrowth of the LCVI. For the last two years, the University 
has been engaged in a robust conversation about its vision and its values. A first for the 
University, the entire campus community has engaged in spirited discussions aimed at 
forging a vision for the university that would inform its activities and vision over the next 
decade.  
 
The new vision statement is the result of these intensive conversations, across an entire 
year, with every constituent—both internally and externally—of the University. The 
statement provides a clear acknowledgement of the relative strengths the University has 
always enjoyed, while publicly articulating how those strengths will be leveraged to 
tackle the toughest challenges before our society. Moreover, the new vision statement 
explicitly links the aspirations and intentions of the University’s work with a set of core 
values that define not only who we are, as a University community, but how we will go 
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about the process of achieving our very best work. As the vision was rolled out, 
communications were sent out to the University community via e-mail, print media, and 
videos narrated by the Provost, that describe each aspect of the vision statement. These 
videos, along with commentary about the vision from students, staff, and faculty can be 
accessed from the Provost’s website (http://www.washington.edu/discovery/). 
 
This new vision statement, finalized in the past year, reads: 
 

“The University of Washington educates a diverse student body to become 
responsible global citizens and future leaders through a challenging learning 
environment informed by cutting-edge scholarship.  
 
Discovery is at the heart of our university.  
 
We discover timely solutions to the world’s most complex problems and enrich 
people’s lives throughout our community, the state of Washington, the nation, and 
the world.”  

 
In addition to the core vision, which could describe the central tasks of a variety of major 
research universities, the visioning exercise also produced a statement of core values and 
culture that make the University of Washington great and unique: 
 
UW STANDARD OF EXCELLENCE 
 
We recruit the best, most diverse, and innovative faculty and staff from around the world, 
encouraging a vibrant intellectual community for our students. We link academic 
excellence to cutting edge research through scholarly exploration and intellectual rigor. 
We hold ourselves to the highest standards of ethics, as a beacon for our community and 
the world.  
 
ACADEMIC COMMUNITY 
 
We are educators and learners. We promote access to excellence and strive to inspire 
through education that emphasizes the power of discovery and the foundation of critical 
and analytic thinking. We foster creativity, challenge the boundaries of knowledge, and 
cultivate independence of mind through unique interdisciplinary partnerships. 
 
WORLD LEADERS IN RESEARCH  
 
We have grown into the most successful public research university in the nation in 
attracting support for our research. Ours is a proud culture of innovation, collaboration, 
and discovery that has transformational impact. 
 
CELEBRATING PLACE 
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The natural beauty of the Pacific Northwest envelops us. This is an important element of 
who we are, for this awe-inspiring place not only anchors us, it reaffirms our desire to 
effect positive change in the world around us. We accept gratefully our role in preserving 
and enhancing Washington:  the place, the people, our home. 
 
SPIRIT OF INNOVATION 
 
As Washingtonians, we are profoundly optimistic about our future. Based on our past and 
present, we find inspiration for the future. Ours is a culture with a determined persistence 
that engenders innovation and a belief that our goals can be realized.  
 
WORLD CITIZENS 
 
We are compassionate and committed to the active pursuit of global engagement and 
connectedness. We assume leadership roles to make the world a better place through 
education and research. We embrace our role to foster engaged and responsible 
citizenship as part of the learning experience of our students, faculty, and staff. 
 
BEING PUBLIC 
 
As a public university we are deeply committed to serving all our citizens. We 
collaborate with partners from around the world to bring knowledge and discovery home 
to elevate the quality of lives of Washingtonians. This measure of public trust and shared 
responsibility guides our decision-making as well as our aspirations and vision for the 
future. 
 

REPUTATION BUILDING INITIATIVE 
 

"The University of Washington is one of the best universities in the world and one of the 
best kept secrets in higher education. The UW is not nearly as widely known as it should 
be -- it's time for a change. We need to build a more clear and effective way of 
communicating the UW's great strengths and successes."  
                - UW President Mark Emmert  

To that end, the University of Washington is undertaking a comprehensive Reputation-
Building Initiative (RBI), which began in fall 2007. The goal is to reach our many 
audiences and enhance their appreciation for the UW's essential value in the state, region 
and beyond.  

The RBI's goal is to bring a clearer sense of the University of Washington's identity in 
order to: (a) help us attract the most highly talented students, faculty and staff, (a) help 
our alumni feel renewed in their connections with us, (c) help citizens and legislators 
better understand the work we do for the state, and (d) provide corporate, research and 
philanthropic partners with a clearer picture of how their investments in the University of 
Washington have wide-reaching and powerful impacts.  



 91

Equally important, this initiative will be able to draw on a common set of ideas to talk 
about what we do and why our institution matters. Lipman Hearne, a Chicago-based 
communications vendor that works exclusively with nonprofit institutions, the majority 
being educational institutions, was selected to be our partner on the RBI. We are in the 
process of developing a set of protocols and measures that will allow us to assess the 
effectiveness of our efforts. 

PLANNING AND EFFECTIVENESS: BEING ACCOUNTABLE TO OUR VISION 
 
The new vision has been shared widely (see Appendix B-1 for an example of a brochure), 
and has also been the centerpiece for much of the work the University has begun to 
undertake. But, the University went beyond simply stating its vision and its values. It 
articulated a set of specific goals that embodied those values. Moreover, it developed a 
set of metrics that should be assessed regularly which, when done so, would allow the 
University to gauge how well it was achieving those metrics. In all, there were five broad 
goals: 
 

1. Attract a diverse and excellent student body and provide a rich learning experience. 
 

2. Attract and retain an outstanding and diverse faculty and staff to enhance 
educational quality, research strength, and prominent leadership. 

 
3. Strengthen interdisciplinary research and scholarship to tackle “grand challenge” 

problems that will benefit society and stimulate economic development. 
 

4. Expand the reach of the UW from our community and region across the world to 
enhance global competitiveness of our students and the region. 

 
5. Maintain and build resources, infrastructure, and facilities to insure the highest 

level of integrity, compliance and stewardship. 
 
Each of these five goals has been further defined by several specific metrics, as a result of 
deliberations with faculty, students, staff, the Board of Deans and Chancellors, and the 
Board of Regents. In addition, the many recent reports and visioning documents 
generated both internally and externally, have been taken into consideration to ensure that 
these specific metrics represent those reports’ findings and recommendations.  
This year, the University has begun a regular reporting of its progress on these metrics, 
using 2003, the date of the last accreditation report, as baseline data (an executive 
summary of this report can be found in Appendix B-2). Annual reports using these 
metrics allow us to measure progress on the five goals in an effort to guide the 
University’s decisions in ways that ensure success toward, and integrity with, the Vision 
Statement. This continual and careful monitoring is an integral part of the culture of 
assessment at the University of Washington. 

 Together, the Leadership, Community, and Values Initiative, the new Vision Statement, 
and Reputation Building Initiative, represent efforts at developing a new awareness of the 
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University of Washington as an intellectually exciting and rewarding place to study and 
work, and as an asset to the intellectual, cultural, and commercial life of our region and 
state. The systematic metrics and surveys associated with each are a reflection of the 
University’s continuous processes of planning, implementation, assessment, and 
improvement. In addition to these processes, the Office of Institutional Studies (OIS), 
located within the Office of Planning and Budgeting, produces ongoing analysis and 
information services to enhance decision-making, planning, and policy formation. 
Examples of the kinds of information available to help track faculty salaries compared to 
peers, student enrollment, and undergraduate degree efficiency that are publicly available 
can be found on the OIS website 
(http://www.washington.edu/admin/factbook/OisAcrobat/OisPDF.html). 
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STANDARD TWO – EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM AND ITS EFFECTIVENESS 
 

GUIDING QUESTIONS 
 

⇒ What changes, if any, have been made in the requirements for graduation and 
why?  

⇒ In the undergraduate (or lower division) curriculum, what new majors, minors, or 
degrees/certificates have been added?   

⇒ What majors, minors, or degrees/certificates have been discontinued?   
⇒ What significant changes have been made in existing majors, minors, or 

degrees/certificates? (Report only those certificate programs that total 45 or more 
quarter credit hours or 30 or more semester credit hours.) 

⇒ At the graduate level, if programs are offered, what significant changes have been 
made and why have they been made?  

⇒ What changes have been made in graduate non-degree or credential programs?  
Please provide the rationale for the changes.  

⇒ What changes have been made in special programs providing academic credit 
(summer session, extension, correspondence, travel, and foreign centers) and why 
have they been made?   

⇒ What are the intended educational program outcomes and how does the institution 
assess student achievement of those intended outcomes?   

⇒ In light of the requirements of Commission Policy 2.2 - Educational Assessment, 
how does the institution regularly and continuously assess its educational 
programs and use the results of assessment in planning?  

⇒ Keeping to a concise format, what are the institution’s expectations regarding 
achievements of its students and what reliable procedures are used to assess 
student achievement of those expectations? 

 
Note: In accordance with the instructions for preparing this report, guiding questions in italics and strikethrough 
have been answered in Part A of the report. 

 
RESPONSE 

 
CHANGES TO INSTITUTIONAL GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS 

 
There have been no institution-wide changes in graduate requirements for baccalaureate, 
master’s, and Ph.D. degrees. 
 
For students transferring from another Washington-state public four-year institution, a 
policy was enacted that allows those other institution’s baccalaureates’ “certification for 
completion of general education requirements” to be seen as equivalent to the University 
of Washington’s general education requirements. Departments and colleges may still 
require their own individual general education requirements as well as specify how a 
particular requirement is fulfilled. 
 



 94

NEW PROGRAMS AND SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES TO EXISTING UNDERGRADUATE 
PROGRAMS 
 
Appearing year-by-year, the following represents a comprehensive list of all changes and 
additions to the undergraduate program offerings at all three campuses of the University. 
Before changes become permanent they undergo a rigorous internal review, and when 
substantive, a review by the Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board 
(HECB). These review processes require each new program to provide enrollment 
projections to justify the program and career and employment options for students. 
Substantive changes must likewise address how they meet the best interests of our 
students.  The “*” denotes programs that will begin either in 2008-09 or in 2009-10.  
They also require approval from their respective College, faculty and/or the HECB. 
 
2001-02 

• BA/BS in Earth & Space Sciences: Name change and consolidation BA/BS 
Geological Science and undergraduate courses in Geophysics 

• BA in Communication: consolidation of undergraduate majors in 
Communications and Speech Communication 

• Option in Philosophy within the BA Mathematics 
• Minor in Public History (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Urban Studies (Tacoma) 
• BA in Urban Studies (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Human Rights (Bothell, Seattle, Tacoma) 
• BA in Social Welfare (Tacoma) 

 
2002-03 

• Dropped: Minor in Drama 
• BA/BS in Biology: consolidation of Zoology and Botany into Biology program to 

reflect disciplinary shifts and administrative reorganization; expansion of options 
within BA/BS to reflect integrated curriculum 

• Minor in Education (Tacoma) 
• Option in Human Resources Management within BA in Business Administration 

 
2003-04 

• BS in Forest Resources with a major in Environmental Science and Resource 
Management (ESRM): consolidation of six existing majors offered by the College 
of Forest Resources including Forest Management, Forest Engineering, 
Environmental Horticulture and Urban Forestry, Conservation of Wildland 
Resources, Wildlife Science and Sustainable Resource Studies under ESRM. 

• BFA in Digital Arts and Experimental Media 
• Dropped: Minor in Technical Communication 
• Minor in Hispanic Studies (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Asian Studies (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Museum Studies (Tacoma) 
• Options within Dental Public Health Services reduced from 4 to 2 
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2004-05 

• Minor in Disability Studies 
• Dropped: Minor in Communication 
• Minor in French Studies 
• School of Art curriculum revision including additional tracks in BA--Design 

Studies; Painting and Drawing (changes lowered credit requirements to facilitate 
degree completion, streamlined admission and provided options for students 
turned down for admission to competitive BFA programs in Painting and Visual 
Communication Design) 

• Minor in Health and Society (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Computing and Software Systems (Bothell) 
• Options in Finance, Management, and Marketing within Business Administration 

(Tacoma) 
• Eliminated: 5 year Bachelor of Arts/Bachelor of Music as recognized concurrent 

degree track--both degrees retained; adding Music Education as a option within 
the Bachelor of Music to parallel other programs. 

 
2005-06 

• BA in Computing and Software Systems (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Diversity Studies 
• Minor in Environmental Science and Resource Management (College of Forest 

Resources) 
• Dropped by the College of Forest Resources: Minors in Conservation of Wildland 

Resources, Environmental Horticulture and Urban Forestry, Forest Management, 
International Forestry, and Wildlife Sciences. 

• Minor in Baltic Studies 
• Minor in Estonian Studies 
• Minor in Lithuanian Studies 
• Minor in Latvian Studies 
• Option in Environmental Earth Science in Earth and Space Sciences 
• Minor in Applied Computing (Tacoma) 

 
2006-07 

• BS in Computer and Engineering Systems (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Education, Leadership and Society 
• Minor in Aerospace Leadership Studies 
• Minor in Military Science 
• Minor in Naval Science 
• Added four options with BSFR in Environmental Science and Resource 

Management: 
1. Landscape Ecology and Conservation 
2. Restoration Ecology and Environmental Horticulture 
3. Sustainable Forest Management 
4. Wildlife Conservation 
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• Minor in Values in Society 
• MEDEX Certificate in Public Oral Health Therapy:  joint program with Alaskan 

tribal medical consortium (ANTHC) 
• Option in Community Psychology within BA in Interdisciplinary Studies 

(Bothell) 
• BA in American Indian Studies 
• BA in Applied Computing (Bothell) 
• Minor in Policy Studies (Bothell) 
• Minor in Information Technology (Bothell) 

 
2007-08 

• BA in Early Childhood and Family Studies 
• Minor in Marine Biology 
• Option in Accounting within Business Administration (Bothell) 
• Minor in Business Administration (Tacoma) 
• Minor in Korean 
• BA in Biochemistry (Spring 2008) 

 
2008-09 or 2009-10 

• Distance Learning BS in Electrical Engineering (BSEE) (Fall 2008)*  Fee-based 
• BA in Finnish (Fall 2008)* 
• BA in Integrated Science (Winter 2008)* 

 
NEW PROGRAMS AND SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES TO EXISTING GRADUATE PROGRAMS 
(INCLUDING NON-DEGREE OR CREDENTIAL PROGRAMS) 
 
2001-02 

• School of Law: degree title change for the Taxation Program Option to Master of 
Laws in Taxation 

• UW Bothell Business Administration Program: change in degree title from the 
Master of Management to the Master of Business Administration 

• Environmental Management Graduate Certificate Program 
• Master of Policy Studies (Bothell) 
• Master of Science in Information Management 
• Master of Science in Architecture: Design Computing 
• Statistical Genetics Graduate Certificate 
• Master of Science in Information Systems 
• Name change: Master of Arts (Interdisciplinary Arts & Sciences) from Master of 

Arts (Tacoma) 
 
2002-03 

• MA/PhD in Communication 
• Adult Psychiatric Mental Health Nurse Practitioner Graduate Certificate 
• Distance Learning MS in Civil Engineering 
• Distance Learning MS in Construction Management 
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• Master of Social Work Outreach - Fee-based 
• MS in Genetic Epidemiology 
• MS/PhD in Public Health Genetics 
• Intellectual Property Law and Policy Graduate Certificate  
• PhD in Technical Communication  
• MS/PhD in Genome Sciences Doctor of Philosophy  
• Biomedical and Health Informatics Graduate Certificate  
• Policy Dimension of Earth Sciences Graduate Certificate 

 
2003-04 

• MS in Computing and Software Systems (Tacoma)  
• Advanced Practice Nursing Graduate Certificate  
• PhD in Biomedical and Health Informatics  
• PhD Built Environment  
• MS in Strategic Planning for Critical Infrastructure 
• Doctor of Physical Therapy (DPT)  
• PhD in Digital Arts and Experimental Media  
• Doctor Audiology (Aud.D.)  
• Elimination of MEd School Counseling 

 
2004-05 

• Master of Forest Resource (change of name from Master of Science in Forest 
Resources: Forest Management option) 

• Master of Science in Technical Communication (change of name from Master of 
Science (Technical Communication))  

• Public Health Graduate Certificate  
• Computational Finance Graduate Certificate  

 
2005-06 

• Molecular Medicine Graduate Certificate 
• MS in Rehabilitation Science (change from MS in Rehabilitation Medicine) 
• PhD Rehabilitation Science 
• Urban Ecology Graduate Certificate 
• Law and Society Studies Graduate Certificate 
• PhD Public Policy and Management 

 
2006-07 

• Doctor of Nursing Practice 
• MS in Real Estate 
• Master of Education (Teacher's Certification) (Tacoma) 
• Values in Society Graduate Certificate Program 
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2007-08 
• MS in Biomedical Regulatory Affairs: fee-based 
• MS/PhD in Earth and Space Sciences (consolidation of Geological Sciences and 

Geophysics) 
• Climate Science Graduate Certificate 
• Executive Master of Public Affairs: upgrading of extended degree program to 

separate degree recognizing curriculum and students of program 
• MS in Business Administration (Addition to existing PhD in Business 

Administration) 
• MS/PhD in Biology (consolidating Botany and Zoology) 

 
CHANGES TO SPECIAL PROGRAMS: UW EDUCATIONAL OUTREACH, SUMMER SESSION 
AND PROFESSIONAL CONTINUING EDUCATION 
 
Structural Changes 
 
UW Educational Outreach (UWEO) operates a variety of educational programs on a fee-
basis, without state assistance, in partnership with the appropriate academic units. 
Program areas include summer session, online and distance learning, fee-based degrees, 
Extension activity (i.e., credit and noncredit certificate programs, courses, conference and 
institutes), international programs, English Language Programs (ESL), and community 
partnerships. 
 
Since the 2002-2003 academic year, a few structural changes have been made in these 
areas.  
 
Summer Sessions 
 
No changes have occurred in providing credit within summer session. 
 
Online/Distance Learning 
 
In 2005, the Faculty Senate further agreed that the “DL” designator would be removed 
from the student transcript for all online and distance learning undergraduate courses.  
 
The faculty made these changes to the UW Handbook in recognition that online courses 
underwent the same quality control process as onsite courses and should not be 
distinguished in any way from other UW credit activity. In this change, the Faculty 
Senate also equalized undergraduate and graduate online and distance learning courses. 
This is in keeping with most UW peers around the country who make no distinction 
between online and onsite courses and recognizes the growing importance of online 
learning classes. 
 
UW Educational Outreach also assumed the responsibility for the management of the 
EDGE (Education at a Distance for Growth and Excellence) Program, which operates 
four distance learning degree programs in engineering. The College of Engineering still 
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retains complete academic control over these programs and awards the degrees, but asked 
UWEO to provide program and fiscal management of these degrees to achieve an 
economy of scale and better administration. 
 
Fee-based Degrees 
 
The University of Washington offers nearly 45 fee-based degree programs on a fee-basis 
without state funding. UW Educational Outreach provides the program and fiscal 
management of most of these degrees, except those in the School of Business and the 
School of Law. Though UWEO helps administer these programs, the appropriate 
academic units make all the academic decisions for these programs, including curriculum 
design, faculty appointments, student admission, and establishing student criterion for 
completion. 
 
Below is a list of UW fee-based degree programs that have been launched since 2002. In 
most cases, these degrees represent versions of the current UW degrees, which may have 
a different format (online), a different specialty area or concentration, a different time of 
day (evening/weekend) or have been transitioned from a state-funded to a fee-basis 
model for budgetary reasons. These programs have been created on a fee-basis in the 
absence of state funding. 
 
Fee-based degrees that have been started as new degree programs, rather than as variants 
of existing degrees, are listed below and underlined. Also, the “*” symbol denotes that 
the program no longer is active. These new degrees are also listed in the preceding 
section on New programs for either undergraduates or graduates, as appropriate. 
 

College of Architecture and Urban Planning  
• Master in Strategic Planning for Critical Infrastructures (online, 2003) 

 
College of Arts & Sciences  

• Master in Applied Math (online, 2007) 
• Master in Speech and Hearing Sciences with a specialty in Medical Speech-

Language Pathology (onsite, 2006) 
• Masters in Linguistics with a specialty in Computational Linguistics (onsite, 

day and evenings, 2005)  
• Doctorate in Audiology (onsite day, Autumn 2004) 
• Master in Museology (onsite day, Autumn 2003)  
• Baccalaureate Degrees – Arts & Sciences (English, Communication, 

humanities and social sciences majors) (evening, Autumn 2002) 
• Master in Communications with a specialty in Digital Media (2002) 

 
School of Business Administration  

• Master in Professional Accounting in Auditing and Assurance (onsite 
daytime/evening, Autumn 2004) 

• Executive MBA –North America (onsite intensive 2002) 
• Master in Business Administration (onsite evening, Autumn 2002) 



 100

• Master in Professional Accounting in Taxation (onsite daytime/evening, 
Autumn 2002) 

 
College of Education  

• Masters in Education with an emphasis in Instructional Leadership (onsite, 
evenings, 2007) 

• Master in Education with a specialty in Intercollegiate Athletics Leadership 
(onsite intensive summers, online 2006) 

• Doctorate (Ed.D.) in Leadership for Learning (onsite evenings and summers, 
Summer 2002) 

• Master in Education – Teaching Learning Partnership (Summer 2002)* 
 

College of Engineering  
• Master of Electrical Engineering (onsite evenings, Winter 2008) 
• Master in Computer Science (onsite evenings, Autumn 2002) 
• Master in Construction Management or Master in Civil Engineering (online, 

2002) (also Architecture) 
 

Information School  
• Masters in Information Management (onsite day 2005) 
• Masters of Information Management (weekend onsite for executives, 2002) 
• Master in Library and Information Science (onsite/evening, Autumn 2002)* 
• Master in Library and Information Science  (online/intensive onsite, Autumn 

2002) 
 

School of Law  
• Master of Law in Intellectual Property Management (onsite daytime, 2002) 

 
School of Medicine  

• Doctorate in Physical Therapy (onsite day, Autumn 2003) 
 

College of Nursing  
• Master Entry Program in Nursing (onsite intensive summers, daytime, 

Summer 2004) 
 

School of Public Affairs 
• Executive Master in Public Administration  (onsite intensive weekends, 

Summer 2003) 
 

School of Public Health and Community Medicine  
• Executive Master in Health Administration (onsite with intensive weekends, 

Autumn 2003) 
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School of Social Work  
• Master in Social Work (outreach, onsite weekends and evenings, Autumn 

2004) 
• Master in Social Work (evening, Autumn 2003)* 

 
Extension 
 
UW Educational Outreach has launched dozens of new initiatives, including certificate 
programs, conferences, institutes, and short courses. Most of these activities have been 
noncredit, but several new credit certificate programs have started during this period. 
Students who successfully complete the requirements of these certificate programs 
receive a certificate from UWEO, although it is not institutionally recognized on the UW 
transcript. For these programs, a student receives credit for the individual courses upon 
successful completion of the program. Table B2-1 below shows new credit certificates 
developed during this time period. 
 
Table B2-1: New Credit Certificates 
Distance Learning Programs 
2002 Heavy Construction Project Management 
2003 Infrastructure Construction 
2004 Addiction and the Brain 
2006 Emerging Infections and Biopreparedness 
2006 Mathematics—Science Integration 
2006 Quantitative Construction Management 
2007 Advanced Research in Addiction and the Brain (online) 
2007 Emergency Management 
 
UW Seattle On-Site Programs 
2003 Content Management 
2003 User–Centered Design 
2006 Technology Commercialization 
 
UWEO also worked with the College of Arts & Sciences to create the Discovery 
Seminars. These seminars, generally 25 each year, have been offered since 2002 during 
the period before the end of summer quarter and the beginning of autumn quarter to allow 
incoming freshmen to attend small classes of no more than 25 students taught by leading 
faculty. This introduction to the UW allows students to acclimate to campus before the 
majority of students return to campus and permits them to bond with their fellow students 
and faculty members in a nonthreatening and productive setting. 
 
English Language Programs 
 
No changes have been made to the credit Academic English Program during this time 
period. 
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Community Partnerships 
 
The UW operates a facility in Yakima and offers noncredit programs at this site. In this 
period, we did not offer any credit programs in Yakima. 
 
INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS 
 
The UW did not offer any new credit programs abroad between 2002 and 2007. 
 
On the UW campus, we created a small number of programs with partner institutions 
(e.g., Nanyang Technological University, Waseda University, and Ritsumeikan 
University) to allow groups of international students from these universities to enroll in 
UW credit classes on a space-available basis as nonmatriculated students. When space 
did not exist for these students, the appropriate academic units created fee-based versions 
of existing UW courses for them. 
 
INTENDED PROGRAM OUTCOMES AND CONTINUOUS ASSESSMENT 
 
A description of our efforts to assess the outcomes of educational programs is provided in 
the response to Recommendation 2 in Part A. This response also provides an overview of 
what is expected of student expectations as defined by learning outcomes. Our learning 
outcome assessment sets explicit expectations for student learning and assessing whether 
these expectations are met.  
 
In addition to the student learning outcomes assessment, every academic program 
undergoes a comprehensive program review on at least a 10-year cycle as described at: 
http://www.grad.washington.edu/Acad/existing_prog_review.htm. During these reviews, 
both the undergraduate and graduate programs are assessed, with representatives from the 
Provost’s office, Graduate School, Undergraduate Academic Affairs, and the college(s) 
or school(s) offering the program. 
 
And, as is commonly the case throughout higher education, many of the colleges and 
departments at the University of Washington undergo regular academic program reviews 
by external agencies particular to a discipline or field. Appendix B-3 shows a 
comprehensive list of the units at the University of Washington that undergo such 
reviews. As a result of both internal and external reviews, every school, college, and 
campus have made changes. Appendix B-4 highlights new initiatives and program 
activities since the 2003 decennial accreditation. 
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STANDARD THREE –  STUDENTS 
 

GUIDING QUESTIONS 
 

⇒ What changes have been made in undergraduate and graduate admissions, 
grading, student non- academic programs, and student support services?  Why?   

⇒ Compare the current enrollment figures with those reported in the last institutional 
self-study report. 

 
RESPONSE 

 
CHANGES TO ADMISSIONS  

 
Seattle Campus 
 
As described in more detail in the response to Recommendation 6, the Office of 
Undergraduate Admissions is in its third year of a holistic admissions process for 
entering freshmen and transfer students at the Seattle campus. This process entails a 
comprehensive reviewer reading of each application with consideration given to 
numerous factors including grades, test scores, rigor of high school curriculum, and a 
range of personal qualities and attributes.  
 
The Office of Educational Assessment conducted a review of the new holistic review 
process, and results obtained at the end of the 2006 admission cycle were highly 
favorable. This report suggested:   
 

1. Reviews by over 50 different readers were demonstrably consistent with over 
96% of the reads in accordance with one another 

 
2. Over 16% of the admission decisions under the new process were different than 

they would have been under an Admission Index-driven system 
 

3. The 2006 class admitted had the strongest academic profile in UW’s history – a 
3.69 GPA and an 1198 SAT. Even though the College Board announced that the 
new SAT test will lead to relatively lower scores nationwide this year (5-10 
points), UW’s freshman class possessed a 3.68 GPA and an 1190 SAT – virtually 
identical to the previous year 

 
4. Greater numbers of underrepresented minority (URM) students were offered 

admission than would have been the case under the previous system. Admission 
rates for most URM groups increased in spite of significantly larger applicant 
pools. The numbers of underrepresented students will increase. For example: 
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a. African-American applications increased by 13.4%; nearly 50 more 
applicants were admitted than last year; 156 have confirmed compared to 
115 last year (+ 35.7%) 

b. Hispanic/Latino applications increased by 7.0%; nearly 70 more students 
were admitted than last year; 314 have confirmed compared to 245 last 
year (+ 28.2%) 

 
c. American-Indian freshmen confirmations have increased by 22.8% and 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander confirmations by 37.0%. 
   
In sum, this system has been very successful in that for the last two years, the University 
has enrolled the strongest and most diverse (in broadest sense) freshmen classes in its 
history. We will continue to assess the process as the 2008 admission cycle nears 
completion.  
  
Bothell and Tacoma Campuses 
 
The UW Bothell and Tacoma campuses implemented freshman admission for the first 
time in Autumn 2006. 
 
At UW Bothell, freshmen are required to submit an application, high school transcript, 
ACT/SAT test scores, several writing assignments, and an activity log. UW Bothell 
currently uses a holistic admission review process to ensure access and a diverse student 
population. This holistic review process includes their academic preparation and life 
experiences. For applicants that do not meet automatic acceptance criteria, a secondary 
review process takes place that may include requesting seventh semester grades, if 
applicable, request for a retake of SAT/ACT, and/or a personal interview.  
 
UW Tacoma also admits freshmen based on a holistic review of all applications.  
Factors that are considered include satisfaction of College Academic  
Distribution Requirements (CADR); high school GPA; advanced coursework;  
SAT/ACT test scores; and supplemental application materials, such as essay  
responses and volunteer, leadership, awards and work experience.  
Consideration is also given for students identifying as first-generation  
college students. 
  
There have been no significant University-wide changes to graduate admissions since the 
2003 Decennial report. 
 
GRADING POLICIES 
 
There have been no University-wide changes to undergraduate or graduate grading 
policies since the time of the 2003 Decennial report. 
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NON-ACADEMIC STUDENT PROGRAMS AND SUPPORT SERVICES 
 
In September 2005, Provost Wise appointed a task force to envision the “ideal” 
undergraduate experience by engaging all students, not just in the classroom, but by 
extending intellectual life to where students live. The result of this deeper engagement 
would be a greater understanding of how knowledge is created, disseminated, and applied 
and a more seamless integration of learning inside and outside of the classroom. The 
report outlined five goals, or areas for improvement 
(http://www.uwnews.org/uweek/uweekarticle.asp?articleID=13806&Search=diversity) 
Two of these goals fall primarily within the purview of non-academic student programs 
and support services: Create a Network of University-related Learning Communities, and 
Improve Navigation of the UW. 
 
The first step toward achieving these goals, which focused primarily on the Seattle 
campus, was the re-organization of the offices that support student learning at UW 
Seattle. The Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs changed to the Office of the 
Vice Provost for Student Life, and the Office of Undergraduate Education was changed 
to the Office of Undergraduate Academic Affairs (UAA). New hires were made in both 
positions, starting simultaneously in June 2005. And, together with the Vice President of 
the Office of Minority Affairs and Vice Provost for Diversity, the three offices began to 
meet regularly with the Executive Vice Provost, to develop stronger collaborative 
relationships. Key areas of collaboration are described in the response to 
Recommendation 6. 
 
Below, we highlight additional new initiatives within Undergraduate Academic Affairs 
and Student Life. Several of these, such as the Council of Advisors, expansion of learning 
communities in the residence halls, and strengthening the infrastructure to support student 
participation in research and service learning, specifically address the goals established 
by the Committee to Improve the UW Undergraduate Experience noted in their report 
(http://www.washington.edu/uaa/ciue/index.htm). 
 

INITIATIVES BY UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 
 

COUNCIL OF ADVISORS 
 
 The Undergraduate Academic Advising Council is a UW Seattle advisory committee 
convened by the Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Academic Affairs in response 
to a recommendation of the Provost's Committee on the Organization of Schools and 
Colleges. The Council, which began meeting in January 2007, is composed of 
undergraduate academic advisers from a wide spectrum of advising units. The Council’s 
charge is to enhance the academic advising experience for undergraduates. Following a 
review of several advising related reports, as well as feedback from the advising 
community, the Council began working on a set of initial goals viewed as foundational to 
future work.  
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By January 2008, the Council had established an academic advising mission and values 
statement, developed an advising web portal, and put in place systems to enhance the 
flow of communication within the advising community and between advisers and 
administrative offices and units. The Academic Advising Mission Statement, which was 
developed by the Council in collaboration with the advising community and vetted by 
University leaders, speaks most effectively to the role of academic advisers as central to 
the educational mission of the University: 
 

Undergraduate academic advising at the University of Washington is a core 
element of the University’s focus on student learning. As educators, advisers 
partner with faculty and the campus community to cultivate our students’ 
intellectual development. As guides and advocates, advisers collaborate with 
students to craft a transformative educational experience so that they may become 
informed, articulate and thoughtful students of the University and citizens of the 
world. 

 
As initial work has come to fruition or moved into the next phase, the Council is tackling 
longer-term projects focusing on forging earlier and enhanced connections with students, 
expanding and centralizing professional training and development opportunities for 
academic advisers, and improving access to data. As with the initial projects, the Council 
is taking on this next set of initiatives in partnership with campus advisers and members 
of key administrative units, such as Undergraduate Admissions and the Office of the 
Registrar. The Council will also explore collaborations with academic advising 
colleagues at the Bothell and Tacoma campuses. 
 
SUPPORTING STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN RESEARCH AND PUBLIC SERVICE 
 
The University has a strong commitment to involving students in faculty research. 
Indeed, we consider this one of the signature experiences of an education in a research 
university environment. The Undergraduate Research Program, 
(http://www.washington.edu/research/urp/) housed within the Office of Undergraduate 
Academic Affairs, continues to facilitate these experiences, not only for students in the 
sciences, but also through an innovative program for those in the arts and humanities 
(http://www.washington.edu/research/urp/sinst/index.html). 
 
We also strive to develop students who will be actively engaged citizens. Toward this 
end, the Carlson Leadership and Public Service Center helps and supports faculty 
developing experiential learning opportunities for students. The Center also helps match 
students with public service internships and externships. In recognition of this work, the 
University received the President’s Honor Roll Award for Service in 2008. Launched in 
2006, the Community Service Honor Roll is the highest federal recognition a university 
can achieve for its commitment to service-learning and civic engagement. Six schools 
received the award in 2008. 
 
Together with academic departments and colleges, these two campus-wide offices in 
UAA worked to increase opportunities for these activities and to provide scholarship 
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support so that even students who rely on part-time employment to pay their college 
expenses are able to take advantage of these opportunities to deepen and apply their 
learning. 
 
Table B3-1 below shows the increasing number of UW undergraduates involved in UW-
sponsored research (10 hours/week or more) or public service (no minimum standard) 
since the last decennial report.  
 
Table B3-1: Undergraduate Involvement in Research and Public Service   

Year Research Public Service 
2001-02 3,258 3,561 
2002-03 3,531 3,769 
2003-04 3,777 3,982 
2004-05 3,977 4,241 
2005-06 4,197 4,453 

 
In 2007, a record 631undergraduates presented their work at the UW’s annual 
Undergraduate Research Symposium, making that event the second-largest of its kind in 
the country (per a national survey carried out by the Council on Undergraduate 
Research).  
 
TEACHING AND LEARNING CONSORTIUM 
 
In 2007, UAA and colleagues across campus created the Teaching and Learning 
Consortium (TLC) to focus and coordinate faculty development around teaching and 
learning. The TLC brings together representatives from the Teaching Academy (UAA), 
the Office of Educational Assessment (UAA), the Center for Instructional Development 
and Research (Graduate School), Catalyst (UW Technology), OMA-D (the Office of 
Minority Affairs and Diversity), the Center for Experiential Learning (UAA) and 
interested faculty to highlight and strengthen the many instructional improvement efforts 
on campus. A few highlights of the group’s work this year are: 
 

• Renewed stewardship of a high level, centralized web page for coordination of 
teaching resources on campus: http://www.washington.edu/teaching/ 

 
• Reorganization and extension of the Provost’s workshops, which provide three 

hour workshops on topics such as “Race in the Classroom,” “Helping Students Do 
the Right Thing: Preventing Plagiarism through Assignment Design.” 

 
• Introduction of a campus-wide, low cost audience response system, with 

workshops dedicated to helping instructors learn this wonderful new technology 
 

• Continued growth in the week-long autumn “Faculty Fellows” orientation 
attended by approximately half of all new UW faculty. This program’s success 
has attracted inquiry from peer institutions (e.g., University of Michigan) 
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LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS COMMITTEE 
 
In February 2007, the Provost created the Learning Environments Committee to provide 
a “State of the Classrooms” document that included: 
 

• Analysis of the efficiency of use of classroom scheduling  
 
• Identification of a temporary reduction in classroom space associated with several 

major renovation projects on campus. This space challenge will last until 
approximately 2013, when these major construction projects are completed 

 
• Preparation of a fair and graceful way to increase the classroom efficiency, 

enlisting the help of departments, distributing the task of scheduling small 
courses, reducing the use of awkward course scheduling patterns 

 
• Emphasizing the importance of classroom space on the central campus for the 

convenience and timely commuting of students between their classes 
 
CENTER FOR LEARNING AND UNDERGRADUATE ENRICHMENT (CLUE) 
 
CLUE was created in 2003 to provide a place for undergraduates to study after hours on 
campus with tutors, instructors, and peers. In addition to providing drop-in tutoring for 
many freshman courses, such as calculus, chemistry, and composition, CLUE also 
provides sessions for individual courses in a wide variety of disciplines from 
International Studies to Biology. Offering a place for students to study and build 
community, CLUE uses the classrooms in Mary Gates Hall every evening of the week 
until midnight. In autumn 2007, CLUE had more than 14,000 visits by undergraduates.  
 
The Orientation program for freshmen and transfer students has also changed 
dramatically since 2003. A new three-day fall orientation (“Dawg Daze”) has replaced 
the summer orientation sessions for new students, offering campus programs that 
introduce students to a variety of resources and opportunities during their first few days 
on campus.  
 
UNIVERSITY HONORS PROGRAM 
 
Enrollment in the University Honors program has more than doubled over the past 
decade (from 543 in 1998-99 to 1,227 in 2006-07), but other recent changes in the 
program are aimed toward improving the curriculum, strengthening program support, 
increasing recruitment success, and attracting top UW faculty to teach in the program. 
Since 2003, the university has strengthened its support of an expanded undergraduate 
Honors program, hired a new director, and charged a faculty committee to re-design the 
Honors core curriculum around Honors-specific general education learning goals. A 
stronger central commitment to Honors as one of the most effective strategies to attract 
the very best high school seniors in Washington state to attend the UW is evidenced by 
an increase in the Honors permanent budget of $300,000 in 2007-08, and an allocation of 
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more than $350,000 for a combination of in-state and out-of-state tuition waivers to 
improve recruitment efforts. These investments made it possible for Honors to hire two 
additional staff members and to support a completely online freshman application process 
beginning in academic year 2006-07. Applications to the program have increased 
dramatically since the implementation of the online process and new scholarships (from 
approximately 1,200 in 2005-06 to 2,700 this year). 
 
Honors leadership and development officers have also secured several new endowed 
scholarships for Honors students and the first Honors professorship. Efforts toward 
raising scholarships, professorships, and even an opportunity to name the program 
continue. In the coming years, Honors plans to continue to expand student enrollment and 
implement the new core curriculum, including increasing opportunities for study abroad 
in the Honors general education offerings. 
 
TEACHING ACADEMY 
 
UAA has long been the clearinghouse for formal and informal dissemination of 
information and techniques for beginning and experienced teachers at the University of 
Washington. UAA has strengthened its role by fostering the Teaching and Learning 
Consortium, which brings together representatives from the Teaching Academy (UAA), 
the Office of Educational Assessment (OEA, UAA), the Center for Instructional 
Development and Research (CIDR, the Graduate School), Catalyst (online teaching tools, 
UW Technology), OMA-D (the Office of Minority Affairs and Diversity) to coordinate 
and amplify the many instructional improvement efforts on campus described above. 
 
THE COMMON BOOK 
 
Undergraduate Academic Affairs initiated the UW Common Book in 2006. This project 
is a catalyst for new undergraduates to make discovery, innovation, scholarship, and 
community engagement an integral part of their UW experience. A goal of the project is 
to introduce and engage these students in the University’s intellectual community and 
experiential learning. During summer orientation, incoming University of Washington 
students receive a common text with the expectation that they read it before fall quarter 
begins. Although centered in Undergraduate Academic Affairs at the UW Seattle 
campus, UW Bothell has made the common book part of their freshmen experience as 
well. 

INITIATIVES BY STUDENT LIFE 
 
In 2005, the Office of the Vice President of Student Affairs became the Office of the 
Vice Provost for Student Life. With Student Life in the Provost’s office, it works more 
closely than ever with our academic programs, supporting the idea that some of the most 
important learning in students’ careers takes place outside of the classroom.  
 
Over the last few years, Student Life has implemented a number of initiatives and 
programs focused on strengthening and diversifying its undergraduate enrollments, 
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ensuring the UW’s accessibility, improving campus/student safety, enhancing programs 
of health and wellness, and building a deeper sense of community and engagement for 
students. Specifically: 
 
NORTH OF 45TH WORK GROUP 
 
In 2006, Student Life provided leadership in creating a broadly representative working 
group—the North of 45th Work Group—that was charged with assessing the environment 
immediately north of the campus, recommending measures to improve that environment 
and overseeing and coordinating new initiatives in the area. The North of 45th area is 
especially important as its health and vitality has an impact on the health and safety of the 
campus and because some 6,000 UW students reside there. These new initiatives appear 
to have had positive impacts on the area as crime rates there have dropped dramatically 
over the last year. 

 
CAMPUS WIDE-SAFETY 
 
Student Life is not only a full participant, but a leader, in comprehensive campus-wide 
safety initiatives as described in detail under Standard 9. In addition, the University of 
Washington Police Department (UWPD) was organizationally realigned in late 2007 and 
now reports directly to the Vice Provost for Student Life. UWPD is increasing its 
presence on campus and placing a greater emphasis on community-oriented policing. 
 
LEARNING COMMUNITIES 
 
In collaboration with the Office of Minority Affairs/Diversity, the Office of 
Undergraduate Academic Affairs and several schools and colleges, Student Life 
continued to expand learning communities, especially in the Residence Halls. Currently, 
over 1,000 students in the halls participate in learning communities ranging from the 
Honors House, Engineering and Business wings and Residential Academic Clusters. 
 
HEALTH AND WELLNESS 
 
A Health and Wellness Unit was created in late 2007. This office is charged with  
building out comprehensive wellness programs for our students, especially freshmen, and 
this work entails a broad based collaboration involving faculty from the Health Sciences, 
physicians from our Health Center, research faculty in addictive behaviors and related 
areas, as well as wellness and mental health experts from Student Life.  
 
New wellness initiatives will be piloted in the Residence Halls this spring, and plans are 
underway to expand programming next academic year. 
 
A Consultation and Assessment program was implemented within the Health and 
Wellness Unit in November 2007. Experts in the areas of crisis intervention, suicide 
prevention, sexual assault, referral, and mental health staff this program. Staff members 
in this unit work with students who are distressed. These staff members also intervene 
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early, connecting students with resources on and off campus. The unit consults broadly 
across the University with deans, faculty and staff. 
 
OFFICE OF FRATERNITY AND SORORITY LIFE 
 
Replacing the Office of Greek Relations—a unit within Student Life that focused 
primarily on accountability and compliance for fraternities and sororities—is a new 
Office of Fraternity and Sorority Life has been created.  This new office will be 
reoriented to focus on advising, mentoring, programming and leadership development in 
the Greek System. 
 
COMMUNITY STANDARDS AND STUDENT CONDUCT 
 
Another new unit, Community Standards and Student Conduct (CSSC), is the innovative 
culmination of a long-term collaborative partnership between students, faculty, staff and 
neighborhood community members. CSSC fosters a developmental approach to student 
conduct, provides support and guidance to the University community, and promotes the 
values and expectations of the University of Washington.   
 
A further recommendation of the working group of faculty, staff, students and 
neighborhood community members was the expansion of jurisdiction of the Code of 
Student Conduct for the University of Washington (WAC 478-120) to include 
jurisdiction for certain behaviors off campus. A formal rule making process was engaged 
in, and final approval from the Board of Regents was granted in November 2007 for 
implementation in January 2008. This new regulation provides the University of 
Washington the ability to act in cases of threats or acts of physical harm. Additionally, 
the new regulation allows for a response regarding quality of life issues in the 
neighborhood directly adjoining the UW Seattle campus. A two year pilot program has 
begun to assess the effect this new regulation will have on improving both safety and 
quality of life in this area. Through the Code of Student Conduct, we hold our students to 
the highest standards of ethics and integrity. 
 
A primary purpose of CSSC is to safeguard the learning environment by upholding the 
University’s standards for student behavior. Through this process, students gain a greater 
awareness of self and develop a sense of purpose and civic responsibility. The experience 
of identifying, internalizing, and articulating community expectations is a deep process of 
engagement. CSSC is connecting with students to challenge them to think deeply about 
what it means to be a student at the University of Washington and a member of our 
community through both the classroom experience and through co-curricular activities 
outside the classroom.  
 
CAPITAL INITIATIVES 
 
Student Life is also pursuing two major capital projects in support of its aspirations to 
build deeper community and opportunities for student engagement. Plans are being 
developed for a significant remodel of the Husky Union Building and for a significant 
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expansion of our on-campus student residences from 5,100 beds currently to 
approximately 8,000 within approximately 10 years. 
 

CHANGES IN SUPPORT SERVICES AT UW BOTHELL AND UW TACOMA 
 

Surveys taken on the Bothell and Tacoma campuses in 2006 and 2007 suggest that upper 
division and professional students primarily attend the UW Bothell and UW Tacoma 
campuses in order to take advantage of the coursework offered, most work for more than 
ten hours a week, and relatively few are looking for the kind of student life more often 
found on a four year campus with students in residence. All that changed with the arrival 
of freshmen in 2006 who report a strong desire for more activity on campus to support 
their broader academic and social interests. And, both campuses have responded. 
 
Within the last two years, Bothell (in 2005) and Tacoma (in 2007) have either adopted 
student government constitutions or by-laws and, in addition to greater involvement in 
their own campus life, ASUW-T and ASUW-B join ASUW-S students at UW Regent’s 
meetings. Student clubs and organizations have proliferated on both campuses in recent 
years including a pre-law society; women in computing; a Native American Student 
organization in Tacoma; and snow-boarding, ping-pong, and public policy in business 
organizations in Bothell. UW Tacoma students have recently organized intramural sports 
programs, partnering with Tacoma Metro Parks for facilities.  UW Tacoma is also 
actively planning to offer residential opportunities in the next two years.  
 
UW BOTHELL 
 
While much of UW Bothell’s energy in its early years were devoted, by necessity, to the 
development of academic programs, with the addition of freshmen and now sophomore 
classes, they have begun to focus increasingly on providing the kinds of student 
experiences that are expected at a four-year campus. To emphasize these developments, 
the Office of Student Life was formally separated in 2008 from the Office of Student 
Affairs to become an independent entity headed by an Assistant Vice Chancellor. This 
office is charged with enhancing student life and student development at UW Bothell and 
with improving the overall campus climate for students. A new committee was 
established in 2007 by the Chancellor to respond to student requests for improvements; 
one of the first items that has been implemented is the development of a fitness center, 
which will be ready by autumn 2008. 
 
UW TACOMA 
 
In the past two years, the UW Tacoma has made great strides in developing support 
services for students. In September 2007, UW Tacoma’s first Chief Student Affairs 
Officer arrived on campus, since the arrival of the Associate Vice Chancellor for Student 
Affairs; the division has changed its operational philosophy to a student-centered 
organization. To highlight a couple of major changes in support services for students, 
UW Tacoma has increased its number of student organizations by more than 50% in the 
past year and opened a student facility for recreation and fitness. In Fall 2007, UW 
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Tacoma developed its first slate of intramurals sports events and enhanced its orientation 
program to include information sessions for parents. In Fall 2008, UW Tacoma will 
introduce student housing to students, in partnership with Loreg Management Services. 
This partnership will provide housing for more than 30 students in Fall 2008 and will 
increase annually.  
 
Recommendation 6, on diversity, provides further examples of the rich student life that is 
developing and expanding on both campuses.  
 

ENROLLMENT DURING THE PERIOD OF 2003-2007 
 
Tables B3-2 to B3-4 illustrate changes in enrollment in several ways, University-wide 
student headcount, student full-time equivalents for each campus and for each campus by 
ethnicity.  
 
These tables indicate some modest growth on the Seattle campus, with more rapid growth 
on Bothell and Tacoma campuses relative to their size. In addition, the tables show that 
the diversity of the student body has somewhat outpaced this growth. 
 
Table B3-2: University-Wide Autumn Enrollment (Headcount) 

 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 
Undergraduate 31,474 30,888 30,790 31,086 31,135 
Graduate 9,768 10,023 10,309 10,540 10,557 
Professional 1,721 1,719 1,808 1,802 1,802 
TOTAL 42,963 42,708 42,907 43,428 43,494 
   
Extension16 36,203 39,263 41,550 44,823 48,577 
 
 

                                                 
16 Course registrations 
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Table B3-3: Student FTEs (full time equivalents) by Campus by Term 

Campus Name Academic Year Summer Autumn Winter Spring 
BOTHELL CAMPUS      
 2002-03 434 1,329 1,258 1,212
 2003-04 383 1,282 1,275 1,291
 2004-05 406 1,307 1,309 1,285
 2005-06 408 1,247 1,212 1,187
 2006-07 383 1,423 1,364 1,382
 2007-08 381 1,589 1,584 
SEATTLE CAMPUS      
 2002-03 10,806 38,424 36,901 35,418
 2003-04 10,319 39,042 37,172 35,618
 2004-05 10,038 39,294 37,120 35,857
 2005-06 9,548 39,120 37,376 35,761
 2006-07 9,313 39,471 37,811 36,255
 2007-08 9,305 40,127 38,183 
TACOMA CAMPUS       
 2002-03 475 1,722 1,686 1,629
 2003-04 487 1,628 1,640 1,541
 2004-05 533 1,717 1,672 1,592
 2005-06 478 1,776 1,703 1,612
 2006-07 506 1,891 1,835 1,712
 2007-08 527 2,204 2,156 
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Table B3-4: Student Headcount by Ethnicity by Campus 
 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

SEATTLE CAMPUS      
Native American 383 379 418 445 444 
Asian American 7,744 7,984 8,180 8,274 8,534 
African American 953 955 1,049 1,100 1,144 
Hispanic American 1,245 1,304 1,362 1,520 1,664 
All Other 29,557 28,297 28,581 27,912 27,738 
TOTAL 39,882 38,919 39,589 39,251 39,524 
  
BOTHELL CAMPUS  
Native American 12 12 7 8 14 
Asian American 247 233 220 190 233 
African American 28 24 33 32 43 
Hispanic American 37 38 30 27 56 
All Other 1,312 1,306 1,318 1,277 1,332 
TOTAL 1,636 1,613 1,608 1,534 1,678 
  
TACOMA CAMPUS  
Native American 22 30 32 31 39 
Asian American 222 201 216 256 289 
African American 99 118 125 117 137 
Hispanic American 71 62 65 67 116 
All Other 1,697 1,597 1,672 1,718 1,711 
TOTAL 2,111 2,008 2,100 2,189 2,292 
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STANDARD FOUR – FACULTY 
 

GUIDING QUESTIONS 
 

⇒ What significant changes have been made in policies affecting the faculty? Have 
the characteristics of the faculty changed?   

⇒ How have faculty salaries and other benefits been improved?   
⇒ How does the institution conduct a substantive performance evaluation of all 

faculty? (See Standard Four - Faculty and Commission Policy 4.1 – Faculty 
Evaluation) 

 
RESPONSE 

 
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN POLICIES AND BENEFITS AFFECTING FACULTY 
 
Policies affecting Academic Personnel can be found on the Academic Human Resources 
webpage (http://www.washington.edu/admin/acadpers/index.html), which provides a 
good overview of policies affecting faculty. A two-page summary of major benefits 
available to faculty is provided in Appendix B-5.  
 
In addition to the efforts placed on increasing faculty compensation described in our 
response to Recommendation 4, there has been considerable effort placed on providing 
additional support to faculty in achieving better work-life balance. An overview of 
benefits and work life is available at: 
http://www.washington.edu/admin/hr/benefits/index.html.  
 
In September 2006 the University of Washington was one of five universities in the 
country awarded a grant from the Sloan Foundation and the American Council of 
Education to demonstrate innovative policies and practices in faculty career flexibility 
(http://www.acenet.edu/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Search&template=/CM/HTMLDispl
ay.cfm&ContentID=18327)/. This led to the creation of Balance@UW, a comprehensive 
site that features the University’s policies and programs designed to support UW faculty 
in balancing productive academic careers with satisfying personal lives. By supporting 
faculty through the various stages of life, the University, through Balance@UW, seeks to 
enhance the ability of the UW to recruit and retain the best and brightest faculty, and 
enhance the ability of faculty to perform their best teaching and research. 
 
To accomplish the initiative’s goals, the project includes analysis of the existing flexible 
policy options (http://www.washington.edu/provost/initiatives/balance/policy.htm) and 
collaboration and dialogue with leaders in faculty governance. Team members are 
working with deans, chancellors, and chairs/unit heads to transform departmental climate 
and culture (http://www.washington.edu/provost/initiatives/balance/culture.htm) . To 
measure project effectiveness and to identify directions for further improvement, faculty 
members will be surveyed in Fall 2008. 
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The most noteworthy new program introduced by Balance@ UW is the Parental 
Teaching Release Program for “Parent/Child Bonding” for UW faculty. This option is 
being piloted in 12 schools/colleges at UW Seattle and at the Tacoma and Bothell 
campuses from Autumn 2007 through Spring 2008 as part of the Balance@UW initiative. 
Through this pilot, biological fathers and adoptive parents may receive 30 to 90 
consecutive days of instructional release from formal, didactic classroom instruction 
assignments for the purpose of bonding with a “new” child. A full description of the pilot 
program is available at: 
http://www.washington.edu/provost/initiatives/balance/parentalteachingreleasepilot.htm. 

Additionally, Balance@UW has conducted institutional research related to faculty work-
life, including a study to establish a baseline of faculty utilization of flexible policy 
options and a survey of faculty who joined or left the UW during the last academic year 
to determine the role of work-family concerns. 

CHANGES TO FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS   

Table B4-1 illustrates the basic characteristics of the faculty at the University of 
Washington in fall 2007. 
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Table B4- 1: Institutional Faculty Profile for 2007 

Rank or Class Number   

Number of 
Terminal 
Degrees     

Salary 
($/month)   

Experience at Institution 
(years) 

  
Full 

Time 
Part 
Time Doctor Master Bachelor Min Med Max Min Med Max 

Professor 1,076 29 1,059 37 8 $5,609.00 $11,911.00 $38,328.00 0.17 21.21 49.08 
Associate Professor 573 8 533 41 5 $5,386.00 $8,464.00 $22,673.00 0.08 9.08 45.08 
Assistant Professor 374 5 352 23 4 $5,806.00 $7,574.00 $18,134.00 0.00 2.08 37.25 
Professor without 
Tenure 362 16 369 9   $4,048.00 $13,164.00 $37,930.00 0.25 18.25 43.75 
Associate Professor 
without Tenure 367 15 365 17   $4,670.00 $10,879.50 $28,370.00 0.08 8.17 33.25 
Assistant Professor 
without Tenure 280 11 274 17   $4,148.00 $9,472.00 $22,403.00 0.00 2.08 31.25 
Research Professor 78 10 86 2   $3,720.00 $9,741.00 $28,389.00 0.00 16.38 40.75 
Research Associate 
Professor 110 12 120 2   $4,201.00 $7,670.00 $13,063.00 0.08 10.17 26.33 
Research Assistant 
Professor 150 5 154 1   $4,369.00 $6,500.00 $14,452.00 0.00 2.67 8.42 
Associate Professor 
without Tenure, 3 year 2 0 2     $10,250.00 $10,736.00 $11,222.00 0.08 0.13 0.17 
Acting Assistant 
Professor, pending PhD 4 0 3 1   $7,778.00 $9,556.00 $10,556.00 0.08 0.17 2.75 
Principal Lecturer 4 0 4     $7,174.00 $8,759.00 $11,703.00 5.08 22.17 34.08 
Senior Lecturer 77 19 51 44 1 $4,245.00 $6,544.00 $10,623.00 0.00 9.08 30.42 
Lecturer 141 236 157 190 29 $3,329.00 $9,457.00 $14,839.00 0.08 3.75 36.50 

Totals: 3598 366 3529 384 47             
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Table B4-2 shows changes in the profile since they were last reported for 2002. Other 
than the increase in the number of faculty, no noteworthy changes are evident. We remain 
relatively top heavy with almost twice as many Professors and Associate Professors, and 
almost three times as many Professors as Assistant Professors. 
 
Table B4- 2: Changes in Faculty Profile 2002 to 2007 

  Number 
 Rank or Class Full Time 2007 Full Time 2002 
Professor 1,076 1,059 
Associate Professor 573 473 
Assistant Professor 374 403 
Professor without Tenure 362 348 
Associate Professor without Tenure 367 412 
Assistant Professor without Tenure 280 299 
Research Professor 78 94 
Research Associate Professor 110 129 
Research Assistant Professor 150 151 
Associate Professor without Tenure, 3 year 2 0 
Acting Assistant Professor, pending PhD 4 0 
Principal Lecturer 4 0 
Senior Lecturer 177 147 
Lecturer 141 129 

Totals: 3,598 3,330 
 

Between 2003 and 2007, the number of women increased by 11%, African Americans by 
6%, Asians by 20%, Hispanics by 20% and American Indians by 28% among ladder 
faculty. While these increases are positive, the overall numbers of underrepresented 
ethnic minorities among ladder faculty remain small, with African Americans, Hispanics, 
and American Indians, representing 2%, 2.5% and .4% of the faculty, respectively. Ten 
percent of ladder faculty members are of Asian background, while 32% are women. A 
fact sheet with more detailed information about our faculty, including age distributions, a 
description of foreign scholars, and demographic characteristics of recent hires is 
included in Appendix B-6. 

 
FACULTY EVALUATION 
 
There have been no major changes in faculty evaluation procedures since 2003. As 
described at that time, because the University administers a merit based salary program, 
all faculty members receive an annual, systematic evaluation. A formal post-tenure 
evaluation process is triggered by continuous findings of no-merit during these 
evaluations. There has been no change in this process. 
 
In addition, junior faculty members are evaluated during the periodic reappointment 
process. A full evaluation is also conducted at the time of promotion from Assistant to 
Associate Professor, Associate to Full Professor, Lecturer to Senior Lecturer, and Senior 
Lecturer to Principal Lecturer.  
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STANDARD FIVE – LIBRARY AND INFORMATION RESOURCES 
 

GUIDING QUESTION 
 

⇒ How have the library/learning resources and laboratories been maintained to keep 
pace with the growth of instruction or with significant program changes, such as 
computer science or health technologies? 

 
RESPONSE 

 
The 2003 Evaluation Committee Report commended the University of Washington 
Libraries for “exceptional service to students, staff development, and a commitment to 
planning and assessment of service.” The University Libraries was also honored with the 
Association of Colleges and Research Libraries’ (ACRL) Excellence in Academic 
Libraries award in 2004 as the top University library in North America. The award noted 
that “The UW Libraries have developed exemplary programs including innovative digital 
collections and services, information literacy for the UW campus, an assessment centered 
culture, and creative staff development and training.”  
 
This interim review will focus on changes in the University Libraries that have enhanced 
programs and activities in assessment, diversity, planning, student learning, facilities and 
collections. The University Libraries promotes a “one library, three campuses” approach 
with libraries at UW Bothell and UW Tacoma as full partners. 
 
PLANNING        
 
The Libraries new Strategic Plan, Vision 2010, was launched in 2006 after extensive staff 
involvement and campus input. Vision 2010 has four primary strategic directions: 
 

• Position the Libraries at the intellectual crossroads of the University community 
 
• Create a workplace of choice 

 
• Enhance user services 

 
• Build, maintain and support diverse resources  

 
Strategic initiatives in each of the directions have been developed and are reviewed 
annually with Undergraduate Services identified as a strategic priority for 2008. The 
Vision 2010 Management and Assessment Team works with staff to establish outcomes, 
success indicators, and timelines, helping to keep the strategic initiatives on track, 
provide assistance and support. The website for Vision 2010 is: 
http://www.lib.washington.edu/about/vision2010/. 
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ASSESSMENT 
 
The University Libraries has continued to expand and strengthen its nationally 
recognized assessment program. A full-time Director of Assessment and Planning was 
appointed in 2006 with a half-time Management Information Librarian to assist in 
assessment-related activities. The Libraries is acknowledged as a leader in library 
assessment and serves as one of three organizations co-sponsoring the Library 
Assessment Conferences. The first conference was held in Charlottesville, Virginia in 
2006, and the Libraries will host the second conference at UW in August 2008 with an 
expected attendance of 350 librarians from North America. 
 
The Libraries extensive program of user surveys continued with the 2004 and 2007 
triennial surveys, extending this unique record of large-scale user surveys conducted 
every three years since 1992. In 2007, the triennial surveys included undergraduate 
students at UW Bothell and UW Tacoma for the first time. In addition to questions about 
library use, needs, importance and satisfaction, the 2007 surveys asked faculty and 
students several questions related to information literacy and learning outcomes. Survey 
results have been used to improve services and programs, with the information literacy 
results used to better target teaching and learning strategies with curriculum integration. 
Focus groups and interviews were held with faculty and students on several topics, 
including student learning at the UW Bothell campus. Assessment information can be 
found at: 
http://www.lib.washington.edu/assessment/. 
 
DIVERSITY  
 
The Libraries has established an active program to promote diversity during the past few 
years. The Libraries conducted a Diversity and Organizational Culture survey among 
staff in 2004. Survey results helped develop a diversity plan in 2005 that called for a 
standing Diversity Advisory Committee and a Diversity Officer who would chair the 
committee and represent the UW Libraries in areas of diversity. The plan was accepted 
and a half-time Diversity Officer was appointed in 2006. The Diversity Officer and the 
committee are responsible for implementing the diversity plan. Together they have 
worked to increase awareness of diversity issues in recruitment and retention by 
including a diversity awareness requirement in all position recruitments, publishing a 
diversity brochure for use in recruitment, co-sponsoring events with other committees, 
and planning for new events, such as the Faculty Diversity Research Lecture in February 
2008. The Diversity Officer also works with the Associate Vice Provost for Faculty 
Advancement's Diversity Research Institute and the Associate Dean and Director of the 
Graduate Opportunity and Minority Achievement Program on the creation of a Graduate 
Diversity Research Award.  In addition, the McKinstry Diversity Fellow graduate 
assistantship administered by the Libraries is designed to foster diversity within academic 
libraries. More information on diversity can be found at the following website: 
http://www.lib.washington.edu/about/diversity/. 
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STUDENT LEARNING 
 
The Libraries play a transformative role in the education and experience of our students.  
With the appointment of the Special Assistant to the Dean of University Libraries for 
Undergraduate Education and Programs in 2006, we accelerated enhancements in the 
library as a learning commons and in educational programs.  The Libraries continues to 
foster an organizational culture that values teaching and promotes the integration of 
information literacy throughout the curriculum. Class sessions taught by librarians reach 
over 35,000 students annually. Other highlights during the past few years have included 
expansion of collaborative pod-casting for courses, University-wide provision of 
RefWorks Citation Management Software, the implementation in 2004 of the Library 
Research Award for Undergraduates, and the development of online instruction materials 
through the award winning UW Libraries Instruction and Information Literacy (IIL) 
program. 
 
The Libraries provides a number of programs that support student learning, especially 
through incorporation of information literacy principles into coursework and the 
curriculum. While many UW Librarians are engaged in these instructional activities, 
coordination and support for student learning is led by the UW Libraries IIL working 
group. This is a tri-campus group with membership from UW campuses at Seattle, 
Bothell and Tacoma and its charge includes the following: “Leading development of an 
information smart learning community to be achieved through on- and off-campus 
partnerships grounded in the pervasive teaching culture of the University Libraries.”  IIL 
has seen increased success in forging collaborations on campus that fulfill this portion of 
its mission in new ways. IIL members have partnered with the UW Center for 
Instructional Development and Research (CIDR) and the UW Teaching Academy to 
provide programs for UW faculty and graduate students.  

Each year, just before the start of fall quarter, CIDR hosts the “TA Conference on 
Teaching and Learning.” While IIL regularly staffs a table at the conference resource fair, 
2007 was the first year in which IIL members hosted a workshop as part of the 
conference program (“Bewitched, Bothered & Bewildered: The Undergraduate & the 
Research Assignment).  Three librarians hosted this hour-long workshop in which they 
led participants through the process of deconstructing typical assignments from a variety 
of disciplines and analyzing the research skills that are necessary for student success. 
They helped the TAs generate strategies for designing research assignments and for 
supporting students' research needs. Additionally, they provided the TAs with 
information about campus resources and services (such as subject librarians) that can 
provide support in the design and delivery of research assignments. The workshop 
attendance was high and was very well received by the participants. IIL will continue to 
offer TA workshops annually at the conference, perhaps multiple workshops each year on 
different topics. 

In the past year, IIL has also collaborated with CIDR and the Teaching Academy to 
support faculty learning. In winter 2007 and 2008, IIL librarians provided a three hour 
faculty workshop on "Helping Students Do the Right Thing: Preventing Plagiarism 
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through Assignment Design," in which librarian facilitators guide teaching faculty 
through ways to revise and devise learning-focused assignments. The facilitators discuss 
with faculty frequent causes of plagiarism (many unintentional) and assignment formats 
and requirements that can circumvent the typical pitfalls that lead to plagiarism. 
Participants are given time to work in groups to revise their own assignments by making 
use of the ideas and tools presented in the workshop.  

One program at UW Bothell deserves special mention. Interdisciplinary Inquiry (BIS 
300) is a collaborative effort between the University of Washington, Bothell 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences (IAS) faculty and staff of the Library, Writing Center, 
and Quantitative Skills Center. Considerable variation appears in the themes, readings, 
and assignments in individual sections of the course as instructors, librarians, and 
academic staff innovate and experiment with different pedagogies and assignments. What 
holds this required multi-section course together are the ongoing quarterly meetings and 
consultations among the Writing Center and Quantitative Skills Center staff, librarians, 
and IAS instructors who teach the course.  

The purpose of BIS 300 is to introduce and orient students to upper-division work in the 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences program. This includes an introduction to the use and 
keeping of portfolios and an orientation to the IAS program portfolio and assessment 
process, including its four core learning objectives. The course stresses interdisciplinary 
inquiry, the richness of the resource environment in IAS (and at UWB), and the 
program’s focus on interdisciplinary forms of inquiry. It encourages students to think 
about how various types of knowledge are produced, and how they can learn to think and 
act as researchers by becoming active, creative, and self-critical makers of knowledge in 
academic and non-academic genres.  

Librarians and faculty often team-teach a series of three to four workshops for each 
section of this course. These workshops are designed to fully integrate the processes of 
research, reading, and critical thinking, with faculty and librarians sharing “ownership” 
for facilitating discussions and hands-on activities. Workshops typically focus on 
developing students’ abilities formulate complex research questions, and to locate and 
analyze sources from a wide range of disciplines/fields and publication types.  This is one 
of two required upper division courses within the IAS Program that librarians target for 
intensive hands-on workshops (the other being the capstone “Senior Seminar”). More 
information can be found at: http://www.lib.washington.edu/services/students.html. 

 
LIBRARY FACILITIES 

 
University Libraries’ physical facilities are extensively used by students who account for 
more than 90% of the 4.4 million annual visits. Library facilities are especially important 
for undergraduates who use the library as their primary space for activities that include 
library research, course work, individual study, and group work and presentations. The 
Odegaard Undergraduate Library (OUGL), with large computer lab and 24-hour access, 
provides substantial support for undergraduate students, especially those in their first two 
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years of study. Recent OUGL improvements have included an expansion of computer lab 
space, more teaching and group presentation areas, and media streaming. Several new 
technology-enhanced spaces have been created where students come to collaborate and to 
create multi-media projects using the facilities to digitally edit text, audio and video, 
capture and create streaming presentations, and participate in video conferencing. The 
campus recognizes the importance of the library in supporting undergraduates and is 
looking at an approach that provides a major renovation of OUGL in a “holistic way” for 
this most heavily used library on campus (9,000 to 10,000 per day).    
 
The large graduate and professional student population in the Health Sciences is highly 
dependent on the Health Sciences Library for support and work space. Recent 
improvements there have included the construction of four computer classrooms, each 
configured differently, that provide settings for faculty and librarians to teach with 
multimedia and networked resources. A drop-in computer lab also offers access to 
software and support staff for students to build their own presentations utilizing 
networked software and equipment, such as scanners, color laser printers, the Microsoft 
Office suite of programs and other application software.  
 
COLLECTIONS AND INFORMATION RESOURCES 
 
The Libraries continues the transition to online information resources. For the first time, 
expenditures for online content exceeded 50% of the collections budget. The ability to 
access these resources from any place at any time has greatly facilitated use in teaching 
and learning. The Libraries partnership with other libraries to purchase and lend 
information resources has extended our buying power and vastly increased the range of 
resources available to faculty and students. However, costs continue to rise faster than 
annual funding increases, and the Libraries’ ability to maintain the excellence of 
collections and information resources is challenged. Recognizing that discovery of, and 
access to, collections and information resources is especially critical, the Libraries has 
worked to implement a catalog that provides better integration of resources, as well as to 
ensure our licensed resources are available to the UW community through general search 
engines such as Google. 
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STANDARD SIX – GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
 

GUIDING QUESTION 
 

⇒ Explain significant changes in the governing board, leadership, and management 
of the institution. (See Standard 6.B – Governing Board and Standard 6.C - 
Leadership and Management). 

 
RESPONSE 

 
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN LEADERSHIP 
 
The UW central administration has undertaken a variety of organizational changes since 
our 2003 decennial accreditation report. President Mark A. Emmert took office June 
2004, and Provost and Executive Vice President (formerly Provost and Vice President for 
Academic Affairs) Phyllis M. Wise was appointed August 2005. In order to more 
effectively pursue institutional goals, they have carried out the following restructuring: 
 

• The former Office of Student Affairs in the President’s Office became the 
Office for Student Life in the Provost’s Office, under the leadership of a 
Vice Provost. 

 
• The former Office of Undergraduate Education was renamed 

Undergraduate Academic Affairs, under the leadership of a Vice Provost 
and Dean. 

 
• The former Office of University Relations in the President’s Office was 

eliminated and responsibilities reassigned. 
 

• The Office of External Relations was created in the President’s Office; it 
encompasses Federal Relations, State Relations, and Regional Affairs 
(formerly scattered among three units), as well as Marketing and 
Communications. 

 
• The positions of Executive Vice Provost and Vice Provost for Academic 

Personnel were created. 
 

• The Office of Information Management was created in the Provost’s 
Office, with close ties to UW Technology, under the leadership of a Vice 
Provost. 

 
• The Office of Global Affairs was created in the Provost’s Office, led by a 

Vice Provost. 
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• The Office of Learning Technologies and Educational Partnerships in the 
Provost’s Office was eliminated, and its two areas of responsibility 
reassigned:  learning technologies to the Office of UW Technology 
(formerly Computing & Communications) and educational partnerships to 
UW Educational Outreach. 

 
• Upon the retirement of the Executive Vice President, that office’s 

responsibilities were shifted to the newly created Office of Finance and 
Facilities, under a Senior Vice President, and to the Office of the Provost. 
This included moving the UW Police Department to the Provost’s Office, 
within Student Life. At that time the title of the Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs became Provost and Executive Vice President. 

 
In addition, new Chancellors have been appointed at UW Bothell and UW Tacoma. New 
Deans have been appointed in the College of Architecture and Urban Planning, the 
College of Engineering, the School of Social Work, and the Graduate School. 
Additionally, a new Dean has been selected for the College of Arts & Sciences, effective 
March 31, 2008, and for the School of Nursing, effective fall 2008. New Deans are being 
recruited for the School of Pharmacy and the School of Law, and a new Vice Provost for 
Planning and Budgeting has been hired, effective July 2008. 
 
 



 127

STANDARD SEVEN – FINANCE 
 

GUIDING QUESTION 
 

⇒ What significant changes have been made in the financial structure and condition 
of the institution (budgetary increases and/or decreases, operating surpluses or 
deficits, plans for the future)? 

 
RESPONSE 

 
KEY CHANGES TO FINANCIAL STRUCTURE AND CONDITION 
 
Our efforts to bolster the resources available for us to carry out our mission, including 
increasing faculty salary and financial aid to students, as well as efforts to increase the 
Consolidated Endowment Fund are described in sections of Recommendations 3, 4, and 
6. Three additional changes that have helped solidify our financial base and help with 
long term planning are (1) changes in how we are allowed to issue debt, (2) 
implementation of state tax incentives, and (3) new authority over non-resident, graduate, 
and professional tuition setting.  
 
Debt Authority  
 
Issuance of debt at the University is a well thought-out, carefully planned process. Each 
new issue is evaluated in terms of incremental revenue that will be generated to pay debt 
service, the impact of the debt on the system issuing it, and the impact on the University 
as a whole. The University sets covenants and standards to assure that it always has cost 
effective access to debt markets to fund projects. 
 
The University continually evaluates its current debt capacity and estimates future debt 
capacity, based on financial ratios and the institutions capital plan. These results are 
reported to the Board of Regents as part of the yearly Debt Management Presentation. 
 
Over the last five years, the University has worked with the state legislature to broaden its 
debt authority. In 2003, the UW obtained the authority to issue debt for research 
buildings, and in 2007, the UW obtained the authority to issue debt for any purpose and 
long as it was paid back with local (not state) funds. 
 
With this new authority, the University is in the process of establishing a central treasury 
model for debt management, where debt is only issued at the institutional level and 
borrowing units are guaranteed a stable, predictable cost of funds. Under this model, total 
debt outstanding is managed centrally and allocations of fixed rate, variable rate, and 
derivatives are included in the portfolio as determined by market conditions. 
 
The University has a Statement of Debt Policy, which was originally approved by the 
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Board of Regents in September 2002 and is periodically amended. This statement covers 
a broad range of issues relating to debt issuance, management, and servicing. 
 
Implementation of State Tax Incentives 
 
Within the last four years, the University sought and was granted the ability to take 
advantage of two significant State sales tax incentive programs: the High Technology 
Tax Deferral (tax deferral on building construction related to certain research facilities) 
and the Machinery and Equipment Exemption (tax exemption on qualifying research 
equipment). These tax incentives, among other benefits, help the University to remain 
competitive with other institutions whose states do not assess tax on their colleges and 
universities. 
 
Without adding additional resources, the Financial Management Division developed 
processes and structure to take advantage of these critical incentives. From inception to 
date, the University has saved approximately $8.6 million on the equipment exemption, 
which is expected to continue in the future at approximately $2 million per year. The 
High Tech Tax Deferral has resulted in savings over $6.3 million with another $10 
million potential savings with ongoing projects. 
 
Limited Tuition Setting Authority 
 
In the 2003 legislative session, the Board of Regents was given local authority over 
tuition setting for all tuition categories other than undergraduate resident tuition. This 
authority was granted for six years, and will be subject to renewal in 2009. Table B7-1, 
on the next page, shows tuition rates in all categories from 2002-2003 until the present. 
As this table shows, increases in those categories where local authority was given, were 
not appreciably different (e.g., within 8%) for non-resident undergraduates and graduate 
students. Increases in professional school tuition were more rapid, although a clear 
leveling was evident in the last few years.
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Table B7-1: Tuition Rates for Academic Years 2003-2007 (date prepared March 6, 2008) 

 
Years 

 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 
Tuition Category Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

Undergraduate $4,167 $14,868 $4,458 $15,611 $4,770 $17,400 $5,103 $19,400 $5,460 $20,758 $5,842 $21,588 

Graduate  

(Tier I) $6,039 $15,126 $6,311 $16,034 $7,100 $17,300 $7,750 $18,800 $8,293 $20,116 $8,874 $20,921 

Pharmacy $7,289 $16,126 $9,039 $17,876 $9,700 $19,200 $10,670 $21,120 $11,737 $23,232 $12,911 $25,555 

Law $9,761 $17,500 $13,000 $18,000 $13,000 $19,300 $14,300 $21,230 $15,730 $23,353 $17,303 $25,688 

Dentistry $10,952 $27,078 $11,938 $28,878 $12,800 $31,000 $13,952 $33,790 $15,347 $37,169 $16,882 $40,886 

Medicine $10,952 $27,078 $11,938 $28,878 $12,800 $31,000 $13,952 $33,790 $15,347 $37,169 $16,882 $40,886 

Notes: 
Mandatory fees are not included 
Rates presented are Seattle campus only 
Pharmacy rates in years 2002-03 through 2005-06 are the first year, incoming student rate; in 2006-07 the tuition category was consolidated to one rate 
Law rates in years 2002-03 through 2003-04 are the first year, incoming student rate; in 2004-05 the tuition category was consolidated to one rate  
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As Table B7-2 shows, funds available for financial aid have also been increasing. In a similar vein, we can see on Table B7-3 that, in 
general, the debt upon graduation for undergraduate and graduate students has increased only very modestly more than inflation, 
although the increase in debt for students in professional schools has been greater. 
 
Table B7-2: Financial Aid  

 ACTUAL PROJECTED 

  Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

 Source Amount/FY 2004 Amount/FY 2005 Amount/FY 2006 Amount/FY 2007 Amount/FY 2008 Amount/FY 2009 

Annual Private Contributions $14,160,295 $19,874,500 $16,714,719 $20,891,000 $23,528,000 $23,500,000 

              

Governmental State Aid $19,153,191 $21,071,900 $26,212,095 $29,009,700 $32,395,000 $32,500,000 

              

Federal Aid (PELL/SEOG/WS) $22,461,515 $22,058,904 $21,088,862 $24,555,056 $27,253,000 $28,000,000 

              

Endowment Earnings (Non-Foundation) $13,446,193 $13,125,696 $16,589,141 $20,083,726 $24,275,790 $24,500,000 

              

Institutional Unfunded Aid $13,966,206 $15,390,900 $16,234,807 $18,460,600 $20,355,000 $20,500,000 

              

Federal Student Loans (if applicable) $149,874,064 $160,846,100 $163,893,703 $175,514,200 $184,660,000 $186,000,000 

             

Nonfederal Work-study Aid $1,183,246 $1,132,903 $1,289,427 $1,382,814 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 

              

TOTAL FINANCIAL AID $234,244,710 $253,500,903 $262,022,754 $289,897,096 $313,666,790 $316,200,000 
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Table B7-3: Educational Loan Debt at Graduation for students with debt only17 

 Grads Grad w/Debt Total Debt Average Median 
2006-07       

Medicine 166  145 $15,382,088 $106,083  $114,441 
Dental 56  52 $7,444,008 $143,154  $145,254 
Law 178  145 $9,498,551 $65,507  $65,846 
Nursing 165  79 $3,025,571 $38,298  $32,595 
Pharmacy 90  75 $5,232,155 $69,762  $72,510 
MBA 397  165 $6,066,873 $36,769  $37,000 
PhD 616  276 $10,669,876 $38,659  $27,720 
Masters 2,278  1,287 $46,565,429 $36,181  $30,659 
Undergraduate 7,789  3,796 $61,177,557 $16,116  $13,758 

      
2005-06      

Medicine 183  173 $18,105,419 $104,656  $110,205 
Dental 53  50 $6,507,441 $130,149  $133,273 
Law 176  140 $8,988,837 $64,206  $64,400 
Nursing 127  55 $1,768,656 $32,157  $30,930 
Pharmacy 102  79 $4,992,500 $63,196  $68,709 
MBA 414  169 $6,424,273 $38,013  $37,218 
Graduate 2,941  1,411 $51,833,464 $36,735  $30,224 
Undergraduate 7,771  3,749 $59,790,413 $15,948  $13,358 

      
2004-05      

Medicine 158  151 $13,782,736 $91,276  $99,207 
Dental 54  49 $5,543,254 $113,128  $119,630 
Law 162  145 $8,357,319 $57,637  $54,646 
Nursing 141  61 $1,867,646 $30,617  $29,612 
Pharmacy 96  72 $3,896,090 $54,112  $51,890 
MBA 356  150 $5,404,204 $36,028  $37,000 
Graduate 2,787  1,480 $49,222,034 $33,258  $27,557 
Undergraduate 8,005  4,019 $62,975,198 $15,669  $13,356 

      
2003-04      

Medicine 174  154 $13,236,743 $85,953  $90,311 
Dental 51  48 $4,668,344 $97,257  $101,847 
Law 175  150 $7,060,185 $47,068  $47,739 
Nursing 142  62 $1,592,617 $25,687  $22,168 
Pharmacy 89  58 $2,843,123 $49,019  $49,684 
MBA 394  149 $4,740,985 $31,819  $33,812 
Graduate 2,704  1,394 $44,377,546 $31,835  $26,283 
Undergraduate 7,787  3,880 $59,015,839 $15,210  $13,364 
 
 

                                                 
Only about half (49%) of undergraduates even apply for financial aid. The median debt for the entire group 
of undergraduates is, in fact, no debt. 
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FINANCIAL CONDITION OF INSTITUTION 
 
Appendix B-7 contains a series of tables that outline the University’s financial position, 
including the independent auditor’s report. A succinct summary of current fund revenues 
for the last three years is also presented in Table B7-4. It is worth noting that both 
Moody’s and Standard and Poor’s have recognized the financial strength of the 
University’s General Revenue platform with their second highest bond rating, Aa1 from 
Moody’s and AA+ from Standard and Poor’s. These rating put the UW in elite company; 
only three other public universities have a higher rating, and just four other have the same 
rating. These strong ratings give the UW wider access to capital markets when issuing 
debt, lower interest rates on bonds, and the ability to negotiate favorable bond terms. The 
University takes seriously its role of financial stewardship and works hard to manage its 
financial resources effectively. Continued high debt ratings are important indicators of 
the University’s success in this area. 
 
Table B7-4: Current Funds Revenues (in millions $)  
 Actual 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
Category FY 2004 % FY 2005 % FY 2006 % 
Tuition and Fees $285.9 10.7% $312.2 10.9% $336.8 10.9% 
Government Appropriations      
  Federal 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
  State $284.6 10.7% $297.4 10.4% $310.2 10.0% 
  Local 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  0.0% 
Government Grants & Contracts      
  Federal       
    Unrestricted       
    Restricted $755.7 28.3% $810.7 28.4% $832.8 26.9% 
  State       
    Unrestricted       
    Restricted $44.8 1.7% $43.7 1.5% $40.9 1.3% 
  Local       
    Unrestricted       
    Restricted $91.3 3.4% $95.4 3.3% $110.8 3.6% 
Private Gifts, Grants, Contracts       
    Unrestricted       
    Restricted $60.8 2.3% $66.6 2.3% $103.6 3.3% 
Endowment Income       
    Unrestricted       
    Restricted $219.4 8.2% $218.5 7.7% $293.5 9.5% 
Sales and Services of Educational Activities       
 $124.1 4.6% $115.3 4.0% $121.2 3.9% 
Auxiliary Enterprises       
Hospitals $688.5 25.8% $746.7 26.2% $796.8 25.7% 
Other Sources $152.6 5.7% $148.2 5.2% $152.3 4.9% 
Independent Operations       
Total Revenues and Other Additions* $2,672.3  $2,854.7  $3,098.9  
Notes: Source is IPEDS Report, using FY 2004 & beyond reporting guidelines. “*” denotes that for FY 2004 includes $35.4 million in other non-
operating Revenue. Reporting Form Revised To Reflect Current IPEDS Finance Reporting Protocol. Projected Fund Revenues for Years 4 through 6 (FY 
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2007 through 2009) unavailable. 
 
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING 
 
There have been no key changes in financial management and planning, except for the 
changes in personnel outlined in Standard Six. However, one new tool that makes 
planning easier within units is My Financial Desktop, which was launched in May 2005. 
The tool was developed using an incremental, phased approach that enables users to have 
up-to-date access to financial information needed to make informed business decisions. 
Campus-wide user task groups, led by the University Services Renewal (USER) Project, 
developed the tool. One of the keys to success of a USER-led project is the involvement 
of campus units, central offices, and key business owners in the planning, design, 
development, and implementation of the product. 
 
The launch of the new reporting application is a large step in moving the University 
closer to a vision where financial information and tools are available to users on any 
desktop, at any time. Prior to My Financial Desktop, expense reports, for example, were 
only available on a monthly basis, several weeks after the end of a month. Thus, 
information was dated, incomplete, and the form was inadequate to meet today’s complex 
business needs. In addition, with the University’s expanding global activities, researchers 
and staff are traveling the world as far as Australia, the former Soviet Union, Africa, and 
Italy. My Financial Desktop makes possible easy access to critical financial information 
anywhere an internet connection is available. Data is updated daily, displayed in a more 
user-friendly format, and can be queried and downloaded into user-tailored reports. 
 
The University can look forward to using My Financial Desktop and its future 
enhancement to even more effectively and efficiently support the financial and 
stewardship responsibilities critical to achieving the University’s research, teaching, and 
public service missions. 
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STANDARD EIGHT – PHYSICAL FACILITIES 
 

GUIDING QUESTION 
 

⇒ What changes have been made in the physical plant (new buildings, demolition 
or remodeling of old ones)? 

 
RESPONSE 

 
In the last three biennia, the UW expended $1.145 billion in capital funding based on a 
plan to provide modern facilities for excellence in teaching and research by restoring and 
renewing aging facilities and adding new construction for growth. This strategy has been 
successful in securing state funding for major renovation projects at the Seattle campus 
and for new construction for additional enrollment at the Bothell and Tacoma campuses. 
The University has also been successful in securing additional donor funding and 
legislative authority to issue debt to complete capital projects. 
 
Total capital expenditures by biennium for fiscal years 2004 through 2007 are shown in 
Table B8-1 below. 
 
Table B8-1: Capital Expenditures ($ in Millions) 
 FY 2002-03 FY 2004-05 FY 2006-07 Total 
General Capital Fund Projects   
 Major Renovations $79.0 $71.1 $89.2 $239.3 
 New Construction 114.8 133.8 0.0 $248.6 
 Minor Repairs & Other 51.6 76.3 66.8 $194.7 
 UWB and UWT Campuses 87.8 21.5 19.5 $128.8 

Subtotal $333.2 $302.7 $175.5 $811.4 
 
Restricted Capital Fund Projects  

 
 

 UW Medical Center $90.5 $23.6 $12.1 $126.2 
 Parking System 0.1 3.9 11.1 $15.1 
 Housing and Dining System 2.2 13.9 0.0 $16.1 
 Intercollegiate Athletics 12.1 9.6 9.1 $30.8 
 School of Medicine 2.5 2.8 82.1 $87.4 
 Other  33.9 1.3 23.2 $58.4 

Subtotal $141.3 $55.1 $137.6 $334.0 
Grand Total $474.5 $357.8 $313.1 $1,145.4 

 
 
As of 2007, the UW occupied 12.5 million assignable square feet of space, 2.1 million 
more than the 10.3 million as of 2001 cited in the Accreditation report. In 2006, 510,000 
additional square feet of space (UW Tower buildings) was acquired in several buildings 
near the Seattle campus that will be occupied in 2008. 
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The University of Washington has completed all of the major capital projects described 
in the Decennial Accreditation Self Study for fiscal year 2003 at the Seattle, Bothell and 
Tacoma campuses. These projects and additional projects completed or in construction 
since then are shown in the Table B8-2 below. 
 
Table B8-2: Major Capital Projects Completed Since Decennial Accreditation Self 
Study for Fiscal Year 2003 

 Gross Sq Ft
Renovation 

or New Use Project Cost
Project Name     

FY 2003 Major Projects     
Emergency Power Phase 1    $11,700,000 
Paul Allen Center for CSE 168,954 New  Computer Sciences $72,000,000 
UW Bothell Phase 2 60,500 New Academic-Multiple $48,402,152 
UW Tacoma Phase 2b 42,000 New  Academic-Multiple $44,349,000 
Suzzallo Library 317,942 Renovation Library $47,300,000 
William H. Gates Hall 210,117 New  Academic $82,126,000 
Medical Center Surgery 
Pavilion 160,000 New Patient Care $87,500,000 
Medical Center Pacific Tower 70,000 Renovation Patient Care $34,950,000 

FY 2003 Total 1,029,513   $428,331,152 
     
FY 2004-07 Major Projects     
Merrill Hall 18,439 New Forest Resources $8,200,369 
W.H. Foege Bioengineering 144,856 New  Bioengineering $7,500,000 
W.H. Foege Genome 119,715 New Medicine $7,500,000 

Ben Hall Research Building 130,141 New 
Interdisciplinary 
Research $29,850,000 

W. W. Philip Hall, UW 
Tacoma 20,250 New  Academic-Multiple  12,070,000 
West Campus Garage   125,342 New Parking $17,900,000 

FY 2004-07 Total 558,743   $83,020,369 

     
UW Tower buildings 510,000 Acquisition Academic-Multiple $130,000,000 

     
Renovations     

Johnson Hall 121,573 Renovation 
Earth Sciences/ 
Classrooms $54,405,000 

Architecture Hall 48,115 Renovation Architecture $24,484,000 

Guggenheim Hall 56,200 Renovation 
Engineering/ 
Applied Math $28,287,000 

Playhouse Theater 12,940 Renovation Arts & Sciences $11,224,000 

Savery Hall 102,105 Renovation 
Arts & Sciences/ 
Classrooms $61,200,000 

Clark Hall 30,568 Renovation Academic $18,100,000 
Renovations Total 371,501   $197,700,000 

     
Nordheim Court Housing 227,430 New  Student Housing $27,547,000 

     
Grand Total 2,697,187   $866,598,521 
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EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS 
 
Basic furniture and equipment are generally provided as part of the initial capital budget 
for new construction and renovation projects and therefore included in those capital 
projects.  
 
The University allocates additional equipment budgets to the campuses, schools, and 
colleges who are responsible for prioritizing and allocating funding to the departments 
and units.  
 
Since 2003, the UW has allocated a total of $23.5 million of funding for general 
equipment. An additional special allocation for research equipment of $13.15 million was 
also distributed annually for fiscal years 2004 through 2007. Annual allocations are 
shown in Table B8-3 below. 
 
Table B8-3: Annual Allocations for Equipment 

Fiscal Year  
General

Equipment  
Research

Equipment
FY 2004  $7,500,000  $3,000,000  
FY 2005  $4,000,000  $4,000,000  
FY 2006  $4,000,000  $4,000,000  
FY 2007  $4,000,000  $2,150,000  
FY 2008  $4,000,000   
Total  $23,500,000  $13,150,000  

 
The central Equipment Inventory Office provides year end inventory data for financial 
purposes. As of June 30, 2007, the UW had $199.9 million worth of inventoried 
equipment ($918.4 million less $718.5 million of accumulated depreciation). As of June 
30, 2007, the UW had 63,000 equipment items listed in the UW asset system. For the 
fiscal year 2007 inventory cycle, 96% of inventories were completed by the institutional 
due date. 
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STANDARD NINE – INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY 
 

GUIDING QUESTION 
 

⇒ How does the institution ensure high ethical standards in its treatment of 
students, faculty, and staff? 

 
RESPONSE 

 

The general procedures that were in place to assure high ethical standards in the 
decennial report remain in place. The institution continues to measure the integrity of its 
actions against the principles expressed in its mission and vision statements, which 
include placing a premium on excellence, integrity, diversity, collaboration, innovation, 
and respect. 

The various resources described in 2003, from the University Handbook to the 
BioHazard Safety Manual, from the Office of the Ombudsman and Ombudsman for 
Sexual Harassment to the University Complaint Investigation and Resolution Office, 
remain in place.  

The University of Washington has comprehensive policies concerning the broad 
spectrum of ethics issues that emerge in the complex and varied environment of a large 
research university. Table B9-1 below provides an overview of the internal audit 
investigations undertaken, and resultant actions, to ensure that we maintain our 
commitment to our principles. 

Table B9-1: Internal Audit Investigations, 5-Year Period 2003-2007 
 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
TYPE OF INVESTIGATION      
Fraud/Theft 3 3 8 1 4 
Misuse of UW Assets 4 0 2 2 6 
Conflicts of Interest/Ethics 4 2 0 0 0 
Grants/Regulatory Compliance 2 0 1 3 2 
Payroll/Travel/Purchases 4 1 2 2 2 
Other 1 2 1 0 1 
Total 18 8 14 8 15 
      
ACTION TAKEN      
Employee Termination 4 3 5 2 5 
Strengthened Internal Controls 9 3 3 4 3 
Referred to Provost/Dean/Human Resources/Other 2 0 4 2 3 
Other 1 1 1 0 1 
Allegation Unsubstantiated/No Action Needed 2 1 1 0 3 
Total 18 8 14 8 15 
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The newest university-wide initiative related to institutional integrity is the Collaborative 
Enterprise Risk Management Initiative.  
 

COLLABORATIVE  ENTERPRISE  RISK  MANAGEMENT 
 
In an e-mail to Deans, Chancellors and Cabinet members on April 22, 2005, President 
Emmert said: 
 

With the most recent example of compliance issues, we have again been reminded 
that we have not yet created a culture of compliance that we have discussed on 
many occasions…Clearly, the creation of a culture of compliance needs to be 
driven by our core values and commitment to doing things the right way, to being 
the best at all we do…we need to know that the manner in which we manage 
regulatory affairs is consistent with the best practices in existence. 

 
Compliance cannot and will not be compromised for the sake of expediency. On 
the other hand, there is no reason why effective compliance cannot be assured in a 
manner that promotes effective use of people’s time and energy. We do not need 
or want another layer of bureaucracy or regulatory police. But neither can 
we…accept anything less than complete confidence that we are in compliance 
with all the regulations within which we must operate. 

 
Thus was launched the Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) Initiative to assess risks in 
the context of strategic objectives, in order to identify the inter-relation of risk factors 
across the institution in four broad risk categories:  Compliance, Financial, Operational, 
and Strategic. There are three components in our ERM program: 
 

• President’s Advisory Committee on Enterprise Risk Management, for executive 
leadership to identify emerging risk areas, prioritize risks for formal assessments, and 
report annually on institutional risks and mitigations 

• Compliance Council, campus compliance experts and officers who identify 
compliance issues, coordinate information for the University community, and 
recommend ways for reporting problems. 

• Formal Risk Assessments, follow a standard process to write risk statements, evaluate 
likelihood and impact using standard measures, document current controls and where 
there are significant gaps, for which mitigation measures or new controls need to be 
developed. 

 
ERM’s goal is to enhance and strengthen the UW’s culture of compliance while 
protecting the decentralized, collaborative, entrepreneurial nature of our institution.  

 
VIOLENCE PREVENTION AND RESPONSE 

 
Although not traditionally considered within the rubric of institutional integrity, there is 
nothing more central to creating a climate that supports high ethical standards than a 
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workplace where people feel safe. So, when a campus tragedy last year called this into 
question, the UW reviewed programs, policies and procedures on preventing violence. 
The Office of Student Life, UW Police, and UW Human Resources worked quickly and 
in partnership with many other campus leaders and units to create a resource to support a 
coordinated community approach to the prevention of campus violence. The Violence 
Prevention and Response Program (VPRP) was launched on June 11, 2007. 
 
The VPRP, housed within Human Resources, offers resources to students, faculty, staff, 
and the public through a variety of services that include a dedicated line that provides 
central triage for non-emergency concerns regarding threats or warning signs of potential 
violence, an assessment team that evaluates and recommends action for all reported 
incidents, and a database used to track reported situations of concern.  
 
The VPRP was established to streamline the reporting of non-emergency concerns 
regarding potential violence and to help ensure that the optimal set of UW resources is 
brought to bear on potentially violent situations. When an issue concerns one or more 
students, for instance, the VPRP, Student Life and UW Police work closely to understand 
the situation and bring in the Counseling Center, representatives of the academic 
department, and the Graduate School or other units when appropriate. 
 
The Program also produces, schedules, and tracks training for departments and 
organizations across campus on violence prevention, intervention and available 
resources. Since the program’s launch, UW Police Officers and Human Resources 
Consultants have conducted more than 75 training sessions. 
 
Husky NightWalk, launched in May 2007, offers UW Police Department security guard 
escorts to students, staff, and faculty members traveling on campus or within a one-mile 
radius off campus after dark The program currently averages 495 calls per month. 
 
The SafeCampus website (http://www.washington.edu/safecampus/), launched in June 
2007, complements the work of the VPRP and provides comprehensive and consolidated 
information regarding relevant UW programs, policies, resources and services.  
 
A large-scale Safe Campus public information campaign is scheduled to launch in spring 
2008. The campaign will center on raising awareness of issues and resources by 
publicizing violence prevention and response resources, policies, and training 
opportunities on the Seattle, Tacoma and Bothell campuses. Student representatives are 
included on the campaign’s creative review teams to ensure campaign messages resonate 
with the student audience. 
 
With this Program, we are making meaningful strides to create a safe environment for 
UW students, staff and faculty. The UW's efforts in violence awareness, prevention and 
response are being recognized by other universities as best practice, and we have granted 
permission to several universities to reproduce information from the SafeCampus 
website. 
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APPENDIX A-1: OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT REPORT ON 
PREVIOUS STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES PROCESS 

 


