PROVOST’S COMMITTEE ON IMPROVING THE UW UNDERGRADUATE EXPERIENCE
Subcommittee on the First year Experience (FYE)

Notes from Meeting with the Faculty Council on Instructional Quality (October 13, 2005)

Coordinated by Janice DeCosmo and Devon G. Peña (Report by Peña)

Issues of Shared Governance

The faculty council members expressed concern  over issues of shared governance, explaining how Faculty Councils are the primary deliberative bodies to advice the administration on major policy and programmatic issues, and consistent with the Faculty Senate’s role in legislation to implement changes in the Faculty Code, etc.  The Faculty Senate is concerned because the Provost’s Committee was pulled together without consultation.
Critical Issues Identified and Discussed

1. Students need more help selecting classes and organizing their academic plan of study; to do this effectively we must also provide meaningful access to what is offered in the classes in terms of different skill levels of writing and thinking. 

2. One of the UW strengths is the incredible range of classes; however, this can also lead to challenges for students to create a coherent plan of academic study.
3. UW needs to assist students make “better choices.” We must help students know what skills are appropriate to their goals and discipline their own learning objectives.

4. Institutional learning goals need to be clarified; but UW must also clarify the attitudes and behaviors that support attainment of these goals.

5. Goals: (a) Writing, (b) Research experience (critical/independent thinking), (c) environmental component, and (d) globalization.

6. Service-learning is important in terms of citizenship.

7. Legislature has its own concerns (goals): (a) writing, (b) quantitative skills and reasoning, (c) critical thinking (independent learners), and (d) information literacy.

8. Living/learning programs are important because they allow students to form and use social networks of students; however, in some fields – e.g., biology – it is difficult to build a community of scholars; this is affected by the “commuter feel of the UW environment.” There is a lot of competition with work; campus is not perceived as a place to live and work. We need place/space for commuter students to congregate.
9. We organize programs for FY students but need to extend these to sophomores and transfer students. 
10. Need to bring alumni back to mix the generations and a place for this to take place.

11. Student clubs and organizations and the opportunities for leadership they provide are another significant factor but we need to have more faculty involvement and commitment.
12. There are complaints about the lack of opportunities for group projects and learning.

13. Capstone experiences can be designed with this in mind; use the region’s resources; for e.g., have a policymaker evaluate a group research project; this builds a broader community of learners and connects students within and beyond the university.  These efforts can be tied in to learning portfolios embracing both writing and quantitative goals.
14. Standards for the listing of courses?  Need resources/rewards allocated to faculty to invest in this.
15. Role of graduate students as TAs: One area is academic advising and undergraduates see graduate students as a source of advising.  We need to train TAs to perform this role. Graduate students can also serve as role models for the professional development of the students.  Note that the University of Texas at Austin adapted our FIGs model but added graduate student advisors. 

16. The question is: Do we have enough advisors? The answer is a definitive “No.”  We need to use the full range of resources including faculty, graduate students (TAs), peer advisors, seniors, and professional staff.

17. Large classes can promote great collaborative learning but we need a sustained effort by the TAs.

18. Admissions models might shift toward a holistic review. Fewer “nerds” are accepted. Review Harvard’s admission policies: do we need to go back to admissions and address issues of diversity in light of institutional goals and how this influences admissions.
19. The Undergraduate Education office and Admissions are to far apart (geographically and programmatically).
20. Should we articulate expectations by tying in to General Education? 

21. There may be some push back from faculty. Our faculty feels comfortable with content and not educational assessment of skills. We need to get more faculty involved in educational assessment; older faculty are resistant to making changes.  We have not included the research faculty in this process. Sales job to the faculty will be critical.
22. If there are standards of faculty, the reward is merit, promotion; but what about the scholarship of teaching/learning?

23. Many feel FIGs are a great idea; perhaps we should extend this to sophomore interest groups?
24. Are we also talking to the local community leaders about what they expect of our students (business, government, non-governmental sector, etc.)?

25. The bottom-line is to create incentives for faculty to invest in this. For example, a hybrid system in which tenure/promotion is not tied to research specialty; reward people for their commitment and performance in educational innovation (pedagogy, advising, etc.).  We might create University Professorships that emphasize senior faculty teaching to a broad spectrum of students including FY.  As we have research faculty, might we have teaching faculty? We might think of this as the Teaching Academy (on steroids).  Encourage University courses and Foundational courses.
26. CIDR offers expanded role for faculty development; encourage a cultural change in the departments – more challenging in terms of rewarding educational innovation, advising compared to research and publication.
27. The status of learning goals needs to be revisited.
PAGE  
1

