Minutes (Video Recording)
Faculty Senate Meeting
Thursday, March 1, 2018, 2:30 p.m.
Johnson Hall 102
1. Call to Order and Approval of Agenda. (Video Time Stamp 00:00:03—00:00:27)
Chair Way called the meeting to order at 2:31 p.m. The agenda was amended to switch previous items 3 and 4.
As amended the agenda passed.
2. Faculty Senate Chair’s Remarks – Professor Thaïsa Way. [Exhibit A] (00:01:05—00:09:47)
Chair Way gave some prepared remarks [Exhibit B].
3. President’s Remarks– Ana Mari Cauce. (00:09:50—00:23:45)
President Cauce began by emphasizing the importance of the Office of Minority Affairs and Diversity (OMAD).
We have the largest such office in the country in terms of size and number of activities. OMAD is more than
students of color. OMAD serves a variety of students across campus and is heavily involved in helping to ensure
access by building a pipeline of students for higher education. This is a critical time for these efforts, and we are
concerned about continued federal funding support. With the committee on race and equity, OMAD has been
working on the diversity blueprint, phase 2 of which is under discussion.
Cauce talked about the work of the American Talent Institute, a joint effort of a large number of colleges and
universities, all of which are making a commitment to do more for low to low-middle income students. All of
these institutions have a low-income-student graduation rate of 75% or higher (UW is at 79%). By way of
background, Cauce noted that the eight-year graduation rate is 17% for those students who are planning to go
on to higher education and who start at community college. The six-year rate is less than 50% for those who
start at a four-year institution. These figures highlight that access is as much about finishing as it is about
starting. When low-income students do finish from institutions such as ours, they are doing just as well as other
students ten years out.
Cauce will be giving a talk on the importance of a college education. Higher education is not the only pathway
for success, but it is an important component in this time of technological change in which transferrable job skills
are critical. Our role as public intellectuals is important in delivering this message. Public scholarship activities
(op-eds, public speaking, etc.) are not a substitute for traditional scholarship, but those activities should not be
overly downplayed or discouraged.
Next year will be the first year for substantial direct-to-admit for engineering. There is a task force that will be
looking into how this interacts with scholarships.
Cauce made several comments related to Olympia. We will get a temporary fix for the fund-split, which currently
envisions that raises are supported with 1/3 state appropriations and 2/3 tuition. Other state institutions receive
a higher percentage of state appropriations, and the current formula does not recognize our relative lack of
control over undergraduate resident tuition, the market forces limiting our ability to raise tuition for other
students, and our current commitment to make up the gap in state funding for students eligible for the state
need grant. We are trying to educate legislative staff about the problem. It does seem that more support will be
forthcoming for the need grant. Finally, Cauce has some optimism about the faculty-regent bill. It has been
helpful that Washington State University did not oppose passage.
There were no questions.
4. Reports and Opportunity for Questions. (00:23:30—00:46:10)
a. Report of the Secretary of the Faculty. [Exhibit C]
b. Report of the Chair of the Senate on Planning and Budgeting. [Exhibit D]
c. Report of the Faculty Legislative Representative. [Exhibit E]
d. Report of the Faculty Council on University Facilities and Services. [Exhibit F]
e. Report of the Vice President – Email Modernization Program Updates.
Aaron Powell, Vice President for UW Information Technology and Chief Information Officer, Tom Lewis,
Director, Academic Experience Design & Delivery, UW IT.
f. Diversity Report. Bill Covington, Faculty Member, Board of Regents Diversity, Equity and Inclusion
Advisory Committee. [Exhibit G]
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JoAnn Taricani, Faculty Legislative Representative, summarized her report and discussed her slides [Exhibit
H]. She singled out the efforts of the administration, faculty, and students in raising awareness about the fund
split, as well as the need for more support for the state need-grant.
There were no questions.
Aaron Powell, Vice President for UW Information Technology and Chief Information Officer, and Tom Lewis,
Director of Academic Experience Design & Delivery, spoke to the Senate about the email modernization
program.
Powell began by explaining why the desk-mail application is being decommissioned and replaced. First, email is
not the UW’s core business, and we can’t keep up with the functionality offered by commercial products.
Moreover, the desk-mail system is brittle, with old and vulnerable code on outdated servers. In addition, it is
difficult to manage (e.g. public-records requests). Finally, the age of the code makes it hard to satisfy federal
requirements (FIRPA, HIPPA).
Powell said that they are working to improve communication concerning the change. Lewis described the
schedule: April 30th--shutdown desk-mail for Office 365 users; July 31—end service for retirees, alumni, and
former students and staff; December 31—end service for everybody else. Nobody will lose their UW email
address (the address is different from the service), but those without current UW service will have to work
through their 3rd-party providers. There are fee-for-service firms that will help migrate the data to Office 365, and
there is a free widget that will handle google mail. Finally, there will be the opportunity to continue service for
“endorsed” entities.
In response to questions, several points were made. Google is not HIPPA-compliant—use Microsoft solutions
(which is compatible with non-windows machines). Emails about the changes have been sent to all affected
users (upwards of 400,000 people). People already using Office or Google may not have received an email.
Emeriti need only take action if they are on desk-mail; part-time faculty age in and out of the system and are
dealt with accordingly. Members made the general suggestion that communication be improved. In response to
concerns about spam filters stopping important messages, it was suggested that modernization should mitigate
the issue.
5. Requests for Information. (00:46:12—00:46:35)
Summary of Executive Committee Actions and Upcoming Issues of February 12, 2018.
a. Approval of the January 8, 2018, Senate Executive Committee minutes; b. Approval of January 25, 2018,
Faculty Senate minutes; c. Faculty Athletic Representative Report; [Exhibit I] f. Strategic Enrollment
Management; Faculty Effort Certification Report. [Exhibit J]
There were no requests for information.
6. Memorial Resolution. (00:46:37—00:49:06)
Vice Chair George Sandison presented the motion on behalf of the SEC.
BE IT RESOLVED that the minutes of this meeting record the sorrow of the entire faculty upon its loss by death of
these friends and colleagues:
Clinical Professor Emeritus John Holcenberg of Pediatrics who died on October 15, 2017, after having served
the university since 1967.
Professor Emeritus Sue-Ellen Jacobs of Gender, Women and Sexuality Studies who died on November 6, 2017,
after having served the university since 1974.
Professor Emeritus Arno Motulsky of Medicine who died on January 17, 2018, after having served the university
since 1953.
Professor Emeritus Paul Eric Neiman of Medicine who died on October 11, 2017, after having served the
university since 1968.

March 1, 2018, Faculty Senate Minutes

3

Associate Professor Emeritus Maryonda Scher of Communication who died on January 31, 2018, after having
served the university since 1961.
Research Scientist Stephen Glenn Soderland of Computer Science & Engineering who died on December 13,
2017, after having served the university since 1991.
Professor Emeritus Loren C. Winterscheid of Medicine who died on December 22, 2017, after having served the
university since 1957.
7. Consent Agenda. (00:49:07—00:49:22)
a. Approve Nominees for Faculty Councils and Committees. [Exhibit K]
The consent agenda was approved.
8. Announcements. (00:49:23—00:49:27)
There were no announcements.
9. Unfinished Business. (00:49:28—00:49:31)
There was no unfinished business.
10. Discussion Items: (00:49:35—01:41:4)
a. Office of Minority Affairs and Diversity 50th Anniversary.
Rickey Hall, Vice President for Minority Affairs; Jeanette James, Manager, Strategic Initiatives.
Rickey Hall, Vice President for Minority Affairs, and Jeanette James, Manager of Strategic Initiatives, summarized their
slides [Exhibit L]. Hall noted that these are exciting times. However, there are challenges. For example, about 50% of
the budget is federal and that funding is in jeopardy. OMAD has a storied and complicated history. We are one of the
oldest such offices in the country, and it is remarkable that we have had a Vice-President of Minority Affairs for 50 years.
OMAD are committed to higher education access in general, not just as it relates to the UW. We are especially proud of
the instructional center, which is in many ways the jewel of our program. The upward thrust of the “50” logo is meant to
emphasize the upward movement of the program; the open nature of the mark represents the inclusiveness of the
program.

b. Enrollment Management and Student Scholarships. [Exhibit M]
Philip Ballinger, Associate Vice Provost for Enrollment Management; Kay Lewis, Executive Director, Financial
Aid and Assistant Vice Provost for Enrollment.
Philip Ballinger, Associate Vice Provost for Enrollment Management, and Kay Lewis, Executive Director of Financial Aid
and Assistant Vice Provost for Enrollment, summarized their slides. Ballinger noted that English has a slight uptick that
is related to a late in-season augmentation effort aimed at addressing the previous decline. The declines in Mathematics
and Physics are due to decisions to address capacity constraints and not due to a decrease in demand. But such
decisions can have cascade effects. Informatics is a major that students discover once they get here; moreover, it is an
attractive alternative for students unable to get into their first-choice majors. STEM students are numerous. Indeed, 54%
of applicants look at only 19 majors. More work is needed to encourage students to consider other fields. The
admissions process, though holistic, does not look at student interest. Controlling for socio-economic factors, STEM
students tend to have better numbers (GPA, SAT, AP, etc.) and are admitted at higher rates. Finally, the admissions
process works with macro-goals such as overall admission and residency numbers. Given all this, and without some
change in enrollment strategy at the system level, the UW is in danger of becoming a STEM-based university. Lewis
spoke to her slides [Exhibit N].
In response to questions several points were made. Students are less likely to change their entering major preferences.
In large part, this is because the major choice is increasingly viewed in risk-management terms in which the focus has
moved from “get A college degree” to “get THIS college degree.” When movement occurs, it tends to be within families
of disciplines. Therefore, for example, there are not many people initially wanting mathematics but graduating with
sociology. The UW’s enrollment-management efforts track what many other schools are doing. There are several issues
with differential admissions or differential non-need-based aid. One is the admission of less qualified students on the
numbers. In addition, there may be a social reaction against such strategies. Moreover, major preferences go in cycles
and we might have to adjust back later. Finally, we may not have enough applicants with other preferences to make
such approaches successful.
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11. New Business. (01:41:15—02:10:45)
a. Nomination of Candidates for 2018-19 Faculty Senate Vice Chair.
Joseph Janes, Associate Professor, Information School; Janelle Taylor, Professor, College of Arts and
Sciences.
b. 2018-19 Faculty Senate Vice Chair Candidates’ Presentations.
On behalf of the Senate Executive Committee, George Sandison nominated for 2018-19 Faculty Senate Vice Chair
Joe Janes, Associate Professor in the Information School, and Janelle Taylor, Professor in the College of Arts and
Sciences.
On there being no other nominations, Way declared the nominations closed. Janes and Taylor then gave their
speeches to the Senate.

c. Class A Legislation – Proposed changes to faculty voting eligibility, first consideration. [Exhibit O]
Action: Initial review of proposed revisions to the Faculty Code.
On behalf of the Senate Executive Committee and per Section 29-33.A of the Faculty Code, Vice Chair George
Sandison moved that the changes be approved for submission to the faculty. Janes spoke to the motion. There
was no discussion and no amendments or subsidiary motions. The Chair referred the motion to the Senate
Executive Committee per Section 29-34:B.3 of the Faculty Code.

d. Class C Resolution – Wellness Rooms. [Exhibit P]
Action: Approve for faculty distribution.
On behalf of the Senate Executive Committee, Vice Chair George Sandison moved that the resolution be approved
for distribution to the faculty. Elizabeth Umphress, Associate Professor on the Faculty Council on Women in
Academia, spoke to the motion, summarizing slides [Exhibit Q].
There was no discussion. The motion passed.
12. Good of the Order. (02:10:45—02:11:00))
There was no good of the order.
13. Adjournment. (02:11:00—02:11:05)
The meeting adjourned at 4:42 p.m.

Prepared by:

Approved by:
Mike Townsend
Secretary of the Faculty

Thaïsa Way, Chair
Faculty Senate

NOTE: If a continuation meeting is necessary to conduct unfinished or special business, it will be held on Thursday, March 8
at 2:30 p.m. in Johnson Hall 102.
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Report of the Faculty Senate Chair
Thaïsa Way, Professor, College of Built Environments

Strengthening Shared Governance: With the legislature in session, we are focused on near and long
term objectives. Last weekend I attended the Town Hall for district 43 (the University’s district and my
own) with Speaker Chopp, Representative Macri, and Senator Pedersen in support of funding the state
need grant and fixing the fund split. This support was received well but we shall see what actually
emerges. I was with JoAnn Taricani our legislative liaison in Olympia this week supporting the Faculty
Regent Bill. The Faculty Senate has been working on this for years, we hope it passes this year. We need
a faculty member on the Regents to share our perspective on the UW and public education and research.
This position would complement and strengthen the voice of Faculty on the Board of Regents that is
already represented by the Senate chair who attends and sits at the table for all BOR meetings.
Fiscal stability and faculty compensation: The questions of compensation are front and center in our
work both internally with our UW leadership and in the state legislative branches. Both the house and
senate budgets making a few moves in the right direction. It has to do with the fund split and more
generally about support for higher education in this state. We do not get the level of support that is
necessary to provide the breadth, excellence or access to which we aspire- or even that we offer today.
We are facing serious budget challenges- whether it is faculty compensation, the support for faculty
diversity and addressing the changes needed to improve our climate for all faculty, staff, and students.
Our role as a public institution of higher education needs to be made clear and in a compelling manner
because without public support, both funding and intellectual support, we can’t do what we are here to do.
In the end, this is all about shared governance and the hard work of making sure we invest our funds to
support our values.
Enrollment management and financial aid will be topics of discussion at our meeting- these two areas
shape our teaching and our community. Where students choose to focus for their major is important and
yet at the same time we can’t lose sight of our mission to offer a broad education, whether or not a
particular area is trendy or hot this year or next. So we need to balance where students are encouraged
to focus by society, by families, and by our current k-12 system with how we encourage them to access
and build a deep educational experience. Right now STEM is most popular and yet we know that
philosophy and language capacity is critical to success in a complex and challenging global community.
These areas of focus along with access, excellence, and all of our aspirations need to be brought to bear
as we make decisions about freshman, transfer, and direct admissions, enrollment, and the level of
financial support we can provide our students. These are hard decisions and ones that need our best
thinking. Come prepared to listen and learn. There will be more discussions in the coming weeks and
months. These issues shape our fiscal stability and our education mission.
Open Access has been discussed with the chairs of the FCFA, FCR, FCUL, ACIPPP, Library leadership,
and Faculty Senate leadership. We are moving forward with a plan to maximize open access for the
public to our scholarship while respecting faculty choice. We believe we have set standards for
implementation that will respond to the concerns expressed by members of the Faculty Senate. We hope
to bring a plan to faculty senate in the spring for how we see this rolling out- stay tuned.
We are working with the President and Title IX leadership to determine next best steps in assuring that all
faculty are appropriately versed in the process of sexual and racial harassment concerns. This is critical
to assure that our colleagues, each and every one of them feels and is safe at all times on our campus. If
you have not yet, please watch the training videos available- https://compliance.uw.edu/title-ix-ada-andsafety-minors/title-ix/education-and-outreach.
Diversity and Equity: OMAD’s 50th anniversary is a remarkable anniversary to celebrate and we look
forward to hearing from Rickey Hall at our meeting. While we continue to support the various efforts
across campuses and units to build and steward a more inclusive community, we know we need to also
put these values front and centered in our own work. This is reflected in the faculty councils on
multicultural affairs and women in academia, and in our role as leaders and participants as you heard
about at our last meeting. It is also front and center in our UW 2050 project grounded in our commitment
to shared governance, academic freedom, and our role as a public university. And it is the reason we
need, as a faculty, to see ourselves as a whole community- in good times and in rough times.
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UW/Faculty 2050: We are collaborating with members of the BODC well as over 40 faculty across units
and ranks (lecturers, research, WOT, assistant, associate, full…) to identify core values, current trends,
and aspirational strategies. A draft of our work to date is attached. We will be reaching out more broadly
to all faculty via focus groups and a survey is being shared this week- please take note and respond.
Lecturer career paths: We see legislation today that is just one result of the hard work of FCFA. Building
on a shared commitment to supporting those whose commitment is to high quality teaching and
pedagogy, the FCFA is hard at work. Additionally Provost Baldasty, Joe Janes, and I have convened a
small task force to compile a handbook for lecturers and to consider best practices for improving the
culture of respect for lecturers across campuses, schools, and colleges.
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Oral Remarks at the Senate Meeting
Thaïsa Way, Professor, College of Built Environments

While my written report focused on issues of our faculty, I want to take this opportunity to talk a little more
broadly about the university. In 2017, on President Cauce’s request, a task force to consider the
application criteria for the Carnegie Community Engagement classification. They recommended we apply
as it fully aligns with UW values and efforts. UW Bothell, UW Seattle, and UW Tacoma are applying
separately, as required by the Foundation, and work group leaders from each campus meet monthly to
collaborate.
The process reflects how community engagement is woven into the fabric of our community. At the same
time, people and programs across campus are engaging in conversations around how we can build on
individual community engagement efforts in ethical, equitable and impactful ways. In this way, the pursuit
of the Carnegie classification is both a means and an end.
It is an end in that it enables us to become a visible member of a national community made up of
institutions that share our commitment to community engagement. In other words, it is a means to the end
of ensuring that we practice what we preach, and that we are consistently reflecting upon and improving
our practice in collaboration with a larger community of practice.
In this vein as we think about the ways in which was as a public university, engage with our public
communities.
The UW Othello Commons is one way we are exploring alternative modes of engagement- Off and on
there have been discussions about a higher education presence in SE Seattle. In seeking deeper
relationships in our communities that builds on our work already established across many schools UW
has leased a small space at the Othello Station, a ground-floor storefront.
In a different way we are engaging around a community challenge- meeting the challenges of those
experiencing homelessness: More than 11,000 people on any day are homeless across King County. And
while we are moving more and more people into permanent housing, they are entering the system in
greater numbers as our cost of living rises and many social services become harder to access.
UW is working with SHA on a long-term ground lease for property over by UW Medicine on Roosevelt.
The goals is for an RFP to go out this spring seeking a development team to produce housing with a 60%
area median income rent cap. Lower wage UW staff and faculty will get first option for available units. We
are also supporting efforts to include a significant number of units for formerly homeless young adults and
space for childcare.
One Table: We are participating with civic leaders, service agency leaders, business leaders, and many
more to rethink how our region addresses the challenges- meeting the needs of a broadly diverse
community of those facing housing insecurity. The focus is on upstream and root causes including: Child
Welfare / Mental and Behavorial Health / Employment / Criminal Justice System / and of course,
Affordable housing. While we are participating in these efforts- as a voice in the discussion, as a
convener, as domain experts, and as community member, UW is also engaged in a breadth of work in
our own communities. We are currently in the middle of the first survey of our students for housing and
food insecurities led by Rachel Fyall (Evans School), Lynne Manzo (CBE) and Christine Stevens (UWT).
This project will give us more data and real time information about the needs and challenges of our
students, as well as serve as a model for other universities
UW faculty from nursing, law, and social work are leading the Doorway Project- seeking to identify more
productive ways to design and steward a navigation center for youth who are homeless or on the edge of
housing insecurity. Stay tuned for the pop up cafes that are being organized by the research team.
And finally many of our faculty are teaching courses that engage some of the challenges- from stigma to
more productive and supportive ways to engage with populations in need- these faculty include Vicky
Lawson - CAS, Amy Hagopian- SPH, Rachel Fyall- EVANS, Lisa Kelly – Law, and Lynn Manzo-CBE
among others.
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Today we will hear from Rickey Hall on the 50th anniversary of OMAD- University of Washington Office of
Minority Affairs and Diversity (OMA&D). What a remarkable accomplishment. On May 20, 1968, members
of the Black Student Union and their supporters occupied the office of UW President Charles E.
Odegaard to demand an increased university commitment to diversity. The Office of Minority Affairs &
Diversity was one legacy of this advocacy. Today, OMA&D college access programs serve over 21,000
students across the state, while retention programs serve over 5,000 UW undergraduates. Building on the
50th anniversary theme of “Building on a Legacy of Excellence, Diversity and Inclusion.” We will hear
about some of the activities that will be taking place this year- we are a better university because of the
work of people such as the staff and supporters of OMAD.
All of this good hard and wickedly important work- and so many of you are engaged in this work- so first
thank and second. Let’s find ways to build, expand, and strengthen this collective effort in collaboration
and partnership with our communities here and beyond.
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Report of the Secretary of the Faculty
Mike Townsend, Associate Professor, School of Law

1. Vice-Chair Nominations: The Senate Vice-Chair Nominating Committee has completed its work. Two
names have been forwarded to the Senate Executive Committee for consideration as submissions to
the full Senate at the March 1 meeting.
2. Senate Elections: Senate elections for 2019-2021 are currently ongoing. Roughly half of the
schools/colleges/campuses are up for election.
3. Committee on Committees: The Committee on Committees will soon be seeking candidates for
membership on various Faculty Councils and Committees. Contact Joey Burgess (jmbg@uw.edu) or
Jordan Smith (jjsmith4@uw.edu) for further information.
4. Annual Faculty Lecture: The Nominating Committee has received seven nominations and will begin
deliberations later this month.
5. Review of By-Laws by the Advisory Committee on Faculty Code and Regulations: At the November
13, 2017 meeting, the Senate Executive Committee requested “that the Advisory Committee on
Faculty Code and Regulations engage in a thorough review of each school’s, college’s and campus’s
bylaws and procedures to assure that the councils are established in conformity with the
requirements of Section 23-45.” This review is in progress.
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Report of the Chair of the Senate Committee on Planning and Budgeting
Zoe Barsness, Associate Professor, Milgard School of Business, UW Tacoma
The Senate Committee on Planning and Budgeting meets weekly with the Provost, the Vice-Provost for
Planning and Budget, and the head of the Board of Deans. SCPB is charged with consulting on all
matters relating to the University budget and on a wide range of program and policy decisions.
The Senate Committee on Planning and Budgeting (SCPB) has met three times since the last Senate
meeting. With the exception of a review of the law school unit adjustment proposal which is forthcoming,
the SCPB has wrapped up its review of the school, college and campus unit adjustment proposals. All
UW Seattle schools and colleges with the exception of Dentistry elected to submit a unit adjustment
proposal and secure a portion of the $2 million allocated by Provost Baldasty from central funds to
address unit level compensation priorities. UWT also submitted a self-funded unit adjustment proposal
that was reviewed by SCPB as part of this cycle.
As I indicated in my last report, the SCPB’s role in the unit adjustment process is to review each proposal
and make a recommendation to the Provost as to whether or not the proposed unit adjustments should
be approved. It is important to emphasize that these SCPB discussions are intended to be supportive of
the academic units’ compensation planning efforts. Thus, when reviewing each proposal, the SCPB
focused on assessing: (1) the alignment of the proposed unit adjustments to the unit’s stated strategic
compensation goals and priorities, (2) the sustainability of the proposed increases to the unit’s overall
compensation pool, and (3) the implications of the proposed unit adjustments for the proposing school,
college or campus in regards to opportunities enabled and costs incurred. SCPB members found the unit
adjustment proposals reviewed reflective of the unit compensation goals and priorities and was positively
impressed by the level of collaboration between the Deans/Chancellors and their respective EFCs evident
in each of the units’ compensation planning processes. In all cases the SCPB recommended approval of
the unit adjustment proposal. Ultimately, the approval decision is the Provost’s to make.
Earlier this fall, the SCPB tasked a small working group to develop a framework of values and principles
that could serve the committee effectively as a guide in its review of proposals and provision of advice to
the Provost. At our February 5th meeting, the full SCPB membership reviewed and endorsed the SCPB
Values to Frame Decision Making as a framework that will be used to inform its review of proposals
brought before the committee and which can be shared with proposing parties to assist them in their
preparations for an SCPB review. It is the intent of the SCPB that this be a living framework which will be
reviewed each fall and updated as needed to align with the evolution of our institution more broadly.
Other topics addressed at the February 5th meeting included reviews of various proposals from the Office
of Ceremonies for achieving cost reductions and a request from the College of Arts and Sciences to shift
the Audiology Clinical Training Program from its current “hybrid” state/fee-based funding model to an
entirely fee-based funding model.
As Senate Chair, Thaisa Way mentioned in her report, our budget situation continues to be challenging
and questions about how we can sustainably fund our compensation needs to assure fairness and
excellence for our faculty continue to be a strong focus for the SCPB. At our February 12th meeting, we
received an update from JoAnn Taricani, our Faculty Legislative Representative on our efforts in Olympia
to redress the problematic fund split and more generally increase support for higher education, including
more robust funding for the State Need Grant fund. We also began discussions with the Provost about
the outlook for FY19 compensation and identified areas to explore where important institutional priorities
may come into conflict depending on what happens with the fund split, funding more generally for higher
education, and new constraints on our ability to set tuition.
In light of these challenges, the SCPB has turned its attention to exploring other aspects of our operations
that significantly impact the UW operating budget. On February 12th, the SCPB met jointly with the Senate
Executive Committee to continue its exploration of strategic enrollment management. Philip Ballinger,
Associate Vice Provost for Enrollment Management, reported on emerging trends in UW enrollment at the
Seattle campus in particular. The report looked closely at student admissions and enrollments over the
past ten years highlighting those areas that have seen significant changes, whether increases or
decreases in numbers of students. A lively discussion of the implications of these enrollment trends for
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ABB allocations to the various schools and colleges and cost of degree production ensued. Also
discussed were the fiscal and demographic implications for future freshman cohorts of focusing any
additional enrollment growth on international students, domestic non-resident, resident students, or some
combination of students from these three different groups.
Later this month, the SCPB will turn its attention to financial aid, exploring the impact of our current
policies on student access and the implications of current legislative proposals in Olympia for more fully
funding the State Need Grant for the cost of our various programs such as the Husky Promise.
Updates on Requests for Information Regarding the University Budget and Finances
In this section of my report, I have compiled the requests for information that have been directed to me as
chair of the SCPB via email. Responses have been informed by relevant staff at the Office of Planning
and Budgeting with input from other administrative groups where relevant. If the topic was also addressed
at SCPB, the responses below are reflective of what was learned during our SCPB discussion. I would
like to thank Associate Vice Provost for Planning and Budgeting Sarah Hall and her staff for their timely
and instructive responses to these questions.
Q: If positions are eliminated right and left and academic units are under scrutiny for elimination, why is
there nothing about possibly huge cost-savings to be had from slimming/eliminating redundancies in
administration? If anything, this is the area that has grown exponentially in the past decades and
represents permanent commitments in salary and pension pay.
Many administrative units have reorganized recently and these reorganizations have involved the
elimination of positions and reclassification of positions. $2 million in central funding provided by the
Provost to support unit adjustment proposals in FY18 was secured through central administrative cost
savings. The share of pure administrative budget relative to our total overall operating budget at the
institutional level has shrunk. Yet, increased regulatory and reporting requirements means the complexity
and costs of compliance have increased. The UW’s large research portfolio and size of UW Medicine
mean, that even with slimming, significant administrative overhead is required. This said, the SCPB is
being attentive to such concerns in its review of proposals brought before the committee and in its
consultation and advice to the Provost regarding different aspects of the university’s operating budget.
Q: The payroll “modernization” has been disastrous in cost overruns. Why is no one held responsible for
these failures? What went wrong in the decision making process that hired the company involved? Is
there anything done to hold those who made the decisions accountable?.
The individuals responsible for many of these initial process decisions regarding the HR/Payroll
modernization process are no longer at UW. It is also critical to understand that the age of our former
HR/Payroll and our current finance systems coupled with years of deferred action in regards to migrating
critical aspects of our infrastructure to newer technologies have led to more challenging and ultimately
costly transition efforts. Our aging systems must be replaced, as they rely on outdated technologies that
cannot be adapted to serve our current needs and employees with the knowledge base to maintain our
old systems have largely retired from the workplace. In regards to avoiding the kinds of cost overruns
experienced in the HR/Payroll modernization effort, significant efforts have been made to identify lessons
learned—both in regards to what did not and what did work effectively. These lessons are being
documented and shared so that better processes and outcomes can be assured as we migrate our
finance systems to new technology platforms. The Senate Chair sits on the Finance Transformation
Steering Committee to assure faculty input into the oversight process in regards to this next large scale
system migration. In addition, the SCPB Chair sits on the IT Service Investment Board, one of three IT
Governance Boards. It plays an important role in guiding UW Information Technology’s service
investments, including priorities for major IT projects and the annual review of the Technology Recharge
Fee. The SCPB will also continue to receive regular reports on the progress of system migrations, such
as the ongoing implementation of Workday and the upcoming Finance Transformation effort.
Q: If truly faculty compensation is a priority, why are the cost increases for utilities, property expenses
and compliance deemed “mandatory” but not those for “labor”, in particular faculty? It seems that
frankly “priority” does not mean what it sounds like, it is rather of the “wish list” type, not the “serious
concerns”. What would it take to put our salaries under the “mandatory” category?
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Faculty compensation has been a top priority in all university budget decisions. When the legislature was
not able to provide incremental funding for compensation, the University used what reserves it had and
cost savings achieved centrally (through administrative slimming and increased efficiencies) to provide
merit pools of 4% in FY14 and 4% in FY15 for UW faculty and professional staff when the state
authorized 0% and funded 0% in both of those years. In FY 16 the UW implemented a 3% merit pool,
which the state authorized at 3%, but state funds only covered 38% of the incremental compensation. In
FY17 the UW implemented a 4% compensation increase, although the state authorized only a 1.8%
increase and state funds covered only 34% of the incremental compensation. In FY 18, the Provost
authorized a 2% merit pool for eligible and meritorious faculty, librarians, and professional staff, even
though state funds again covered only 34% of the incremental compensation. And, as a part of the FY18
Compensation and Merit cycle, the Provost allocated an additional $2 million from central funds (secured
through central administrative cost savings) to match UW Seattle academic units’ self-funded unit
adjustments in FY18.
Yes, it is true that other costs—for utilities, deferred maintenance, and compliance—are increasing and
must be met. At the same time, the state has constrained our tuition setting authority for undergraduate
tuition, which is now capped due to a particular formula at approximately 2% per year. Many of our
graduate programs are already priced at the top of market, so our flexibility to increase tuition on the
graduate front is increasingly constrained as well. In short, many levers that we have relied on in the past
to secure our compensation goals are no longer available to us. It is for this reason that the SCPB has
begun exploring the fiscal implications of different enrollment strategies (as I discussed above in my
report) and our current strong commitment to assuring access for all students eligible for a State Need
grant regardless of whether the state has fully funded those students. These are other institutional
priorities, in addition to compensation, to which we have been historically and rightly committed.
Unfortunately, we may be at the point that a broader discussion and reassessment of our strategic
priorities is required. The SCPB is currently making an effort, in collaboration with the Provost, to explore
what those tradeoffs might be and where we might discover remaining degrees of freedom that will allow
us to sustain our commitments in all those areas core to our values as a faculty and a public institution of
higher education.
Q: ABB has had disastrous consequences for intellectual cross-fertilization. We are now being
discouraged from teaching outside of our departments. Very sad for interdisciplinary work. One may
want to rethink how to allocate funds.
A mechanism does exist for cross-listing courses and attributing ownership of that course to multiple
departments so that ABB funds are allocated accordingly. Some schools and colleges have also
effectively supported interdisciplinary teaching through the use of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs).
Q: Where can we find out more about the exact nature and history of the deficits in programs such as
Dentistry, Law, UW Press, etc. I also think that the faculty are owed an accounting of what caused
these deficits, how long they have lasted, their current size, what steps are being taken to deal with
these deficits, and their effects on other units. How are administrators in the Provost’s office as well
as leaders of other units running deficits responding to these apparently chronic deficits?
This is exactly SCPB’s job. The SCPB receives a report from the Provost on a quarterly basis regarding
units in deficit. In reviewing each of these units, the SCPB focuses its questions on: (1) why and how the
deficits developed, (2) whether the deficit is sustaining, increasing or decreasing, and (3) whether the
unit’s deficit mitigation efforts should be increased, sustained, or shut down. We then advise the Provost
accordingly. The SCPB is also interested in determining the degree to which there is faculty involvement
at the unit level in identifying the underlying problems causing the deficit, whether there is faculty
involvement in resolving the deficit through the elected faculty council in the unit or more broadly, and if
there is transparency of the unit’s deficit reduction efforts for faculty in the school, college or campus.
Finally, every unit in deficit has a deficit reduction plan developed which is monitored by the Office of
Planning and Budget as well as the unit’s elected faculty council, Dean/Chancellor, and the SCPB.
While a single dashboard or set of metrics for assessing unit performance and progress on deficit
mitigation is everyone’s long term aspiration. The reality on the ground is frustratingly complex given our
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hodgepodge of outdated financial systems. Review of deficits clearly indicates the fact that each deficit is
unique in its own idiosyncratic way. It is difficult to discern a recurring pattern of contributing factors that
would lend themselves to revelation by a systematic/common dashboard. In short, our best protection is:
(1) transparency and accountability of the unit heads, Deans and Chancellors, and (2) active engagement
and collaboration of the elected faculty councils in each of the units, which requires the education and
development of budget knowledge and expertise among faculty. Over the last two years, the SCPB and
Senate leadership has been engaged in collaboration with the Provost, the Board of Deans and
Chancellors and unit elected faculty councils to assure support for the those faculty councils on this very
front. Under Paul Hopkins leadership of the SCPB last year, we provided compensation planning tools to
each of the unit elected faculty councils. This year, we have encouraged elected faculty council chairs to
share best practices for budgeting and planning. And, as a part of the annual planning process, the
Provost has required Deans/Chancellors, in consultation with their elected faculty councils, to provide a
Fiscal Vitality Report that includes 4 years of projection as part of their unit’s annual planning report to the
Provost. This report is shared with the SCPB for review and consultation to the Provost each spring.
In closing, I encourage any SEC member, Senator or faculty who has questions about the budget or
finances to submit his or her questions to me as Chair of SCPB at: senate@uw.edu. The SCPB is
currently collecting data in response to a number of questions that were forwarded to the committee at
the close of the fall quarter and over the break. As soon as we finish collecting data and reviewing
relevant analyses, we will be sure to include answers to your queries and a summary of any related
SCPB discussions and materials in my upcoming regular reports.
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Report of the Faculty Legislative Representative
JoAnn Taricani, Associate Professor, Music History
We are moving into the final few weeks of the 2018 legislative session, and have a better sense of what
policy legislation is out of consideration, plus received supplemental budget proposals from the House
and Senate in the past week, which I describe below. I had sent one update via email on February 16,
about contacting your legislators about the budget. I know the budget improved over a few days, owing in
part to our communications and as a result of President Cauce conducting a series of meetings in the
final phase of budget writing.
We are at another point where it is very timely to contact your legislators about any surviving policy bills or
about budget issues. Information on policy bills still alive, and about contacting your legislators is below,
which I enthusiastically encourage you to do. While I cannot advocate pro or con on our UW email
server, I can provide information on pending legislation related to our interests. I am happy to answer
questions at the Faculty Senate meeting or via email at olympia@uw.edu
The budget proposals: The House and Senate budgets are very similar, mainly differing on the amount
provided for the student State Need Grant. We are concerned about the funding provided for salary
increases in this biennium. I have previously communicated that the UW asked for $9.5 million to be
added to the supplemental budget, because the original 2017-19 budget underfunded the amount needed
for faculty and professional staff raises. Both budgets include this amount, but only as one-time funding,
which means that raises provided from this amount will not be carried forward into the 2019-21 budget.
This is extremely problematic for ongoing raises; I testified to this point to both the House and Senate
budget committees, as did our administration. Of all the budget issues, this one is of paramount concern.
Other budget items in the proposals: The state’s economic revenue forecast has provided for
significantly more revenue in the next four years. The Legislature wants to plow much of that into
reducing property taxes, and also is putting more funding into the undergraduate State Need Grant, which
is significantly underfunded. The House is committed to a multi-year plan to fully fund the State Need
Grant; the state Senate also made this a priority, but with a different amount ($25 million in the House
budget; $9.8 million in the Senate budget). This funding goes to all institutions; any that comes to the UW
is extremely helpful, as the UW is the only university that has committed its own funding to make up the
difference for eligible undergraduate students. So, any State Need Grant funding provided by the state
reduces the amount the UW needs to spend on financial aid. Both budget include $3 million per year to
increase the number of degrees in computer science and engineering from 300 to 600 annually at the
Allen School, to address the very high demand for degree in that program on the part of students and the
need for more graduates in that field in the state. You can find many details about these budget
proposals at this UW site:
http://opb.washington.edu/sites/default/files/opb/Policy/Senate_and_House_Leadership_2018_Suppleme
ntal_Budgets.pdf
Policy bills: As you know, in 2016 the Faculty Senate wrote legislation that would create a faculty regent
as a voting member on the Board of Regents, in addition to the participation of the Faculty Senate Chair
at Regents meetings. The UW Faculty Senate has pursued this seven times since 2007. This is the first
legislation on this topic that I have taken forward as your representative, and with your help, we made
several key changes to past requests that were not successful. Most notably in this new version, we
asked for a faculty regent only at the research universities, in order to eliminate some of concerns the
Legislature had expressed in the past about having a faculty regent/trustee at the regional universities.
As I write this on February 22, the legislation has passed the full House (as I reported previously), and
has just passed out of the Senate higher education committee, hopefully on the way to a vote by the full
state Senate. The bill has progressed this far in the past, and is at a delicate state of competing with
many other bills from all parts of state government, plus an impending deadline for votes. One concern I
am taking very seriously emerged in the state Senate higher education committee this week, leading to
an amendment that was introduced, withdrawn, but remains a possible alteration to the language you
voted upon in 2016. The amendment that was written (not currently in the legislation) would restrict
faculty from participating in decisions related to the UW and WSU presidents’ contracts or job evaluation,
one of the duties of the Regents. Some state Senators felt this needed to be added after hearing support
for this bill from UW faculty they described as “disgruntled,” who indicated that this bill would address their
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unhappiness with the decisions of the current UW administration and regents. I know this perception did
not come from myself or the current/past Faculty Senate chairs (Thaisa Way and Zoe Barsness), all of
whom have made the case that this is a shared governance issue that would strengthen decision-making
at the Regental level. (To be clear, we completely uphold the need for and responsibility of the Faculty
Senate to play a critical, sometimes criticizing role within our shared governance process.) If you write to
your state Senator about this policy bill, focusing on shared governance aspect will make the strongest
case if you want the bill to pass; criticizing the UW/WSU administrations and regents as examples of why
we need this bill could cause the restrictive amendment to be reintroduced at a late stage. I will send any
updates about this legislation that occur before the March 1 Faculty Senate meeting. This bill is in the
hands of the state Senate right now, so contacting your local state Senator would have the greatest
impact at this point (see below for contact information).
Other policy bills: By March 1, I will know which policy bills are still alive; as I write this, we are facing a
cutoff for many pieces of legislation. What remains will be able to go to a vote of the full House and full
Senate. One bill of considerable interest to graduate students in medicine, nursing and public health is a
bill that would extend Opportunity Scholarships to students who plan to practice in rural areas. This is HB
2143 for what is called the “Medical Student Loan Program”, which is passed out of the Senate higher
education committee, and is on the way to a full Senate vote. Details on this proposed scholarship fund
are here: http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2017-18/Pdf/Bill%20Reports/Senate/2143S2.E%20SBR%20HEWD%2018.pdf
Contacting legislators: As always, I strongly encourage you to contact your own district’s legislators;
messages from constituents always gets the most attention. You can find your district and links to your
legislators at http://app.leg.wa.gov/DistrictFinder/. We must use non-UW email accounts when contacting
legislators about campaigns, fundraising, or lobbying. Thank you to anyone who attended a town hall a
week ago, as our Faculty Senate chair, Thaisa Way, and I did.
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Report of the Faculty Council on University Facilities and Services
Rich Christie, Council Chair, Associate Professor, Electrical Engineering

Transportation Services
The meeting was the annual Transportation Services Review with Anne Eskridge, Director of
Transportation Services.
There will be no rate increase in parking or UPass this year. Transportation Services has made changes
to reduce the lines at the gatehouses, and these are working very well (as attested by various Council
members). These changes include walk up pay stations in Padelford and the N5 lots, separate parking for
permit holders and drive-up parkers (which means that permit holders are much more likely to find open
spots), and also a third lane in the Red Square parking garage to bypass the gatehouse for permit
holders. Transportation services is pursuing additional improvements.
The various bike share companies are being negotiated with to improve bike share operations on
campus, and there was some back and forth over bicycle parking on campus.
Seismic Upgrades
Mike McCormick, Associate Vice President for Capital Planning and Development, discussed the seismic
refit question. We are in fact addressing the issue in order of risk.
Last year the University’s strategic plan for seismic issues changed. The original plan called for
comprehensive seismic upgrades to be performed on buildings as they were completely renovated at a
pace controlled by legislative funding (the “Restore the Core” process). In the past several years the
legislature has not provided funding for these renovations.
The new plan calls for limited seismic upgrades intended primarily to address the safety of the people in
and around buildings, i.e. to keep the buildings from collapsing on their occupants in the Big One. Such
limited upgrades are cheaper and can be done faster than in the original plan. They do not attempt to
ensure that the building will be useable after a major earthquake, and once completed will not be all that
noticeable to the building occupants.
Last year, because of the delay in state appropriations, no buildings were upgraded, but some planning
was done for a seven year program to address all unreinforced masonry buildings. This coming academic
year, the plan is to do limited seismic upgrades on a number of buildings. (After the meeting, I obtained a
current list: Smith, Mary Gates, Thomson, Music, Gowen, Savery, Johnson, Communications, Harris
Hydraulics, Portage Bay Building and Hall Health. Work should start in the summer.)
Comprehensive seismic upgrades, to address building survivability as well as occupant survivability, will
still be done in conjunction with major building renovations.
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Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Advisory Committee Report
Bill Covington, Senior Lecturer, School of Law
According to its Vision Statement; the Regents Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Committee (DEI) “strives to
achieve a truly inclusive and equitable environment for learning, research, service, and
procurement/contracting opportunities.” Over the course of eight meetings DEI regularly monitors the
campus climate, has closely scrutinized and critiqued a variety of University activities ranging from the
Diversity Blueprint, University procurement and contracting and has called for presentations on diversity,
equity and inclusion activities by the University of Washington Foundation, the Athletics Department and
the Alumni Association. The DEI has now turned its attention to a close examination of staff diversity.
Members of the DEI are regularly apprised of faculty efforts to further diversity, equity and inclusion.
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Report of the Faculty Athletic Representative
Frank Hodge, Professor, Foster School of Business

UW Faculty Athletics Representative Report
Frank Hodge

Senate Executive Committee
February 12, 2018

GRADUATION & ACADEMICS
Graduation Success Rate (GSR): The NCAA measure of
graduation rate within a six year window from initial full-time
enrollment including transfers.

Academic Progress Rate (APR): A team-based metric that
accounts for eligibility and retention of each student-athlete
each term. Perfect score is 1000. A score of 930 or below is
considered below the NCAA minimum threshold and subject to
NCAA penalty.
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Faculty Effort Certification Report.
Class C Resolution requesting that the Provost assess the extent of faculty effort expended to
generate funding proposals to further the missions of the University of Washington.
I.

Statement of the Problem: The University of Washington is a leading research institution. Faculty
play a crucial role in creating knowledge by designing, seeking funding for and implementing research
projects. The Task Force on Faculty Effort report lays out a constructive approach to effort reporting.
The Task Force’s report, however:
a. Specifically excluded assessing whether there was adequate support for writing proposals (p5);
b. Lack of funding “could potentially foster underestimates of proposal preparation activity in FEC
reports” (p 5);
c. Is clear that faculty should be paid for time spend writing proposals (p17); and
d. Encouraged a “collaborative effort between deans, elected faculty councils and chairs to assess
average faculty effort on proposal writing” (p 5).
e. Made an explicit recommendation for conversations between chairs and unit heads and faculty
members.

The proposed Class C Resolution seeks to encourage a systemic approach to creating an evidence base
around the extent of effort required for faculty to write proposals.
II. Goals:
a. Address Senate Faculty Survey Result identifying a substantial gap between faculty effort to write
proposals and support provided.
b. Assess faculty effort to write proposals either as PI’s or as collaborators.
c. Provide, based on evidence, general guidelines for how much time it likely takes faculty to write
proposals which can be used as a key element in discussions on faculty support / faculty effort as
per Recommendation 7.
III. Potential Questions to Assess Faculty Effort
a. What is the epidemiology of grant proposals at UW in terms of numbers, most common proposals
(e.g. HHS co-ags, NSF, NIH) and number of proposals per faculty member by percent funded by
grants? (Data sources: FEC reporting and OSP). Sub questions might include looking at faculty
(particularly WOT faculty largely funded on grants) comparing the relationship between effort
provided and number of proposals submitted.
b. How much time does it take for faculty members as PI’s to write grants. Sub questions include
how much time does it take for commonly written grants (e.g. HHS co-ags, NSF, NIH)? (Data
sources: survey of faculty PI’s); how much time is spend on proposals where the faculty are not
the PI, and what other commitments are made on the faculty member’s time on non-sponsored
activities.
IV. Proposed Resolution
Class C Resolution requesting that the Provost assess the extent of faculty effort expended to
generate funding proposals to further the missions of the University of Washington.
Whereas ensuring the University of Washington (UW) remains competitive as a leading research
university requires the ability to generate competitive proposals- particularly for applications to the US
Government;
Whereas Provost Baldasty and Senate Chair (2016-2017) Barsness charged a Task Force on Faculty
Effort to produce a report (Final Report Task Force on Faculty Effort Certification (TFFEC)) addressing
clarification of rules for FEC and the process for discussions between chairs and faculty on level of
support for faculty to prepare proposals;
Whereas in 2016 the UW submitted 5,804 proposals and of $5,168,788,423 requested received
$1,367,401,604 and expended $1,221,578,261 of which $247,436,798 was for indirect expenditures (20%
of total expenditures) (Reference: Annual Report. Awards and Expenditures Related to Research,
Training, Fellowships and Other Sponsored Programs FY 2016);
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Whereas indirect expenditures are designed to cover many research related expenses, those expenses
can also include the costs of generating research proposals;
Whereas many UW faculty have, as explicit parts of their jobs, the requirement to generate research
proposals, and UW Policy requires that the cost of proposal preparation by full time faculty be covered
(TFFEC page 17);
Whereas the allocation of research indirects is covered by UW administration policies, which currently
indicate 65% is to be allocated by the Provost and 35% allocated by the Deans, this could be changed if
needed;
Whereas a survey of over 600 School of Medicine (SOM) and School of Public Health (SPH) faculty
showed SOM faculty reported spending on average 15% to 28% FTE on non-sponsored activities and
receiving on average 9.6% FTE support from their department. SPH faculty reported spending on
average 14% to 30% FTE on non-sponsored activities and receiving on average 10.6% FTE support from
their department;
Whereas success rates for proposals are also dropping and faculty are required to increase substantially
the number of submissions. For example, NIH proposal success rates dropped from ~32% in 2000 to
~18% in 2016 (https://report.nih.gov/NIHDatabook/index.aspx);
Whereas 68% of SOM faculty and 90% of SPH faculty report their departments do not provide them with
additional FTE support when their level of effort on non-sponsored activities exceeds the level of
nonsponsored effort typically supported by their department;
Whereas, beyond the faculty survey on the extent of effort required, it is unclear how much effort is
required for faculty to generate proposals;
Whereas failure to accurately report faculty effort on Federal grants represents a compliance risk to the
University of Washington and to the faculty (http://finance.uw.edu/maa/fec/compliance);
Whereas the TFFEC made multiple recommendations including explicitly endorsing open discussions
between faculty and chairs on type and level of support for non-sponsored activities:
Recommendation 7:
Faculty members and chairs should be explicitly encouraged and supported to regularly engage in
discussion of the type and level of support appropriate to fulfill goals and expectations mutually agreed
and set for the faculty member’s non-sponsored activities. This includes preparation of new or competitive
renewal grant proposals.
The process for negotiating support of non-sponsored activities and ensuring clarity of any agreement
reached is advised to include the following process steps:
Dean-level RCR distribution policy transparency to facilitate chair budget planning;
Departmental budget transparency between a chair and their faculty to facilitate individual negotiation of
non-sponsored activity support;
A first negotiation of non-sponsored activity to occur at the time of a faculty member’s initial appointment
and with continuing faculty at each annual or multi-year performance review
To ensure clarity of a negotiated agreement between the parties, issuance of a signed written record of
the agreement made regarding distribution of the faculty member’s effort and funding or other
compensation options in support of their non-sponsored activity; and
A conciliation process that complies with the Faculty Code in the event agreement between the parties
cannot reached.
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Whereas Recommendation 7 of the TFFEC notes that outcomes of the faculty and chair discussions may
include, but are not limited to, provision of adequate support to generate proposals as may be required to
fulfill job expectation or reduction in the faculty members full time equivalent (FTE) support but with full
knowledge of the usual costs for proposal preparation;
Whereas the Task Force recognized that “if a unit is suffering a lack of available funding or other
compensation options to support a faculty member’s non- sponsored activities this lack could potentially
foster underestimates of proposal preparation activity in FEC reports.” (Reference- TFFEC Report page
6)
Whereas the Task Force, as a proactive measure “encourages a collaborative effort between deans,
elected faculty councils and chairs to assess average faculty effort on proposal writing within their units.”
Whereas the Task Force further recommended that “This knowledge may be valuable to deans and
chairs wishing to address any potential FEC compliance risk by ensuring there is appropriate funding or
other options available to support faculty non-sponsored activity within their units.”
Whereas the report further stated: “This collaborative effort might also lead deans and chairs to modify
their RCR distribution models appropriately”;
Be it resolved that the UW Faculty Senate strongly urges the Provost to provide a report of the costs of
federal grant proposal development with particular attention to the effort required by faculty to generate
proposals so that conversations between faculty and chairs on levels of support for proposal generation,
as per the TFFEC report can be realistically conducted.
Submitted
Scott Barnhart, Senator, SOM
Jairam Lingappa, Senator, SOM/DGH
Aaron Katz, Senator, SPH
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2017-2018 Appointments to University Committees and Faculty Councils
Student Conduct Review Officers
Jane Distad, School of Medicine, as a member for a term beginning immediately and ending on
September 15, 2021.
Kelly Edward, School of Medicine, as a member for a term beginning immediately and ending on
September 15, 2021.
Sam Sharar, School of Medicine, as a member for a term beginning immediately and ending on
September 15, 2021.
Dan Cabrera, School of Medicine, as a member for a term beginning immediately an ending on
September 15, 2021.
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Class A Legislation: Statement for Change in Faculty Voting Eligibility
Proposed Legislation:
This proposed legislation is to amend the UW Faculty Code for Voting Guidelines / General Eligibility to
allow Senior and Principal Lecturers and Senior Artists-in-Residence to have voting privileges at 50% or
greater effort and to be included as retired faculty during quarters that they work part-time. It should be
noted that Full Time Senior and Principal Lecturers are already eligible for voting within their unit.
Rationale:
This change in voting rights recognizes the long-term and deep commitment of senior and principal
lecturers to high quality teaching and mentoring of students and to the pedagogy of our university. It
acknowledges the knowledge these leading lecturers might share in our shared efforts to provide the best
education to our students. Furthermore, the voting rights align career flexibility opportunities for nontenure-track faculty in senior positions with those for tenure-track faculty. This change reflects the respect
for Senior and Principal Lecturers and Senior Artists-in-Residence in recognition of their attainments as
well as their continuity in service to the university.

Section 21-32 Voting Membership in the Faculty

A. Except as provided in Subsection B of this section the voting members of the University faculty are
those faculty members holding the rank and/or title of:













Professor, 50% appointment or greater,
Research professor, 50% appointment or greater,
Associate professor, 50% appointment or greater,
Research associate professor, 50% appointment or greater,
Assistant professor, 50% appointment or greater,
Research assistant professor, 50% appointment or greater,
Full-time Pprincipal lecturer, with an annual or multi-year appointment at 50% or greater,
Full-time Ssenior lecturer, with an annual or multi-year appointment at 50% or greater,
Full-time senior artist in residence,
Full-time lecturer,
Full-time artist in residence, or
A retired assistant professor, associate professor, or professor during the quarter(s) he or she is
serving on a part-time basis, or a retired research assistant professor, research associate
professor, or research professor, principal lecturer, or senior lecturer, during the quarter(s) he or
she is serving on a part-time basis.

Approved by:
Senate Executive Committee
February 12, 2018
Approved by:
Faculty Senate
March 1, 2018
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Class C Resolution Regarding Wellness Rooms

A wellness room is a private space that contains a sink with a water source, a plug, a sharps/biohazard
waste box, a small refrigerator, and a chair that can be utilized for breast pumping/feeding and/or medical
interventions (injections and/or other medication), and the space must be serviced/cleaned regularly.

WHEREAS the University of Washington employs women (7925 women faculty and non-faculty
personnel) and admits women students (16,152 undergraduate women [Seattle campus]), and
WHEREAS the United States Fair Labor Standards Act requires that employers provide “a place, other
than a bathroom, that is shielded from view and free from intrusion from coworkers and the public, which
may be used by an employee to express breast milk,” and
WHEREAS the University of Washington employs individuals and admits students who require a space
for medical interventions (such as those with diabetes, anemia, migraines), and
WHEREAS Title I of the Americans with Disabilities Act specifies that employers must provide
“reasonable accommodations” for those with disabilities, and that includes a private space for giving
injections or testing, and
WHEREAS the current availability of wellness rooms is drastically underrepresented (n = 14 [Seattle
campus]) given the current size of the university and population of women within, and many parts of
campus have no wellness room available within multiple blocks, and
WHEREAS some of the current wellness rooms do not provide basic requirements necessary for breast
pumping (i.e., a sink with a water source) such that lactating individuals are required to use unsanitary
conditions to wash breast pumping equipment, and
WHEREAS we embrace our stated strategic priority of “UW Standard of Excellence: We recruit the best,
most diverse and innovative faculty and staff from around the world…We hold ourselves to the highest
standards of ethics, as a beacon for our community and the world.” We recognize that to continue to
recruit the best and most diverse faculty and staff and hold to our standards of ethics that we need to also
provide reasonable accommodation of wellness rooms for lactating individuals and those who require a
space for medical interventions, therefore
BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate of the University of Washington strongly recommends that at
least one wellness room is included as a requirement for all new buildings (or more based on population
capacity of the building), and that functioning wellness rooms be provided close enough to existing
buildings on campus so as not to cause undue hardship for those individuals who require access, and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate requests that UW administration follow up on this
recommendation with the Faculty Council on Women in Academia.

Approved by:
Senate Executive Committee
February 12, 2018
Approved by:
Faculty Senate
March 1, 2018
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