
Graduate Council 

Meeting Minutes 

February 16, 2023 

220 University Office Building 

 

Present:  

Christiane Weirauch, Chair, Entomology 

Tanya Nieri, Vice Chair and CCGA Representative, Sociology  

Djurdjica Coss, School of Medicine 

Todd Fiacco, MCSB 

Wee Liang Gan, Mathematics 

Anthonia Kalu, Comparative Literature & Languages  

Tae Hwy Lee, Economics  

David Oglesby, Earth Sciences 

Jonathan Ritter, Music 

Hideaki Tsutsui, Mechanical Engineering  

Hai-Bo Yu, Physics & Astronomy 

Nanpeng Yu, Electrical & Computer Engineering  

Weiwei Zhang, Psychology  

Graduate Dean Bowler, ex officio  

Ivett Gabriella, GSA President, guest 

 

Absent:  

Long Gao, School of Business  

Thomas Girke, Botany & Plant Sciences 

Marina Murillo, GSA Vice President, guest 

 

 

Graduate Council approved the January 19, 2023 minutes as written.  

 

Chair’s Announcements 

Chair Weirauch provided an update from the last two Executive Council (EC) meetings – EC is 

continuing discussion about the General Education report. EC discussed committee comments 

about the revised Online MBA program proposal. New graduate student contracts were 

discussed and there may be bridge funding available from UCOP.  

 

CCGA Representative Announcements 

Vice Chair Nieri reported that other campuses are also still digesting the strike outcome. CCGA 

is taking up 299 courses in their next meeting, and Vice Chair Nieri thanked GC for providing 

input. UCOP Vice President for Research and Innovation, Theresa Maldonado, reported that the 

strike impacted research. CCGA gave VP Maldonado issues to take to UCOP. IGETC is being 

sunseted and replaced with CalGETC. There are several new masters and online degrees being 

proposed, lots in data science. Fewer PhD programs are being proposed.  
 

GSA Representative(s) Announcements 

GSA representative Gabriella reported that GSA hosted a meeting with the new Chief of Police 

which went well, there were lots of questions from students. The Student Advisory Board is 

establishing a committee to set up a “safe office” regarding diversity and equity. Ms. Gabriella is 

going to DC at the end of March to do advocacy and GSA is looking for two more students to 
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attend. At the end of April, GSA representatives are going to Sacramento. UCOP is currently 

looking for the next UC Regent and it would be nice if it was a UCR student.  
 

Graduate Dean Announcements  

Graduate Dean Bowler asked the Council if they were interested in Dean Bowler asking Gillian 

Hayes (UCI Graduate Dean) to come give a talk, members were in favor. Dean Bowler reported 

that offers are going out to students. Dean Bowler informed the Council that Graduate Division 

will be putting up a FAQ website modeled after UCSD’s.  
 

Courses & Programs 

A. BS/MS in Computer Engineering – approved.  

 

Academic Integrity Annual Report to Graduate Council  

Graduate Council reviewed the Academic Integrity report and had a couple questions that will be 

forwarded to the Graduate Division (Kara Oswood).   

 

[Campus Review] (Consultation) Update and request for feedback on draft work products from 

the Joint Senate- Administrative Teaching Evaluation Implementation Committee (TEIC) 

The Council reviewed and the draft work products from the joint Senate-Administration 

Teaching Evaluation and some members were very supportive of the work while others had 

several serious concerns outlined below.  
 

• Does the first part of the evaluation also apply to TAs? TAs typically do not have 

authority over the syllabus.  

• Is it possible to complete Part II of the evaluation if Part I was not completed (i.e. late 

enrollment or if a student just did not complete Part I)?  

• Some members wondered if the Course Foundation Check should be part of a teaching 

evaluation; others appreciated the inclusion of the check list given that many courses 

have been offered for a long time without an updated syllabus. Going forward, most of 

the items on that list should become part of the guidelines for course proposals, 

eventually making this checklist irrelevant.   

• The use of the word “useful” was questioned by some members – how do students know 

what is useful or will be useful? The response language used may not be diverse enough 

to be understandable to all. Does the word/concept have the same 

interpretation/importance across cultures? Is utility a cross-cultural value? What is the 

research basis for that choice of term? 

• The Graduate Council appreciates thoughts surrounding the need to increase response 

rates, but questions if the proposed incentive will be strong enough (“priority registration 

for a randomly selected group of students who complete all of their evaluations”). A 

better outline of possible alternative or additional incentives would be appreciated. 

Furthermore, the increased length and complexity of the evaluation form will likely lead 

to reduced participation from students. Would it be possible to simplify the current 

evaluation form rather than proposing a more complicated version? 

• The requirements surrounding learning outcomes are not clear. Some members 

understood this term to refer to “course objectives” but others understood it differently. 

Perhaps provide more detail to guide faculty on what detail they should include in the 

syllabi to satisfy this requirement. 

• The cover letter proposes that oversight of instructional quality should be with the 

Academic Senate and suggests that the Committee on Educational Policy and Graduate 
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Council could fill that role. Does the TEIC committee have a vision of what this 

oversight would entail?  Members specifically wondered about how larger this 

commitment would be given that the impact of the new evaluations will likely need to be 

evaluated and re-evaluated on a regular basis.  

• It is unclear if the 6 listed “forms of evidence” will be the only forms of evidence 

accepted to satisfy the “two kinds of evidence of teaching effectiveness” requirement for 

merit and promotion file review. 

• There is no question about how enthusiastic the student was about taking the class. Our 

faculty have found that to be a useful question. If many/most students aren’t really 

enthusiastic about taking the class, then the professor is starting from a tougher place. 

• There were also concerns that the examples posted as “helpful comments” may not 

actually be helpful. They are suggestive about what comments students should include. 

For example, not every type of class can include “a lot of” activities. Sometimes the 

material is heavy and the best thing to do is to spend more time explaining it, instead of 

coming up with an activity. Not every class is the same. Also, the example about the TA 

staying over after class to answer student questions as a way of CARING about them is 

very problematic. TA’s have other commitments and not staying after class does not 

mean a TA does not care about the students. Contracts limit the time TAs can dedicate to 

the job. A better example would be if the TA answered all the student’s questions 

DURING the discussion section.  

• Appendix 1, part I, question 8 and 9: Some of the questions are suggesting to students 

what they should be expecting in a classroom. For example, course materials are already 

posted on Canvas at the beginning of the class. As a new instructor, TAs often prepare 

course materials week by week, not all at the beginning of the course.  

• Appendix 1, part II, B. question 3: “Appropriate language” is a very vague term. What is 

appropriate and not appropriate depends on one’s culture and the class being taught.  

• Appendix 1, part II, C. question 4: Returning grading in a “timely manner” depends on a 

lot of factors. For example, if the students are allowed to turn in late work, the grading 

gets pushed back. An instructor cannot return graded work if they are still waiting for 

students to submit work, because correct answers/feedback can be shared with students 

who are still working on their projects.  

• Appendix 1, part II, D. question 3: The example in this question specifically states that 

this relates to accommodations that were requested by SDRC, but that’s not what the 

original question asks. Students ask for disability related accommodations that were not 

requested by SDRC. It would be helpful if the question itself would specify that this 

relates to SDRC required accommodations and not everything else that they may have 

asked for. 

 

PhD Committee Exception Request  

The Council discussed the student’s response to the Council and voted in favor of approving a 

one-time exception to the PhD committee policy. The Council agreed to notify the program that 

this is the last time an exception would be made.   
 

Guests: Senate Chair Lee and P&B Chair Atkinson to discuss PhD Funding  

Senate Chair Lee and P&B Chair Atkinson met with the Council regarding PhD funding and the 

PhD Funding Work Group. A detailed model is needed from the Senate to provide to the 

Administration. This is urgent as financial oriented discussions are happening now. The Council 

was asked to come up with a statement to the PhD Working Group.  

 


