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THE HONORABLE KARENA KIRKENDOLL
HEARING: OCTOBER 22, 2021

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PIERCE

GILLIAN MARSHALL,
No. 19-2-11120-3
Plaintiff,
DECLARATION OF JILL PURDY IN

V. SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON,
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, a State
Agency, DIANE YOUNG, individually, JILL
PURDY, individually, and MARK PAGANO,
individually,

Defendants.

Pursuant to RCW 9A.72.085, the undersigned hereby declares that:

I. I was Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs (EVCAA) at the
University of Washington Tacoma (UWT) from May 1, 2018 until September 15, 2021. [ am
a professor in the UWT Milgard School of Business. As EVCAA, I had a role in oversight of
all faculty members at UWT, and played a role in all compensation, promotion,
reappointment, and tenure recommendations. I am a named Defendant in this action. I have
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this declaration and am competent to testify in

this matter.
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2. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of Gillian Marshall’s complete
promotion and tenure file, with her external reviews partly redacted. I reviewed and relied on
the materials in this file in making my recommendation regarding Dr. Marshall’s promotion
and tenure candidacy, and I authored some of the documents in this file. All University
participants in the review of Dr. Marshall’s promotion and tenure application have access to
materials in her promotion and tenure file through the date of their review, which, under the
Faculty Code, are used in their evaluations of the candidate.

3. In the second year, the University conducts a detailed review of a non-tenured
assistant professor’s progress through a process known as “reappointment.” The
reappointment review begins with a faculty committee that reviews the candidate’s
performance. The process then proceeds to a recommendation by senior voting faculty
members in the program or school, then to a recommendation by the director or dean, then to
the campus chancellor who makes a final decision in conjunction with the EVCAA. After Dr.
Marshall’s first reappointment review, the decision was made to postpone a final decision on
reappointment for one year. The decision to postpone reappointment did not change Dr.
Marshall’s title, compensation, job duties, or timeline for applying for tenure.

4. After Dr. Marshall’s second reappointment review, which was conducted in
the third year of Dr. Marshall’s appointment, I concluded that Dr. Marshall should be
reappointed. My letter on the topic, dated June 20, 2018, is in Exhibit A at UW13023-25. In
that letter, I highlighted concerns that had been raised about Dr. Marshall’s record, including
with her teaching. I pointed out that her review committee noted that her teaching was not on

track for tenure and promotion, and that she would have very limited opportunities to

DECLARATION OF JILL PURDY - 2: HILLIS CLARK MARTIN & PETERSON P.S.

NO. 19-2-11120-3 999 Third Avenue, Suite 4600
Seattle, WA 98104
Tel: (206) 623-1745
Fax: (206) 623-7789




S O X N SN kA WD -

NN NN N N N N N == e e e e e e e
o N N kA WD = O O 0NN N R WD -

demonstrate strong teaching capability prior to promotion and tenure review. I encouraged
Dr. Marshall “to attend to the concerns outlined” in the letter as she advanced “toward
promotion and tenure review.”

5. Toward that end, I offered to support Dr. Marshall by using University
resources to provide her with a paid teaching mentor from the Tacoma campus. Dr. Marshall
and I discussed candidates, and Dr. Marshall selected Dr. Carolyn West to be her teaching
mentor. Dr. West then served as Dr. Marshall’s teaching mentor.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the University of
Washington Faculty Code, Chapter 24.

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the University of
Washington Faculty Code, Chapter 25.

8. The process to obtain tenure at the University of Washington is extremely
rigorous, in keeping with the significant long-term commitment the University is considering.
The candidate prepares an extensive dossier of professional accomplishments, including a
detailed curriculum vitae, published works, teaching evaluations, recommendations, works in
progress, and self-assessments. These dossiers are often hundreds of pages long, and are a
candidate’s opportunity to make the case that a lifetime appointment has been earned.

9. The promotion and tenure candidacy is then reviewed at multiple levels of the
University, including by (1) a promotion and tenure committee comprising members of the
candidate’s department or school; (2) all tenured faculty superior in rank in the candidate’s
department or school; (3) the director or dean of the department or school; (4) a campus

council comprising six elected faculty members; (5) the vice chancellor for academic affairs
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and the chancellor; and (6) the Provost. Because of joint accreditation, Dr. Marshall’s review
also included recommendation by the dean of the School of Social Work in Seattle.

10.  Dr. Marshall’s race was not a factor in any decision I made, or action I took,
that negatively affected, or could have negatively affected, Dr. Marshall. Indeed, UWT is
trying to increase the diversity of its faculty, and I spent extra time and provided funding for
mentoring to try to encourage Dr. Marshall’s success.

I hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington,
that the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED this 24th day of September, 2021, at Tacoma, Washington.

s

JLLPURDY 7

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On the date indicated below, I hereby certify that I caused to be served upon all
counsel of record, via Linx eservice and email, a true and correct copy of the
foregoing document.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED this 24th day of September, 2021, at Seatac, Washington.

__s/Brenda K. Partridge
Brenda Partridge, Legal Assistant

ND: 12662.099 4848-5620-2492v1
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE PROVOST

May 10, 2021

Chancellor Mark Pagano
UW Tacoma

Box 358430

Tacoma, WA 98402-3100

Dear Mark:

I write to inform you of my concurrence with your recommendation that Gillian Marshall,
Assistant Professor in the UW Tacoma, School of Social Work and Criminal Justice, be
denied promotion and tenure. This decision is made in accordance with the Faculty Code.

The decision is made after careful review of the promotion record and consideration of the
candidate’s performance and qualifications. My review and decision took into consideration
concerns raised by the candidate throughout the review process regarding racial bias, systemic
race discrimination, and retaliation. | was not presented with evidence to support the
contentions that the review process and recommendation was unfair, discriminatory, or
factually unsubstantiated. The recommendation to deny was a performance based assessment
focused on deficiencies in the teaching record.

The recommendation is consistent with the Faculty Code requirement that “[a]ppointment to
the rank of associate professor requires a record of substantial success in teaching and/or
research. For tenured, tenure-eligible, or WOT appointments, both of these shall be required,
except that in unusual cases an outstanding record in one of these activities may be considered
sufficient.” (Faculty Code Section 24-34A.2) Based on my review, there is not sufficient
evidence to accept the candidate’s suggestion that her record of research and scholarship is
unusual and should be enough for promotion and tenure.

Please inform Assistant Professor Gillian Marshall of this decision and the reasons therefor
and inform her that her appointment at the University will cease on June 15, 2022. Please
send a copy of your letter to Assistant Professor Gillian Marshall to Ms. Kimberlee Ely at
Academic HR for our files.

W%-W

Mark A. Richards
Provost and Executive Vice President

301 Gerberding Hall Box 351237 Seattle, WA 93195-1237
206.543.7632 provost@uw.edu  washington.edwprovost
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Promotion Candidate Data Sheet

Name: Marshall, Gillian
. Promotion to: Associate Professor
Action: Tenure amount: 100
Type: Mandatory
Current Rank: Assistant Professor
Held Since: 09/16/2015 8730081 24¢"
Department/Program: School of Social Work and Criminal Justice, Tacoma
College/Campus: Tacoma, University of Washington
Notes:
Degrees:
2000 Bachelor's Trinity Western University
2002 Master's University of Washington-Seattle Campus
2011 Doctorate University of Washington-Seattle Campus

Appointment History:

09/16/2015 Assistant Professor

09/16/2015

Adjunct Assistant

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice,

Tacoma

School of Social Work

Professor
Faculty Votes:
Eligible: 9
Affirmative: 0
Negative: 7
Abstaining: 2
Absent: 0
Recommendations:
Chair/Director: Deny
Council: Deny
Dean/Chancellor: Deny
Effective Date: 09/16/2021
Provost decision:
Promote Postpone Deny
_ School of Social Work and
Employee ID 873008124 unit R -
Assistant Criminal Justice, Tacoma
sSsistan - -
Current rank Tacoma, University of
Professor S/C/C N
i i Washington
Rank i1f Associate
Document
promoted Professor Date 09/16/2021
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Promotion Candidate Clock Information

Leave Years No leave found.
Waiver Years No waivers found.

* — This section has been updated from what was available in Workday to more accurately reflect the candidate’s information.
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Promotion Candidate Data Sheet

Name: Marshall, Gillian
Action: Promotion to: Adjunct Associate Professor
Type: Mandatory
Current Rank: Adjunct Assistant Professor
Held Since: 09/16/2015
Department/Program: School of Social Work
College/Campus: School of Social Work
Notes:
Degrees:
2000 Bachelor's Trinity Western University
2002 Master's University of Washington-Seattle Campus
2011 Doctorate University of Washington-Seattle Campus
Appointment History:
09/16/2015 Assistant Professor School of Social Work and Criminal Justice, Tacoma
09/16/2015 Adjunct Assistant Professor School of Social Work
Recommendations
Chair/Director: Concurs with Primary
Effective Date: 09/16/2021
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e e e O [12020-2021 Promotion and Tenure

OFFICE OF ACADEMIC PERSONNEL

Academic Human Resources ReCOm mendati O n CheCkI iSt

This completed checklist MUST be attached as the coversheet for every mandatory, non-mandatory, and non-
mandatory early promotion and/or tenure (P&T) record prior to submitting to Academic HR for review.

CANDIDATE’S NAME: Gillian Marshall

Primary Unit: School of Social Work and Criminal Justice, UW Tacoma
Joint Unit(s):

Adjunct Unit(s): School of Social Work, UW Seattle

Current Rank:  Assistant Professor

Rank After Promotion: Associate Professor

Promotion Action: M Mandatory C1Non-Mandatory [CINon-Mandatory Early [1Postponed Mandatory
Chair/Director Recommendation: [LJPromote [JPostpone MWDeny [1Award of Tenure Only
Dean/Chancellor Recommendation: [IPromote [1Postpone MW Deny [1Award of Tenure Only
Tenure Percent (indicate tenure split if applicable):

Number of years for initial term (if promoting to multi-year eligible title):

PRIMARY DEPARTMENT/UNIT ADVISORY COUNCIL AD HOC COMMITTEE (if used)
Eligible: 9 6 4
Affirmative: 0 2 0
Negative: 7 2 4
Abstain: 2 1 0
Absent: 0 1 0

*/ote counts must add up to the number of eligible voters. See Voting Matrix for promotion/tenure voting guidelines.

DOCUMENTATION - Promotion and tenure records must be arranged in this order. Any records submitted
with items missing will not be reviewed until all required content is included.

[JPromotion and tenure recommendation checklist

[JDean/chancellor letter

[CJbean/chancellor communication(s) to candidate and response (if applicable)

[CJAdvisory council committee report

[CICandidate's confirmation of receipt of advisory council report (if unfavorable or conflicts with
faculty vote)

[CJpepartment chair/school director/campus dean letter

[CIconfirmation candidate was provided copy of faculty report with opportunity to respond
[Icandidate's confirmation receipt and response (if submitted) to faculty report

[loint department chair/school director/campus dean letter and review documents (if applicable)
[tenure Split documentation (if applicable)

[CJAdjunct department chair/school director/campus dean concurrence (if applicable)

[Junit committee report (if applicable)

[Iconfirmation candidate was provided copy of committee report with opportunity to respond
[CIcandidate’s confirmation of receipt and response (if submitted) to committee report
[Icandidate self-assessment

[Icv and bibliography

[13-5 external letters of evaluation

[[ITeaching evaluations (peer) - Required each year for assistant professors, every 3 years for associate professors;
also required in year leading up to P&T record review
[CICourse teaching evaluations (student) - Minimum of 1 course/year in any year of teaching
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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

Jill Purdy, Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, UW Tacoma

To: Provost Mark Richards

From:

Date: February 1, 2021

Re: Assistant Professor Gillian Marshall

Dr. Marshall joined the faculty of the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice in 2015
after completing her PhD in 2011 in the School of Social Work at the University of
Washington. She completed post-doctoral training at the Group Health Research Institute
and served as Assistant Professor at Case Western Reserve University prior to coming to
UW Tacoma. Her research focuses on gerontology, health disparities and social
determinants of health among older African Americans, and her research contributes to
understanding how stressors create cumulative advantage or disadvantage.

Summary of Votes:

Eligible voting
Review Body members For Against | Abstain | Absent
School Review Committee 4 0 4 0 0
Voting Faculty (excluding Dean) 9 0 7 2 0
UWT Appointment, Promotion 6 2 2 1 1
& Tenure Committee

The recommendation of the Dean of the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice was
not in favor of Dr. Marshall’s tenure and promotion to the rank of Associate Professor. The
Dean of the School of Social Work in Seattle concurs with the negative recommendation of
the faculty and dean.

Teaching:

Dr. Marshall has taught two different courses at UW Tacoma including a 100-level course
in the BASW curriculum and a 500-level course in the MSW curriculum. The total number
of course sections taught by Dr. Marshall was reduced due to her KO1 grant which
allocated 75% of her time to scholarship. The school uses unadjusted combined median
scores from student evaluations to help evaluate teaching, and scores from a total of five
courses were included in the tenure and promotion packet.

Quantitative student evaluations of the undergraduate course (TSOCWF 101) are good
with overall summative ratings of 4.5 and 4.1 based on adjusted combined median.
Quantitative student evaluations of the graduate level course (TSOCW 503) are low with
overall summative ratings of 3.3, 1.3 and 2.5 based on adjusted combined median. While
factors such as race and gender can negatively impact quantitative student evaluations, we
have not found nor does the file cite any resource that suggests bias alone could account
for such low scores. The average of adjusted combined median score across all five courses

Box 358430 1900 Commerce St Tacoma, WA 98402
253.962.5646 fax 253.692.5643 tacoma.uw.edu
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is 2.9, with undergraduate courses averaging 4.35 and graduate courses averaging 2.0.
Faculty colleagues characterize the graduate teaching scores as ‘exceptionally low’.

Dr. Marshall provided an additional teaching score in her response to my meeting with her
pursuant to FCG 24-54D in which she was informed of the initial negative recommendation
regarding her promotion and tenure case. She taught TSOCWF 101 in Autumn 2020
(during remote learning) and received an adjusted combined median score of 4.3 with a
43% response rate from enrolled students. This additional data point is consistent with
prior performance in the undergraduate course but does not provide additional data
regarding graduate teaching.

Qualitative student feedback indicates recurring concerns with course organization and
evaluation techniques in the graduate level course, but not in the undergraduate course.
Graduate students also stated concerns with the instructor’s lack of preparedness for class,
lack of clarity in assignments, and limited feedback on graded work. The faculty and the
dean note that graduate students expressed concerns about significant course
disorganization, a lack of clarity about expectations, lateness in providing feedback or
access to materials, and some dismissiveness from Dr. Marshall in response to student
guestions and confusion.

Peer evaluations identify teaching strengths such as facilitating complex class discussions
that engage students as well as opportunities for improvement such as offering further
opportunities for student reflection and connection to professional practice. They are
positive overall. None of the peer evaluations was conducted by a colleague in the
discipline of social work who could assess aspects of teaching related to the subject
matter, such as “the consistency with which the teacher brings to the students the latest
research findings and professional debates within the discipline” (FCG 24-32C).

Dr. Marshall’s file indicates that she has advised on average 10 BASW and 8 MSW students
each year. The review subcommittee notes that Dr. Marshall provided mentoring to 4
doctoral students and 2 masters students in conjunction with her research, but none of
these students were enrolled at UW Tacoma.

FCG 24-32C states that the educational function of a university requires faculty who can
teach effectively. Overall, the teaching record shows success in teaching a 100-level
undergraduate course for non-majors but does not demonstrate the ability to teach
effectively in more advanced courses in social work. In the School of Social Work and
Criminal Justice, graduate courses and upper division (300- and 400-level) undergraduate
courses comprise the vast majority of course offerings. Although Dr. Marshall describes
engagement in teaching improvement activities and the records shows revisions to course
syllabi, there has not been sufficient improvement in teaching over time to demonstrate a
“record of substantial success in both teaching and research” per FCG 24-34A and the
School’s promotion and tenure guidelines.
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Research:

Dr. Marshall’s scholarly record includes 20 refereed publications, 14 of which were
published in her role as assistant professor at UW Tacoma. She is first author on nine
publications, and she is sole author of one. The bibliography indicates varying types and
levels of her contributions to these publications and the record demonstrates cohesive
lines of inquiry. Dr. Marshall has been awarded more than $1.2 million in grant funding
including a KO1 career development award with administrative supplements and two loan
repayment awards. The KO1 grant allocated 75% of Dr. Marshall’s time to scholarship. She
has submitted an RO1 grant to the National Institute on Aging and has four articles under
review. Her publications are in well-reputed journals in social work, gerontology, public
health, and medicine. She has made 13 refereed conference presentations. Dr. Marshall’s
scholarship includes a diversity and equity focus as she investigates the impact of race,
ethnicity, and correlated factors such as financial status on the health of older adults,
including cumulative effects of inequities.

External reviewers were positive in their assessments, citing Dr. Marshall as “an impressive
scholar who has made significant contributions to the social work profession.” Another
reviewer cites the value of Dr. Marshall’s work in bringing a social work perspective to
clinical research and other lenses on health. One reviewer notes a need to expand her
theoretical knowledge. Her scholarly record is seen favorably by all reviewers to faculty of
comparable rank and career stage.

Internal and external reviewers agree that the KO1 award is prestigious and together with
subsequent awards indicates scholarly promise and achievement. Faculty note that grant
awards are not required by the criteria of the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice,
which focus on peer-reviewed publications in accordance with FCG 24-32 emphasizing
published work.

Dr. Marshall is seen by her faculty colleagues as a strong researcher with a growing
national reputation. She has worked to develop additional skills while an assistant
professor, including learning new statistical approaches and earning a master’s degree in
public health. The voting faculty note that Dr. Marshall’s research is centered on secondary
data analysis, which is not well aligned with the community-engaged mission of the school
and campus. The dean notes that the social justice orientation of Dr. Marshall’s work
supports the values of the school and campus. The faculty found that Dr. Marshall’s
scholarly record is commensurate with the criteria for scholarship.

After careful consideration, we do not find this to be an “unusual case” in which an
outstanding record in either teaching or research may be considered sufficient for
promotion, as per FCG 24-34A(2). The campus mission and the goals of the school require
tenured faculty to contribute in both teaching and research.
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Service:

Dr. Marshall’s role in service was reduced relative to other faculty due to her KO1 grant
award, which allocated 75% of her time to scholarship. Dr. Marshall has been active in
service to her profession, serving as a peer reviewer for 13 journals including several
prestigious outlets. She has also served as a conference abstract reviewer for three
professional organizations and as an early career grant reviewer for NIH. In service to the
University, Dr. Marshall served on two faculty search committees within her school and
represents UW Tacoma on the School of Social Work BASW committee. She served for one
year on the campus Faculty Affairs Committee and became advisor to the Black Student
Union in 2020. She serves on the UW Public Lectures Speakers Committee and the Faculty
Council on Research. For some service activities to the university, concerns were expressed
about her level of participation and commitment, including lack of attendance at
committee meetings. The faculty indicate uncertainty as to whether her record of service
meets the criteria of the school. We find her service record acceptable.

Prospects for Future Performance

Dr. Marshall demonstrates a strong commitment to scholarship and has been successful in
publishing her work and garnering extramural funding to support it. Faculty colleagues cite
a lack of evidence that she will be able to teach effectively in graduate and upper division
courses in social work, which constitute the significant majority of courses of the
curriculum.

Summary and Conclusion

Dr. Marshall was not supported for tenure and promotion by the review subcommittee,
the voting faculty, the dean, or the elected faculty council. The documentation indicates
that Dr. Marshall did not achieve “a record of substantial success in both teaching and
research” as stated in FCG 24-34A and the School’s promotion and tenure guidelines.
Executive Order 45 notes that “an essential qualification for the granting of tenure or for
promotion is the ability to teach effectively.” Assessments of Dr. Marshall’s scholarly
record are positive, but scholarly achievement alone is insufficient to meet the needs of
the school.

In reviewing the candidate’s file and the recommendations of prior levels of review, |
conclude that Dr. Marshall does not meet the requirements for tenure and promotion to
Associate Professor in the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice. | do not recommend
her promotion and tenure.

Fa T/
:Ib{__,l{l II"___ L I‘ff- )':
Jill Purdy, Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, University of Washington Tacoma
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February 1, 2020

| concur with Dr. Purdy’s recommendation not to grant tenure and promote Dr. Marshall to
the rank of Associate Professor.

FFE kA e e

Mark A. Pagano, Chancellor, University of Washington Tacoma
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ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

To: Dr. Gillian Marshall
From: EVCAA Jill Purdy on behalf of Chancellor Mark Pagano
Date: January 15, 2021

The purpose of this document is to provide you with the initial recommendation regarding your
application for promotion and tenure. A discussion of your case is being scheduled for January 19, 2021
as per the requirements of Faculty Code 24-54D. In reviewing the file and the recommendations of prior
levels of review, including the review subcommittee, the voting faculty, the dean, and the Appointment,
Promotion and Tenure committee, the initial recommendation of the Chancellor and EVCAA is to not
recommend promotion and tenure.

Executive Order 45 notes that, consistent with UW Tacoma’s mission, “an essential qualification for the
granting of tenure or for promotion is the ability to teach effectively.” The assessment of teaching
provided in the file includes evaluations from students and colleagues. Quantitative student evaluations
of the undergraduate course (TSOCWF 101) are good with overall summative ratings of 4.5 and 4.1
based on adjusted combined median. Quantitative student evaluations of the graduate level course
(TSOCW 503) are low with overall summative ratings of 3.3, 1.3 and 2.5 based on adjusted combined
median. While factors such as race and gender can negatively impact quantitative student evaluations,
we have not found nor does the file cite any resource that suggests bias alone could account for such
low scores. Qualitative student feedback indicates recurring concerns with course organization and
evaluation techniques in the graduate level course, but not in the undergraduate course. Graduate
students also noted concerns with the instructor’s lack of preparedness for class, lack of clarity in
assignments, and limited feedback on graded work.

Peer evaluations identify teaching strengths such as facilitating complex class discussions that engage
students as well as opportunities for improvement such as offering further opportunities for student
reflection and connection to professional practice. They are positive overall. None of the peer
evaluations was conducted by a colleague in the discipline of social work who could assess aspects of
teaching related to the subject matter, such as “the consistency with which the teacher brings to the
students the latest research findings and professional debates within the discipline” (FCG 24-32C).

Overall, the teaching record shows success in teaching a 100-level undergraduate course but does not
demonstrate the ability to teach effectively in more advanced courses. In the School of Social Work and
Criminal Justice, graduate courses and upper division (300- and 400-level) undergraduate courses
comprise the vast majority of course offerings. Although Dr. Marshall describes engagement in teaching
improvement activities and the records shows revisions to course syllabi, there has not been sufficient
improvement in teaching over time to demonstrate a “record of substantial success in both teaching
and research” per FCG 24-34A and the School’s promotion and tenure guidelines.

Further, we do not find this to be an “unusual case” in which an outstanding record in one of these
activities may be considered sufficient, in this case, research. We agree the K01 award is prestigious and
together with subsequent awards indicates scholarly promise and achievement. The School of Social
Work and Criminal Justice criteria for evaluating scholarly activities, research and publications
emphasize peer-reviewed publications. The curriculum vita shows 20 peer-reviewed publications in total
with 14 published since 2015, five of which are first-authored and one of which is sole authored. The
bibliography indicates varying types and levels of contributions to these publications and the record

Box 358430 1900 Commerce St Tacoma, WA 98402
253.962.5646 fax 253.692.5643 tacoma.uw.edu
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demonstrates cohesive lines of inquiry. The publications generally appear in good quality outlets and
external reviewers indicate that the work contributes valuable new knowledge. The record meets or
exceeds the standards set forth in the school’s criteria on the dimension of research, yet is not so
outstanding as to be sufficient on its own.

Dr. Marshall has expressed concern that she is being evaluated unfairly based on her race. We have
reviewed the record carefully in light of Dr. Marshall’s concerns, and see no indication of racial bias or
discrimination. Her qualifications have been evaluated by many different people with different
backgrounds, and similar concerns regarding her teaching have emerged. Our recommendation is not
based on race.
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January 26", 2021

Re: Response to Initial Recommendation by the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic
Affairs (EVCAA) and the Chancellor Regarding Application for Promotion and Tenure for
Dr. Gillian Marshall

This letter is in response to the EVCAA (Dr. Jill Purdy) and Chancellor’s (Dr. Mark Pagano)
recommendation to not promote me (Dr. Gillian Marshall) to Associate Professor with tenure. It
is my opinion that this and all previous reviews were conducted with bias and outside the
requirements of the Faculty Code. This decision consistently misrepresents my promotion and
tenure (P & T) file as it includes many inaccuracies and misquotes the faculty code ultimately
resulting in a discriminatory outcome. This statement is a rebuke of the inaccurate points made
in the summary letter | received on January 15", 2021 and based on the discussion with Dr. Jill
Purdy on January 19", 2021.

Teaching
According to this document, both the EVCAA and the Chancellor begin by quoting part of

Executive Order 45
““an essential qualification for the granting of tenure or for promotion is the ability to
teach effectively.”

Since arriving at UW Tacoma | have taught 5 courses (see Table 1 below). Executive Order 45,
section 24-34A of the faculty code or the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice (SSWCJ)
Promotion and Tenure guidelines do not differentiate between teaching at the undergraduate and
graduate levels in demonstrating “improvement in teaching over time...” Given that there is no
distinction, but this requirement was applied to me and the record does not support your
justification. My teaching does show a substantial improvement overtime and an upward
trajectory in teaching evaluation scores. In addition, my overall average score across all 5
courses (before P & T packet submitted) is 3.14 and across all 6 courses taught at UW Tacoma is
3.3.

The EVCAA and the Chancellor also state:
“Qualitative student feedback indicates recurring concerns with course organization and
evaluation techniques in the graduate level course, but not in the undergraduate course.
Graduate students also noted concerns with the instructor’s lack of preparedness for
class, lack of clarity in assignments, and limited feedback on graded work.”

Please note, later on in the narrative | have provided specific examples of measures | have taken
to improve my teaching, course management and overall experience for students.
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Table 1.
Courses taught at UW Tacoma
Year Course Adjusted
Combined Mean
2016 TSOCW 101: Introduction to Social Work 4.5
2017 TSOCW 503: Human Behavior and the Social 3.3
Environment
2018 TSOCW 503: Human Behavior and the Social 1.3
Environment
2019 TSOCW 503: Human Behavior and the Social 2.5
Environment
2019 TSOCW 101: Introduction to Social Work 4.1
2020* | TSOCW 101: Introduction to Social Work 4.3

*Qccurred after Promotion and Tenure materials were submitted.

In this document, the EVCAA and the Chancellor state that:
“overall, the teaching record shows success in teaching a 100-level undergraduate

course but does not demonstrate the ability to teach effectively in more advanced courses.

In the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice, graduate courses and upper division
(300- and 400-level) undergraduate courses comprise the vast majority of course
offerings.”

There is no evidence in the Faculty Code or the Social Work and Criminal Justice Promotion and
Tenure guidelines that specifically distinguishes between undergraduate and graduate courses. As

you can see from Table 1 above, since joining the faculty at UW Tacoma | have taught the same
two courses repeatedly: Introduction to Social Work and Human Behavior and the Social
Environment. Although requests were made to teach various courses across the curriculum at

both the undergraduate and graduate levels prior to joining the faculty and again after joining the

faculty this request was denied. Please note that although I was willing to teach other courses
(based on a list of 12 courses provided), | was never given the opportunity as Dr. Diane Young
informed me that | was hired for my grant writing abilities. What this list demonstrates is that |
have received scores for teaching two of the same courses over a five-year period.

The EVCAA and the Chancellor have raised a concern about peer evaluations in their
recommendation by stating the following:

“They are positive overall. None of the peer evaluations was conducted by a colleague in

the discipline of social work who could assess aspects of teaching related to the subject
matter, such as “the consistency with which the teacher brings to the students the latest
research findings and professional debates within the discipline (FCG 24-32C).”

I am not sure why this was raised as a concern. Is this to mean that no other faculty member in
SSWCJ have had a peer evaluation conducted by persons outside the unit?
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According to both section 24-32C of the faculty code and the Social Work and Criminal Justice

Program Procedures for Collegial Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness it was not required that a

peer teaching evaluation be conducted by a colleague in my discipline. In fact, the policy states:
“The faculty member performing the evaluation must have a fulltime appointment within
the University of Washington. A written report of the evaluation is to be provided to the
faculty member with a copy given to the Director.”

As you know, going outside the SSWCJ faculty is necessary here because of systemic race
discrimination within the SSWCJ faculty. These subjective comments reinforce the unfairness
of the faculty’s subjective approach.

Thus, in the hostile and pernicious work environment in my unit, it is unclear to me why you
insist that only the White American faculty in my unit, who know that | reported Diane Young to
UCIRO for discrimination, are the individuals whose voices matter to you. The policy also
states that ““It is suggested that, over time, individuals across disciplines and ranks be invited to
perform collegial evaluations so that a variety of perspectives about one’s teaching are
acquired.” The full-time senior tenured faculty | selected as my peer evaluators are trained to
teach students how to teach in the School of Education, like Dr. Julia Aguirre, who has a long
and successful history teaching and working with undergraduate and graduate students and is
also the Director of the Office of Undergraduate Education, like Dr. Deirdre Raynor and who is
currently the Director of the Teaching and Learning Center, like Dr. Beth Kalikoff. In addition,
you refuse to recognize that | have a growing national reputation for my published and peer
reviewed work in my area of research, and | am a subject matter expert and can bring to the
students information on current issues and debates within social work.

If the real concern was for me to be evaluated by a colleague in the discipline of social work to
assess aspects of my teaching, then Jill Purdy’s selection of a teaching mentor appears
contradictory to this position, because Jill Purdy provided me with a teaching mentor (Dr.
Carolyn West) who was both outside of my unit (School of Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences)
and in another discipline (Psychology), and she was ineffective (she suggested that | should find
a new job since my unit doesn’t like me). It is also unclear to me why the acting dean selected a
White American to chair my promotion and tenure committee since he is in Criminal Justice, has
limited knowledge of social work as a discipline, and he is unfamiliar with my research area.

The EVCAA and Chancellor state that
“Although Dr. Marshall describes engagement in teaching improvement activities and
the records shows revisions to course syllabi, there has not been sufficient improvement
in teaching over time to demonstrate a “record of substantial success in both teaching
and research” per FCG 24-34A and the School’s promotion and tenure guidelines.”

Please note, the EVCAA and the Chancellor misstate section 24-34A of the faculty code. This
section states the following:
“Appointment to the rank of associate professor requires a record of substantial success
in teaching and/or research.”

Also, my efforts to improve my courses go beyond the revision to course syllabi. | frequently
met with the director of the teaching and learning center, instituted baseline assessments of
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student knowledge and provided study gquestions to name a few. Table 2 below lists at least ten
adjustments and changes | have made based on feedback to improve my teaching here at UW
Tacoma as evidenced by the upward trajectory in teaching evaluation scores, which is also one of
the assessments of teaching (Executive Order 45). It is unclear to me after reading both this
initial letter of recommendation and in my discussion with Dr. Purdy on January 19", 2021 what
is meant by “sufficient improvement.” This statement appears vague and subjective. Neither
section 24-34A of the faculty code or the SSWCJ promotion and tenure guidelines define what
“sufficient improvement” is and without a numeric value this is unattainable.

Research

I am the only faculty member in the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice and one of few
in the country addressing a unigue and innovative area of social work focused on older African
Americans, financial stress and health. This work is consistent with the stated mission and
values of UW Tacoma’s commitment to diversity, equity and inclusion. My research continues
to be on the foreground of social justice in written and in verbal form.

According to the faculty code section 24-32:
“University's expressed commitment to excellence and equity, any contributions in
scholarship and research, teaching, and service that address diversity and equal
opportunity shall be included and considered among the professional and scholarly
qualifications for appointment and promotion outlined below.”

There has been concerted efforts to diminish and devalue my research and scholarship
contributions. Unlike my colleagues on the UW Tacoma campus, | have accomplished many
firsts:
= | am the first and only faculty member on the entire UW Tacoma campus to receive a
K01 award from the National Institutes of Health (NIH). The K01 is a highly competitive
funding mechanism (only 23% were funded during the cycle when | applied) and my
proposal was funded through the National Institutes of Aging (NIA) (5K01AG048416-
03). Notonly is it a prestigious award for me as a scholar, it also brings prestige and
visibility to the University of Washington. These awards are very difficult to get and
even more so among faculty in Schools of Social Work across the nation. This is an
investment by NIH to award scholars who demonstrate potential of becoming successful
independent researchers with the proclivity to secure larger funding mechanisms such as
an RO1 through the NIH. This award of $650,000 has provided the SSWCJ with 75% of
my salary and benefits for 6-years which equates to over $400,000. As | stated early, Dr.
Young was focused on the grant funding | brought to the unit.
= | am the first and only faculty member (as Principal Investigator) on the UW Tacoma
campus to be award a NIH supplement of $259,000.
= | am the first and only faculty member at UW Tacoma to receive over $100,000 in loan
repayment (LRP) for my research from the National Institutes of Health. These are a set
of highly competitive programs established by congress designed to recruit and retain
highly qualified health professionals into biomedical or biobehavioral research careers
with the potential to become an independent scholar (NIH, 2018). The purpose of LRPs
are to “counteract the financial pressure by repaying up to $50,000 annually of a
researcher’s qualified educational debt in return for a commitment to engage in NIH
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mission-relevant research.” When | applied to the health disparities research arm of the
loan repayment program, 258 applications were received, and 43 awards were made
(17% success rate). _Only 13 awards were made to faculty researchers in the state of
Washington (NIH, 2018) and | received one of these awards.

= | am the first and only faculty member in the SSWCJ to be invited by the National
Institutes of Health to review federal grants as an early career reviewer.

My research agenda has produced a total of twenty peer-reviewed publications (9 are first
authored) with the majority in high impact journals. In a verbal conversation with Dr. Charley
Emlet, former institutional mentor, | was advised that in order to meet the SSWCJ standard, |
should publish between 1-1.5 peer reviewed publications per year which over 5 years equates to
5-7.5 publications. | have far exceeded the standards set forth by the SSWCJ criteria.

Both the EVCAA and the Chancellor have concluded that my research/scholarship efforts do not

meet criteria to be considered “outstanding.” However, my third-year review committee

described my research/scholarship in writing by stating,
“...Dr. Marshall’s research - both in quality and quantity - is outstanding. She has
enjoyed tremendous and on-going success in securing external funding including a KO1
award, and an NIF/NCI Diversity Supplement...There is no doubt that Dr. Marshall is
building a reputation as a leading scholar in this area.” They also went on to say, “Dr.
Marshall's research file more closely resembles that of a more senior scholar” (please see
attached 3" year review letter).

In addition, an excerpt from P & T review committee summary states:
Dr. Marshall’s expertise in using large, federal datasets places much of her empirical
work in the realm of secondary analysis which is “complex, requires expertise in
advanced statistical models, and is grounded in solid theoretical frameworks....” The
Committee notes that one external reviewer pointed out that *...using nationally
representative data sets allows greater generalizability in her findings.”

And finally, the document provided by the EVCAA and the Chancellor states that “...external
reviewers indicate that the work contributes valuable new knowledge.”

Being awarded a Career Development Award (K01), a supplemental grant and the NIH loan
repayment, demonstrates a proven track record of securing major National Institutes of Health
(NIH) grant funding. To date | have secured over $1 million dollars in grant funding through the
NIH. Therefore, with the many firsts I have achieved on the UW Tacoma campus, my
publication record, and with statements such as these, it is unclear to me why | would not be
viewed as outstanding based on section 24-34A1-2 of the faculty code. In this letter of
recommendation and during my conversation with Dr. Purdy on January 21, 2021 the rationale
or the matrix used whereby they both concluded that my record of research is not classified as
outstanding was not evident or provided.

Service

Although you have not mentioned my service contributions, just a reminder that 75% of my time
was protected to conduct research and the remaining 25% was dedicated to teaching and service
responsibilities. According to the SSWCJ’s minimum service expectation, | have surpassed it

Uwo00012857



even with protect time from my grant. | understand that | have provided less service than others
under review in the tenure and promotion process. However, it is my understanding that no other
faculty members, across this entire UW Tacoma campus under review for promotion and tenure
have a K-award protecting their time from 75 percent of their faculty responsibilities, which
includes teaching and service. Some of my service obligations have included:

2015-2016  serving as a member of the Faculty of Color Committee

2016-2020  served on BASW committee

2017-2018  served as a voting member of the Faculty Affairs Committee.

2016-present served on the Public Lectures Selection Committee

2019-present served on the Faculty Council Research Committee

2020-present asked to serve as the Black Student Union (BSU) faculty advisor for the UWT
2020 served on the African American Caregivers forum planning committee

2020 invited to serve as an early career grant reviewer at NIH (only on in SSWCJ)*

Also, according to section 24-32E of the faculty code:
“Of similar importance to the University is faculty participation in University committee
work and other administrative tasks and clinical duties including the faculty member’s
involvement in the recruitment, retention and mentoring of scholars and students in an
effort to promote diversity and equal opportunity. Both types of service make an
important contribution and should be included in the individual faculty profile.”

Over the past five years, | have worked with and mentored a number of students of color (SOC)
and some from underrepresented groups (UR). Although students learn about the research
process in their research course, they do not have many opportunities to develop those research
skills. Written into each of my grants, were opportunities to fund and mentor master’s and
doctoral level students. To date, | have mentored four doctoral students Bianca Altamirano
(SOC/UR), Chiho Song, Bailey Ingraham and Robert Ellis (SOC/UR). | also mentored and
worked with two master’s levels students (Nitara Dandapani (SOC/UR) and Alyssa Virtue).
Although my commitment was to always work with and create training opportunities for UW
Tacoma students, all of these student were from UW Seattle. | was unable to do the type of
mentoring | would have liked to on the UW Tacoma campus due to a lack of support. Despite
both written and verbal requests to provide space for a grad student, my requests were denied. |
believe we could have had the same type of success here at UW Tacoma if accommodations
were made.

Summary

The initial recommendation provided by the EVCAA and the Chancellor fit within many
discriminatory frameworks in which the minority applicant is always found wanting no matter
the level of achievement. The justification for denying me tenure is insufficient to overcome the
fact that the decision is based on racial bias and not on the actual requirements outlined under
Section 34-32(A)-(F). In numerous ways, the decision-makers, are friends and supporters of
Diane Young. Table 3 provides a summary of individuals who were involved at various levels of
review. Out of thirteen people 11 are White Americans (6 males; 5 females) and two men of
color.
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Instead of being appreciated and rewarded for the scholarship that | have brought to SWCJ, |
have experienced explicit and implicit racial bias and retaliation for opposing these harmful acts.
The arguments | have offered above are only some of the ways in which the SWCJ faculty
showed bias, in essence they are spending at least 50 percent of their time teaching and less than
50% of their time on research.

The University of Washington leadership has failed to treat me fairly at work because of racial
animus and bias embedded in White American faculty and administrators at UW-Tacoma. | have
experienced racial discrimination and your letter is another example of a reprisal for opposing
discrimination.
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PERSONS INVOLVED IN THE LEVELS OF REVIEW AT UW TACOMA

TABLE 3.

10

Appointed Promotion and Tenure Committee Recommendation

Role Name Title Department Race/ethnicity

Chair of Jeff Cohen Associate Professor | Criminal Justice White male
Committee
Member Charles Emlet Professor Social Work White male
Member Erin Casey Professor Social Work White female
Member Randy Myers Associate Professor | Criminal Justice White male
Dean/Director Recommendation
Role Name Title Department Race/ethnicity
Acting Dean | Marcie Lazzari Professor Emeritus | Social Work White female
Campus-wide Promotion and Tenure Committee Recommendation
Role Name Title Department Race/ethnicity

Chair of Yonn Professor Urban Studies White male
Committee | Dierwechter

Member Katie Baird Professor Politics, Philosophy | White female

and Public Affairs
Member Debasis Dawn Associate Engineering and Asian male
Professor Techonology
Member Denise Drevdahl | Professor Nursing White female
Member Jose Rios Associate Education LatinX male
Professor
Member Greg Rose Professor Business White male

Chancellor and Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs for UW Tacoma

Role Name Title Department Race/ethnicity
Chancellor | Mark Pagano Professor Engineering White male
EVCAA Jill Purdy Professor Business White female
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TP6 Form: Appointment, Promotion and Tenure (APT) Committee

Recommendation
Date of Vote: 12/1/20
Candidate: Marshall, Gillian L.
The above candidate is being reviewed for:
Tenure and promotion to Associate Professor
O Promotion to Professor
0 Promotion to Associate Teaching Professor

0 Promotion to Teaching Professor

Eligible Voting Faculty Recommendation:

Number of APT faculty 7

Number of faculty eligible to vote: 6
*An APT Committee member who is in the same School as
the candidate must recuse themself from discussion of and
vote on the candidate’s file.

Number of affirmative votes: 2
Number of negative votes: 2
Number of abstentions: 1
Number of faculty absent: 1

By the above vote, the APT Committee recommends:

The candidate be denied tenure and promotion to Associate Professor.

Attached is a summary of the views and discussion of the APT Committee on the candidate’s teaching,
scholarship (for tenure-track only), service, and prospects for future performance. The summary was

reviewed by all APT Committee members.

Committee Chair: Signature
Yonn Dierwechter, Professor -7

! ! : o
School of Urban Studies 7 ."/"' =

Date
12/1/20
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Dr. Gillian Marshall

The committee vote for Dr. Marshall’s promotion to Associate Professor and tenure was mixed. The
remainder of this document will summarize Dr. Marshall’s performance in the areas of teaching, research,
and service, as well as a discussion of the previous internal evaluations of her performance by her review
committee, the faculty in the area and the acting Dean. Finally, a summary of the committee’s discussion
and rationale for its split vote will be presented.

Background

Dr. Marshall joined UWT in September 2015 as a tenure track Assistant Professor. She received her
Ph.D. from the University of Washington Seattle in 2011, received post-doctoral training at the Group
Health Research group in Seattle, WA, while serving as a faculty field instructor form 2011-2012, and
served two years as an Assistant Professor at Case Western University from 2013-2015.

Teaching

Dr. Marshall has taught five courses at the University of Washington Tacoma. The reduced number of
courses taught was a result of buyouts from her grants. The overall adjusted combined mean ratings for
her course evaluation were: 4.1 and 4.9 for TSOCWF: Introduction to Social Work in 2016 and 2019,
respectively, and 3.3, 1.3, and 2.5 for TSCOW in 2017, 2018, and 2019, respectively. She also had four
peer evaluations conducted (with two of the four conducted by Dr. Beth Kalikoff). More specifically,
Dr. Kalikoff observed her first day of class in September of 2019 and found that the introduction of the
class “focused both on what students want(ed) to know and what student needed to know” ... and that
she “related the course to the entire Social Work program.” In 2018, Dr. Kalikoff recommended that Dr.
Marshal explicitly discuss with students her rationale in using an action learning versus a traditional
lecture method of teaching and stated that Dr. Marshall’s “gifts as a teaching scholar are evident ... and
that “the atmosphere in the class that | observed was positive and collegial.” Two additional

peer evaluation were conducted by Dr. Raynor in 2019 and Dr. Aguirre in 2017. Dr. Raynor applauded
Dr. Marshal for “her empathy and patience” and stated that “the course content was interesting” and “the
class was organized.” Dr. Aguirre concluded that “Dr. Marshall’s instruction, particularly her capacity to
facilitate critical professional discussions and connect participants to lived and professional experiences,
is an exemplary model for faculty to learn from.” Thus, her peer reviews were all positive and conducted
by faculty outside of the school of social work.

Research

Dr. Marshal has published 18 articles, one book chapter, and presented her work at international, national,
and regional conferences. She received over one million dollars in funding from the National Institute of
Health, including a Career Development award from the National Institute of Aging. Her research
focusses on older diverse adults, with particular emphasis on stress and cumulative
advantage/disadvantage, socio-economic status, stressful life events, and financial hardship and debt.

Four external reviewers provided evaluations of Dr. Marshall’s scholarship with two of those reviewers
selected (recommended) by the committee and two reviewers selected by the

candidate. Although three of the four reviews provided were positive, one was more mixed

in its evaluation. That reviewer commented that “Overall Dr. Marshall’s statistical capabilities tend to be
stronger than her conceptual knowledge.” .... In sum, Dr. Marshall has significantly advanced her
scholarship over time and contributed to the literature on financial gerontology and on adverse effects
resulting from hardship. .... The results from her work will help educators and practitioners better meet
the needs of older persons struggling with financial problems. At the same time, like most junior scholars
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Dr. Marshall could benefit from expanding her theoretical knowledge that would allow her to contribute
more conceptual depth to her future work.”

The remaining reviewers were highly positive in their evaluation of Dr. Marshall, with one reviewer
stating that “In summary, based on the materials provided (her personal statement, CV and select
publications) ... Dr. Marshall has certainly demonstrated excellence in research and scholarship.”
Another reviewer commenting that “I believe she compares extremely favorably to social work faculty of
comparable rank and career position who are under consideration for promotion and tenure. | support
without reservation Dr. Gillian L. Marshall’s promotion to Associate Professor with Tenure in the School
of Social Work and Criminal Justice at the University of Washington-Tacoma.” Finally, the remaining
reviewer stated that: “Dr. Marshall-Fabien’s quantity and quality of work place her in the top 10-15% of
Assistant Professors in gerontology across the social and behavioral sciences.”

Service

Dr. Marshall has provided service to the school of social work and criminal justice (by reviewing
applications for admissions and serving on the BASW committee at the school of social work in Seattle),
the UWT and UW campus at large (e.g., by serving on the faculty of color committee and faulty affairs
committee), and the discipline/profession (e.g. by serving as a reviewer for a number of journals in her
field), and the community (e.g., by serving on the African American Caregiver’s Forum planning
committee).

Summary of Internal Evaluations

The Review Committee unanimously recommended that “Dr. Marshall not be promoted to Associate
Professor with tenure in the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice at UW Tacoma.” Although they
acknowledged her growing reputation as a researcher, they described her success in the classroom as
“mixed at best” and found her service record to be “relatively limited in relation to what is generally
expected of a faculty member under review for promotion and tenure.” They further noted that their
“assessment was impacted by the lack of clarity related to Dr. Marshall’s FTE expectations across the
domains of teaching, scholarship, and service.” Both the faculty and the Acting Dean reached similar
conclusions in their evaluation of the candidate’s tenure and promotion. The Acting Dean specifically
pointed to “Presidential Executive Order No. 45, | reference 4. Other Considerations. “Consideration
must be given to the way in which the candidate will fit into the present and foreseeable future of the
academic unit. ... She further noted that: In my observations and review of Dr. Marshall’s history as a
faculty member in the SSWCJ, | know that relationships and trust are broken. ..... | definitely think there
is a place in the academy for Dr. Marshall, a setting where conducting research is the primary goal. This
is not the case at the University of Washington Tacoma, SSWCJ. Our primary focus is upon excellent
teachers and instruction while placing a high value on research productivity as well. .... Itis clear from
Dr. Marshall’s record that research is her primary goal. She has struggled with teaching ... Finally, Dr.
Marshall’s interactions with faculty and staff colleagues in the SSWCJ are noticeably strained and in
some cases, irrevocably damaged.” Thus, the committee, the faculty and the Acting Dean have all
recommended that Dr. Marshall be denied tenure.

Committee’s Evaluation

The evaluation of this committee is mixed. Some believed that her research record was sound based on
external reviews; others’ perceived her research record as inadequate given the amount of release time Dr.
Marshall was awarded. The reviews for her teaching were mixed as well with some committee members
noting the lack of improvement in graduate course student evaluations given the teaching focus of the
school and campus. Others on the other hand believe that while the teaching evidence regarding Dr.
Marshall is insufficient to inspire an unequivocal vote of confidence, she appears to have reacted to
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previous recommendations regarding her teaching, shown some improvement, and shown

some previous success in her classes. Although the limited number of data points make the evaluation of
her teaching difficult, the reduction in teaching load was agreed upon and part of her grant. Similarly, her
service contribution is difficult to evaluate, particularly for a faculty member from another school.

Looking at her annual evaluations over time, Dr. Marshall was classified as meritorious in 2016, and non-
meritorious in 2017 and 2018. In 2018, she received substantive feedback from the committee

appointed regarding her performance, including that she take advantage of teaching mentorship, and the
need to demonstrate a consistent engagement and commitment to service. She received a divided faculty
recommendation regarding her performance in both 2019 and 2020. The program director in 2019
initially recommended nonmeritorious; in the fall of that year she was noted as meritorious by the two
new interim co-directors for the-program. In 2020, with a divided faculty recommendation, the interim
program director deemed her meritorious.

Prospects for future performance

It is difficult to evaluate the prospects of the candidate for future performance, particularly in the area of
teaching and service given the limited number of data points available and the difficulty of previous
interactions between her and her colleagues.

Summary

As indicated by the vote tally on the TP6 cover page, the results of the APT vote were mixed.
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From: Andrew J Seibert

To: Casey Byrne

Subject: FW: Letter from Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure Committee
Date: Wednesday, January 6, 2021 12:43:52 PM

Attachments: Marshall_Letter of notification from APT.docx

Hi Casey,

Forwarding the email to you as requested.
Thank you!
Andrew

From: F A Admin

Sent: Wednesday, January 6, 2021 12:42 PM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Cc: Yonn Dierwechter <yonn@uw.edu>

Subject: Letter from Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure Committee

Hello Dr. Marshall,

I hope you are well. Please see the attached letter from the Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure
Committee. Should you have any questions, please contact APT Chair Yonn Dierwechter, copied
here.

Thank you,

Andrew Seibert (he/him/his)

Faculty Assembly Coordinator

University of Washington Tacoma

1900 Commerce St. GWP 326

Tacoma, WA 98402-3100

Phone: 253-692-4561 | Email: aseibert@uw.edu

Box number: 358430

In a remote location and not in my office, please email me if you have any inquiries.

“Be the change that you wish to see in the world” — Mahatma Gandhi
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December 20, 2020

Dear Dr. Marshall,

Following UW Faculty Code requirements (Chapter 24-54c), the Faculty Assembly Appointment,
Promotion, and Tenue Committee (hereafter APT) provides the following summary of our review of your
file, which was conducted on November 25, 2020.

APT members noted that this case is challenging. The committee discussed your research output on
older diverse adults, with particular emphasis on stress and cumulative advantage/disadvantage, socio-
economic status, stressful life events, and financial hardship and debt. Specially, members noted
favorably the overall published output of articles, the book chapter, and various presentations at
international, national, and regional conferences and the totality of comments by the external referees
on your contributions to various literatures in gerontology and to both educators and practitioners.

Members further noted that you have received over one million dollars in funding from the National
Institute of Health, including a Career Development award from the National Institute of Aging. The
committee next discussed your service to the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice at UWT and to
the UW campus at large (e.g., by serving on the faculty of color committee and faulty affairs committee),
as well as the discipline/profession (e.g., by serving as a reviewer for a number of journals in your field),
and the community (e.g., by serving on the African American Caregiver’s Forum planning committee).
Lastly, the committee discussed your overall teaching record to date, noting especially student and peer
evaluations of all courses taught.

A formal vote by secret ballet was taken. Although the vote was mixed, the result was not in favor of
promotion.

Dr Yonn Dierwechter, School of Urban Studies, and APT Chair

Dr Katie Baird, School of Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences

Dr Debasis Dawn, School of Engineering and Technology

Dr Denise Drevdahl, School of Nursing and Healthcare Leadership
Dr Jose Rios, School of Education

Dr Greg Rose, Milgard School of Business
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TP5: Dean Recommendation to EVCAA and Chancellor
School of Social Work and Criminal Justice

Candidate for Tenure and/or Promotion:
Dr. Gillian Marshall

The above candidate is being reviewed for:

L]
L]
L]

Tenure/promotion to Associate Professor
Promaotion to Professor
Promotion to Associate Teaching Professor

Promotion to Teaching Professor

As Dean, | recommend:

The candidate be denied tenure and promotion to Associate Professor.

Attached is a detailed assessment of the candidate’s teaching, scholarship (for tenure-track only), service, and prospects for
future performance.

Dean Name Signature _ Date

Marcie Lazzari

J7 - 11/20/2020
¥ ldaeed "‘-._?'II_/.; P

Upload completed form and assessment to School’s AHR Folder on OneDrive.
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE
UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

Dean’s Promotion and Tenure Recommendation — Dr. Gillian Marshall
UW Tacoma School of Social Work and Criminal Justice

November 20, 2020

Introduction

Dr. Gillian Marshall earned her Ph.D. in 2011 and M.S.W. in 2006 from the University of Washington
Seattle, School of Social Work. Her undergraduate degree, a B.A., was earned in 2000 from Trinity
Western University in Langley, BC, Canada. Additionally, Dr. Marshall is in the process of earning her
M.P.H. from the University of Washington Seattle, School of Public Health. Dr. Marshall was appointed
as an Acting Assistant Professor effective June 1, 2015 and an Assistant Professor effective September
16, 2015 at the University of Washington Tacoma (UW Tacoma), School of Social Work and Criminal
Justice (SSWCJ). Prior to this appointment, Dr. Marshall completed two years as an Assistant Professor
at the Jack, Joseph and Morton Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences at Case Western Reserve
University.

Dr. Marshall’s research focus is upon the intersections of stress, financial hardship and debt, social
support, and mental and physical health disparities among diverse groups of older adults. In Dr.
Marshall’s words, “[m]y research and practice embody both the mission of the University of Washington
in general and more specifically Tacoma as well as the social justice mission of the social work
profession.”

As acting dean, it is my responsibility to review all of the materials related to Dr. Marshall’s tenure and
promotion process. | take this duty seriously and also acknowledge that this case is fraught with mixed
perceptions and evaluations of the candidate’s contributions across the domains of teaching,
scholarship/research and service.

It is important to note that since coming to UW Tacoma, Dr. Marshall has worked under different
individuals serving in the roles of director, interim director, acting co-directors, and currently acting
dean of the SSWCI. | have worked directly with Dr. Marshall during the 2019-2020 academic year as
interim co-director and currently as acting dean. | note this because my perspective is both informed
and limited by documents and experiences that are not mine. | did know Dr. Marshall during her first
year (and my last due to retirement) in the SSWCJ, but our contact was minimal and largely during
Program meetings.

Scholarship/Research

Dr. Marshall came to UW Tacoma with a KO1 Career Development award through the National Institutes
on Aging of the National Institutes of Health. This very competitive and prestigious award supports Dr.
Marshall to develop her research agenda with the ultimate goal of obtaining an R01 grant. As such, 75%
of Dr. Marshall’s time is to be spent on research activities. Typically, the SSWCJ places more emphasis
upon teaching as it is a priority given our School’s curriculum requirements and teaching load of two
courses per quarter, six per academic year. Dr. Marshall’s primary responsibility is in the area of
research and scholarship and will, therefore, be addressed first.

Uwo00012870



Building upon her KO1 award, Dr. Marshall has submitted an RO1 proposal entitled “Health and
Functioning in New Midlife Adults: Understanding the Role of Alcohol Use, Social Environments, and
Preventative Intervention over the Life Course” to the National Institutes on Aging. Also in preparation is
an R21 proposal to the National Institutes on Aging. All of Dr. Marshall’s external reviewers commented
positively on her success, especially as a junior faculty member, at securing funding which they linked to
the acknowledgement of the significance of her research.

Dr. Marshall employs a cross-disciplinary approach (social work, public health, gerontology, and
behavioral economics) to her study of the multiple factors impacting vulnerable older adults.

These factors include, for example, stressful life events, financial hardships, racial and gender
differences, and social support networks that impact physical and mental health. Of significance is Dr.
Marshall’s study of the cumulative effects of stress factors that widen gaps in health. This view is
particularly important in understanding the negative impact of life stressors over time which increase
vulnerabilities in older age. Through using advantage/disadvantage theory Dr. Marshall highlights how
early and mid-life circumstances contribute to the cumulative effects that result in growing disparities,
especially for those who are most vulnerable.

Dr. Marshall’s use of an interdisciplinary approach allows her to publish more widely and potentially
impact both scholars and practitioners who may take a narrower view of the multiple factors that
impact the physical and mental health of older adults. Dr. Marshall publishes in a wide range of
interdisciplinary journals including, for example, Annals of Epidemiology, Journal of Aging and Mental
Health, Journal of Public Health Research, Health and Social Work, Social Work, and Journal of Family
Medicine and Community Health.

Since coming to UW Tacoma, Dr. Marshall has published a total of 14 peer-reviewed journal articles,
being sole author of six. She has four manuscripts under review and some in progress. Additionally, Dr.
Marshall has presented at 13 conferences, most notably at the Gerontological Society of America and
the Society of Social Work Research. Finally, in recognition of her expertise, she receives requests to
review for journals such as the Journal of Gerontological Social Work and Research on Aging. Dr.
Marshall has also been invited by the National Institutes of Health to serve as an early career grant
reviewer for the Social Science and Population Studies study section. These activities reflect Dr.
Marshall’s consistent engagement in scholarly endeavors.

While my expertise is not in quantitative research, my colleagues on Dr. Marshall’s Promotion and
Tenure (P&T) Review Committee as well as Dr. Marshall’s external reviewers noted her expertise in
sophisticated statistical models used in secondary data analysis. Her use of nationally representative
data allows for greater generalizability of her findings. As one external reviewer noted, her work is
“significant in scope, complexity, and practical relevance.” In the words of another external reviewer,

...her work seeks to understand both proximal and distal factors associated with adverse health
outcomes and identify causal pathways that link behavioral, social, and structural determinants
of health. Doing so, effectively re-conceptualizes health disparities as health inequities (i.e.
avoidable and unjust inequalities) and underscores the systemic and structural features and
circumstances that produce and maintain poor health and adverse health outcomes among
socially disadvantaged groups.

Dr. Marshall’s work is particularly relevant as evidenced by the current pandemic where the results of
systemic and structural inequalities are blatantly clear. It is apparent to me that Dr. Marshall’s research
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efforts have a strong social justice focus and, therefore, support the values of the campus and of our
School.

Dr. Marshall’s T&P Review Committee concurred that she meets our School’s criteria for promotion in
the area of research. However, they think her productivity could be greater given her 75% FTE allocated
to research. | disagree as | believe Dr. Marshall has engaged in other opportunities, such as participation
in a variety of training activities sponsored by the National Institutes of Mental Health, the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation and Region 5 Geographic Management of Health Disparities Program, all of which
will strengthen her expertise in research endeavors. At the same time, the Committee’s perspective is
understandable as most faculty in our School conduct their research/scholarship between the cracks of
heavy teaching loads and service responsibilities. Several of our faculty have equally strong publication
records, at the time of their promotion and tenure to Associate Professor, and have been successful
with minimal release time.

Teaching

Dr. Marshall has taught five courses since coming to UW Tacoma in 2015, TSOCWF 101 (twice) and
TSOCW 503 (three times). TSOCWF 101, Introduction to Social Work, is an elective open to non-majors
while TSOCW 503, Human Behavior in the Social Environment, is a required core course in our MSW
program. According to student evaluations, Dr. Marshall’s received 4.7 and 4.0 unadjusted median
scores in TSOCWF 101. Student comments were only included once, and they were primarily positive,
noting guest speakers, videos, and group discussions and simulations as important parts of the class.

Guest speakers were very insightful, but actually more than the professor. We never heard her
“story” about social work. It was always other people that came in.

Professor had great insight on her work experience and was able to make the topic more
interesting by connecting pieces of text examples to her personal experience.

Dr. Marshall’s unadjusted median scores for TSOCW 503 were 2.8, 1.3, and 1.9 which for our School are
unusually low. While there were some positive comments, most of the student input pointed to
problems as indicated by the numerical scores. These comments highlighted problems with organization
or course materials, timeliness of feedback, changing course requirements, and lack of clarity regarding
expectations. The most positive aspect of the course mentioned across the three times Dr. Marshall
taught it was the guest speakers. There were also comments from students that expressed positive
views of Dr. Marshall as an individual but not as a professor. Following are comments that exemplify the
nature of many of the comments.

| really enjoyed speaking with our professor one-on-one and could tell she cared about our
learning and growth.

When asking questions or making mistakes, Dr. Marshall would at times have an aggressive tone
and/or appeared to be judgmental which impacted me wanting to speak up in class and expand
my thinking for fear | would be called out in front of others as some of my classmates were.

The professor had really high expectations but it didn’t match what she was putting forth as a
professor. ...She was a nice person but made rude comments and lacked organization.

This course made me doubt my decision to return back to school to obtain my MSW and lost

Uwo00012872



confidence as a student. It also questioned my ability to continue working as a social worker.
... My experience with Dr. Marshall and this course felt like a complete waste of time, money,
and effort. | honestly don’t know what suggestions can be made for improving this class. | am
just glad it is over.

Dr. Marshall submitted four peer teaching evaluations, with two being from the same person. None of
the observations were conducted by faculty members in the SSWCJ which is highly unusual. Typically,
individuals ask colleagues both from within and outside of the School to provide feedback. The one peer
assessment of TSOCWF 101 reflects the positive input from students. Of the three peer evaluations of
TSOCW 503, one was conducted on the first day of class which, in my opinion, is too early in the quarter
to obtain an accurate picture. However, this particular evaluation appears to be a follow-up from the
previous spring which | interpret as an effort on Dr. Marshall’s part to improve her teaching. The other
evaluations of the same course do not reflect the feedback provided by students. Strengths noted by
peer evaluators include, for example “ability to facilitate complex class discussions that encourages
student voice, collaboration and critical thinking” and Dr. Marshall’s “commitment to exemplary
evidence-based teaching.”

The ability to teach required courses across the social work curriculum is highly valued and necessary in
the SSWCJ. While Dr. Marshall was more effective in teaching an elective at the lower-division level, her
challenges at the graduate level raise serious questions about her teaching competence and
effectiveness. While it is commonly known that teaching scores can be negatively impacted by bias, Dr.
Marshall’s consistently low scores, in my opinion, cannot be totally attributed to student bias.

During Dr. Marshall’s time at UW Tacoma, concerns have been raised across the years and in various
evaluations (e.g. merit and re-appointment reviews) by faculty colleagues related to teaching. | concur
with Dr. Marshall’s P&T Review Committee as well as previous assessments that she does not meet the
School’s requirements for effective teaching as outlined in our School’s Policy Guidelines for Promotion
and Tenure.

Service

As with teaching, service is an area where perceptions are mixed. In my estimation, service to the
profession is a clear strength as evidenced by Dr. Marshall’s service as an ad hoc reviewer for numerous
journals, some of which are notably prestigious outlets. Additionally, she has served as an abstract
reviewer for professional conferences such as the Council on Social Work Education, the American
Public Health Association, the Gerontological Society of America, and the Society for Social Work
Research.

In terms of service to the University of Washington, Dr. Marshall sits on the Public Lectures Speakers
Committee and the Faculty Council on Research Committee, committees which are housed on the
Seattle campus. Dr. Marshall engages in community service as a member since 2019 on the City of
Seattle’s African American Caregivers Forum. In regard to the University of Washington Tacoma, Dr.
Marshall served one year on the Faculty of Color Committee and is currently the faculty sponsor for the
Black Student Union which is an important role especially during our current context. Dr. Marshall’s
service to the SSWCJ includes participation on the UW Seattle School of Social Work Bachelor of Arts in
Social Welfare (BASW) Committee as the Tacoma representative. Her service in this role has ended due
to our new leadership structure. In 2017-2018 Dr. Marshall served as the SSWCJ's representative on the
UW Tacoma Faculty Affairs Committee, and she is beginning service on the UW Tacoma’s Academic
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Policy and Curriculum Committee. Last academic year, Dr. Marshall served on two SSWCJ faculty search
committees.

Dr. Marshall’s P&T Review Committee could not reach a decision as to whether or not Dr. Marshall’s
service activities meet the School’s service-related expectations for promotion and tenure. In the
Committee’s assessment, Dr. Marshall’s service over time is uneven. In particular, the Committee notes
that Dr. Marshall in her 2018-2019 Faculty Activity Report indicated that she is “not required to do any
service” due to her KO1 award. The voting faculty noted concerns about Dr. Marshall’s fulfillment of
service roles once accepted.

| have not observed Dr. Marshall when functioning in a service role so | cannot make an assessment of
the concerns expressed by both the P&T Review Committee and the voting faculty as well. On face
value, it appears that Dr. Marshall has provided an acceptable amount of service (although not as much
as her SSWCJ faculty colleagues), with the one caveat that situating her service on the Seattle campus
and larger community there, appears to be a priority.

Summary/Conclusion and Recommendation
Unfortunately, Dr. Marshall’s appointment as a faculty member in the UW Tacoma, SSWCJ reflects
various points of conflict throughout the years.

2016-2017 Dr. Marshall was voted as non-meritorious by her senior colleagues.
2017-2018 Dr. Marshall was voted as non-meritorious by her senior colleagues.

December 11, 2018 Merit Review Committee Findings due to two consecutive years of non-meritorious
votes.
The faculty Merit Review Committee reviewed the totality of evidence and, in their opinion,
the merit review process for both years was upheld. Recommendations were given to Dr.
Marshall regarding both teaching and service. The Committee found inconsistencies in the ways
some faculty followed “the policy that a non-meritorious rating in any single domain of
colleagues’ responsibilities necessarily results in an overall non-meritorious ranking. More
closely adhering to this directive would have resulted in even more non-meritorious votes
for Dr. Marshall in both years under consideration.”

2018-2019 Dr. Marshall’s senior colleagues made a divided recommendation with the majority being
meritorious. Concerns noted by the faculty included “problematic teaching,” minimal amount of
committee service, “low quality service contributions,” and lack of clarity related to how she spent her
research-protected time (only one peer-reviewed piece was noted). The Director at that time made a
recommendation of non-meritorious. It is my understanding that this

recommendation was reversed by higher level administration.

2019-2020 Dr. Marshall’s senior colleagues made a divided recommendation (3 yes, 3 no, 1 abstain, and
1 no response). As then co-director of the School, | forwarded a meritorious recommendation
based upon my assessment of Dr. Marshall making progress in all domains based upon
my understanding of the requirements for her position.

In reviewing the documents related to Dr. Marshall’s promotion and tenure application, | cannot
support her application for promotion and tenure to Associate Professor in the University of Washington
Tacoma, School of Social Work and Criminal Justice. While Dr. Marshall’s research productivity is strong,

5
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I do not know if it rises to the level of “outstanding.” As noted above, my expertise is not in quantitative
research; therefore, | do not know the level of skill or creativity required by Dr. Marshall to design and
carry out her studies. The findings are not necessarily new to most social work practitioners and
academics. However, the fact that most of her efforts are multidisciplinary and grounded in quantitative
methodologies may in and of itself be highly valued and contribute to the literature and practice in ways
that could not be accomplished through other research approaches. My understanding of the external
reviews would support this observation.

Teaching effectively is necessary for granting promotion and tenure. While there are some mixed views
of Dr. Marshall’s teaching abilities, student evaluations and student comments over time do not support
effective teaching. According to Dr. Marshall as noted in her narrative, she was provided a teaching
mentor based on the recommendation of her third year review committee. In Dr. Marshall’s words,
“...this opportunity lacked clarity and | was told that process should be ‘fluid’ and ‘organic.’ This was not
helpful which lead [led] me to seek other informal teaching mentors....”

Clearly, Dr. Marshall has engaged in service, most noticeably to the profession. The primary concern of
Dr. Marshall’s colleagues as | understand it is lack of consistent engagement and commitment to the
needs of the SSWCJ and to the Tacoma campus. This past academic year (2019-2020) | saw Dr.
Marshall’s service as meeting our School’s expectations, given her reduced time for service. | cannot
speak to Dr. Marshall’s pattern of less engagement, and questionable quality of service, over the
preceding years.

In reviewing Presidential Executive Order No. 45, | reference 4. Other Considerations. “Consideration
must be given to the way in which the candidate will fit into the present and foreseeable future of the
academic unit. Does there appear to be a place for a candidate with these special interests? Will a
candidate help to bring the academic unit into balance or throw it out of balance? Does a given
candidate demonstrate high standards of professional integrity and conduct, and a commitment to the
sharing of academic and administrative duties sufficient to contribute to the achievement of the
academic unit’s goals?”

In my observations and review of Dr. Marshall’s history as a faculty member in the SSWCJ, | know that
relationships and trust are broken. In my meetings with Dr. Marshall, she consistently has a third party
present which is clearly her choice. However, this is indicative of Dr. Marshall’s lack of trust. Dr. Marshall
notes in her October 23, 2020 response to the summary of her Review Committee that she “...filed a
lawsuit under the Washington Law Against Discrimination because race is a substantial factor in these
subjective decisions that target Black Americans and prevent advancement.” Again, this is Dr. Marshall’s
prerogative, and | note it only to show that trust between Dr. Marshall and the University is broken.

| definitely think there is a place in the academy for Dr. Marshall, a setting where conducting research is
the primary goal. This is not the case at the University of Washington Tacoma, SSWCJ. Our primary focus
is upon excellent teachers and instruction while placing a high value on research productivity as well.
Though teaching and scholarship are weighted more heavily when evaluating candidates for promotion
and tenure to Associate Professor, service is important given the nature of our programs and the
ongoing need for the further development of our School and campus. It is clear from Dr. Marshall’s
record that research is her primary goal. She has struggled with teaching, and what concerns me most
are the negative interactions with Dr. Marshall reported from graduate students in particular. Finally, Dr.
Marshall’s interactions with faculty and staff colleagues in the SSWCJ are noticeably strained and in
some cases, irrevocably damaged.
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| wish Dr. Marshall the very best in all of her future endeavors and thank you for her contributions to our

School.

Respectfully submitted,

\..._m.. ...N . .. ..a...-._.n..« .
_l.\ vu __.uw.&h..&.“ _. /.—?MVJ.._I\M_,_F\.N\H&”

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean and Professor Emerita
University of Washington Tacoma

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
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TP4 Form: Eligible Voting Faculty Recommendation
School:
Date of Vote: October 30, 2020

Candidate Name:
The above candidate is being reviewed for:

Tenure and promotion to Associate Professor

(] Promotion to Professor

O Promotion to Associate Teaching Professor

O Promotion to Teaching Professor

Eligible Voting Faculty Recommendation:

Number of faculty eligible to vote: 9
Number of affirmative votes: 0
Number of negative votes: 7
Number of abstentions: 2
Number of faculty absent: 0

*Please note, the Dean should not be included in the eligible voting faculty count or vote.

By the above vote, the eligible voting faculty recommends:

The candidate be denied tenure and promotion to Associate Professor.

Attached is a summary by the Dean or their designee of the views of the eligible voting faculty on the
candidates teaching, scholarship (for tenure-track only), service, and prospects for future performance.
The summary must fairly represent all the views expressed in the discussion of the candidate’s file, and
must be shared with the eligible voting faculty.

Submitted by: Signature Date
Marcie Lazzari 17 e’ 11/03/2020

.--’.- ."'.. 1}__?f_¢{’ f -._",_'1._/_._ i

Upload completed form and summary to School’s AHR Folder on OneDrive.

Updated 5.20.2020
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE
UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

November 3, 2020
Re: Summary of Voting Faculty’s Discussion and Recommendation: Gillian Marshall

The eligible voting faculty met on October 30, 2020 to discuss and to vote on the promotion to
Associate Professor with tenure for Dr. Gillian Marshall. The voting faculty do not recommend
support for awarding promotion and tenure to Dr. Marshall. The following provides summary
comments from the voting faculty discussion.

Teaching

The faculty question Dr. Marshall’s teaching effectiveness over time, citing problematic
teaching scores and the nature of the qualitative comments from the MSW students she
taught. Concern at the graduate level relates to Dr. Marshall’s apparent lack of responsiveness
to students. Positive student comments were received from students in the lower-division
Social Welfare course she taught for non-majors. Overall, the magnitude of Dr. Marshall’s low
scores are unheard of across the UW Tacoma campus. It was noted by faculty that modeling
appropriate social work knowledge, values, skills, and cognitive/affective processes plays an
important role in social work education and is part of the implicit curriculum, the core of the
profession. Faculty also commented that Dr. Marshall’s SSWCJ colleagues did not take issue
with her reduced teaching load, but rather with the poor quality of her teaching.

While positive collegial evaluations were received for Dr. Marshall, none of the evaluations
were conducted by anyone from the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice (SSWCJ), nor
from the social work profession. UW Tacoma administration provided Dr. Marshall with a
teaching mentor who is African American and a winner of the UW Tacoma Distinguished
Teaching Award. Dr. Marshall indicated in writing as part of her promotion and tenure materials
that this arrangement didn’t work for her.

Scholarship

While it is clear that Dr. Marshall has a strong record of research and publications, her
productivity at 75% dedicated time to research across five years raises questions when
compared with her peers. There are scholars in the SSWCJ who have comparable or greater
productivity records without the release time to support their scholarship. Again acknowledging
Dr. Marshall’s productivity, the nature of her research is primarily based upon secondary data
analysis which is quite different in time demands than the community-engaged scholarship
which is highly valued at UW Tacoma. A question was raised about the quality of Dr. Marshall’s
implications in two of her articles, in particular.

Faculty noted the significance of obtaining a KO1 award and Dr. Marshall’s efforts to develop
additional skill sets, including earning another degree and taking various courses on statistical

Box 358425 1900 Commerce Street Tacoma, WA 98402-9947
253.692.5820 fax 253.692.5825 swcj@uw.edu tacoma.uw.edu/swcj
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models while at UW Tacoma. Another positive are Dr. Marshall’s efforts to include students in
her research which she has done. However, none of those are UW Tacoma students.

Service

Expectations for Dr. Marshall’s contributions to service are unclear, and there are apparent
discrepancies, as well as concerns about fulfillment of service roles once accepted. While Dr.
Marshall’s yearly Faculty Activity Reports (FARS) indicate zero to minimal service, her
curriculum vita records service activities. Some service activities noted are typically considered
part of one’s responsibilities as a faculty member. In one FAR, Dr. Marshall indicated that she
was not required to do any service.

Prospects for Future Performance

There is no doubt that Dr. Marshall will continue to be a productive scholar. However, there is
lack of evidence to suggest that Dr. Marshall will be able to effectively teach BASW and MSW
courses across the curriculum. In terms of service, there appears to be a lack of commitment to
UW Tacoma and a pattern of disengagement.

Faculty expressed concern regarding Dr. Marshall’s patterns of behavior toward colleagues.
While faculty acknowledge the racialized and gendered context of the SSWCJ and the campus in
general, Dr. Marshall’s lack of engagement was noted upon her arrival on campus. Additionally,
there is a pattern of disrespect toward others as evidenced by lack of participation and
contributions to the work of the School. Faculty believe that members of the School community
have tried hard to establish positive relationships with Dr. Marshall, but her negative responses
have resulted in ongoing strained interactions.

Summary

Dr. Marshall’s promotion and tenure review and subsequent faculty discussion have presented
numerous challenges. There is no clear documentation of Dr. Marshall’s responsibilities as a
member of the SSWCJ vis-a-vis her 75% dedication to research. Additionally, there are
discrepancies about service expectations in particular. In making their recommendation, faculty
are clear that Dr. Marshall does not meet the minimal criteria for promotion and tenure related
to teaching. While her research productivity is quite strong, is it excellent enough to outweigh
the difficulties related to teaching? The faculty think not. Questions related to expectations
about appropriate quantity of service cannot be effectively addressed due to lack of
information.

Members of Dr. Marshall’s Review Committee shared with the voting faculty that they sought
clarification from higher level administration (outside of the School) regarding questions related
to teaching mentorship. They report being told that they were not an investigative body and to
base their assessment on what was provided in Dr. Marshall’s tenure and promotion materials.

Considering all of the information available to the voting faculty, they do not support the
promotion to Associate Professor with tenure of Dr. Marshall.

Uwo00012879



Sincerely,

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW
Acting Dean and Professor Emerita

cC: Dr. Gillian Marshall
Promotion File
Voting Faculty
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From: Marcie Lazzari

To: Terri Simonsen
Subject: Fw: Summary of voting faculty"s discussion and recommendation
Date: Wednesday, November 04, 2020 1:52:17 PM

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)

From: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 1:48 PM
To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hello Gillian,

My apologies for not getting the letter to you yesterday. The seven-day period

begins today, November 4th.

Best,
Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)

From: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 1:24 PM
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To: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>
Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hi Marcie,

Thank you sending | noticed the voting faculty discussion and recommendation letter. Itis
dated November 3rd and | received it today November 4th. Could you please clarify what day
marks the beginning of the seven-day period?

Thanks!
Gillian

From: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 9:44 AM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Subject: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Dear Gillian,

Attached you will find the summary of the voting faculty's discussion and
recommendation regarding your promotion and tenure. If you so choose, you
have 7 days to respond. If you do not respond, you must provide a statement
that acknowledges the summary was received.

Thank you and best wishes,

Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)
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November 11th, 2020

Re: Response to Summary of VVoting Faculty’s Discussion and Recommendation for
Dr. Gillian Marshall

This letter is in response to the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice (SSWCJ)
voting faculty summary discussion and recommendation to not promote me (Dr.
Gillian Marshall) to Associate Professor with tenure. It is my opinion that this review
was conducted in a biased manner peppered with conjecture without facts resulting in
a discriminatory outcome. The following are my responses to the various inaccurate
points made in the summary letter | received on November 4t 2020.

Teaching
According to this document, the faculty indicate: “Overall, the magnitude of Dr.

Marshall’s low scores are unheard of across the UW Tacoma campus.” This would imply that
faculty in the SSWCJ faculty have access to and reviewed all faculty teaching
evaluations across the UW-Tacoma campus.

Another statement made was: “While positive collegial evaluations were received for
Dr. Marshall, none of the evaluations were conducted by anyone from the School of Social Work
and Criminal Justice (SSWCJ), nor from the social work profession.” It is unclear why this
was brought up as a concern since the policy does not indicate that peer evaluations
must be conducted by a member of the SSWCJ faculty. Is this to mean that no other
faculty member in SSWCJ have had a peer evaluation conducted by persons outside the
unit? As you know, going outside the SSWCJ faculty is necessary here because of
systemic race discrimination within the SSWCJ faculty. These subjective comments
reinforce the unfairness of the faculty’s subjective approach.

It is documented that the SSWCJ faculty stated: “UW Tacoma administration
provided Dr. Marshall with a teaching mentor who is African American and a winner of the
UW Tacoma Distinguished Teaching Award. Dr. Marshall indicated in writing as part of her
promotion and tenure materials that this arrangement didn’t work for her.” I am not sure why
the race of the teaching mentor is relevant rather than her ability to provide mentorship.
Also, | believe my comments in the promotion and narrative were misrepresented. If
you recall, on page 8 of my promotion and tenure materials | stated that “...this
opportunity lacked clarity”” and this was not helpful. 1 must remind you that | have only
taught five classes owing to my research focus, and that there is a body of research that
concludes student evaluations involving faculty of color are often subject to the same
implicit bias in students as is seen in the faulty. As previously stated in my response to
the review committee, there is a vast amount of research that has shown compared to
white men, women, especially black women, receive lower teaching evaluations from
students (Chavez & Mitchell, 2020; Murray, Boothby, Zhao, et al., 2020; Boring,
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Ottoboni, Stark, 2019). | would also again like to reiterate that on April 379, 2020 during
the Social Work and Criminal Justice Program Meeting, Dr. Eric Madfis stated that there
is national evidence that suggests that teaching evaluations are bias toward women and
faculty of color. Dr. Jeff Cohen, Acting Associate Dean of Finance and Operations and
also the Chair of my Promotion and Tenure Committee agreed with this comment.

Scholarship
Based on the faculty report, there is question regarding my level of productivity.

As previously mentioned, no other faculty member, across the entire UW Tacoma
campus, either currently under review for promotion and tenure or have ever received
K-award. | am the first and only to receive this award on the UW Tacoma campus. |
am unable nor am willing to compare myself to others without the responsibilities
associated with a KO1-award sponsored by the National Institutes of Health.

There was also mention that part of my K01-award responsibilities was to pursue
another degree. Although I am not prohibited to pursue another degree through the
K01l-award, | would like to clarify, this is an inaccurate statement. The scholarship
section of the faculty vote letter contains subjective conclusions designed to minimize
the importance of the KO1 award | received. For example, the SWCJ faculty are correct
in that | use secondary data for this research project and depending on the type of
research question being asked may warrant different types of data analysis that can be
both involved and time consuming. Based upon my understanding of the promotion
and tenure review requirements, nowhere does it state that one methodological
approach is valued over another.

Finally, the faculty also stated that all of the students working with me on my
research are not UW Tacoma students. That is correct and not sure why this is a concern
since this is not a part of the evaluative criteria for the promotion and tenure review
process.

Service

Clarity regarding my FTE falls within the scope of the review committee and the
faculty. This was another opportunity for the leadership and the SSWCJ faculty to
check their own bias and provide me with a fair review process, but they did not and |
have been severely harmed by their decision to intentionally disregard the funding
parameters of my K01 grant and then use those parameters as justification for not
recommending me for promotion and tenure to Associate Professor.

In addition, statements such as “there are apparent discrepancies, as well as concerns
about fulfillment of service roles once accepted” and “Dr. Marshall’s lack of engagement was
noted upon her arrival on campus” are all subjective, biased and untrue.
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Summary
Similarly, to the review committee recommendation letter, the tone of this

document is punitive and full of conjecture without facts while not acknowledging my
contributions to UW Tacoma. The basis for which statements were made throughout
the document without any proof, factual information or policies to support it, again
demonstrates the biased and unfair review process, and reinforces my need to seek a
remedy from a jury since | cannot receive a fair evaluation from the faculty.

Sincerely,

Gillian L. Marshall, PhD, MSW
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From: Marcie Lazzari

To: Terri Simonsen

Subject: Fw: Summary of voting faculty"s discussion and recommendation
Date: Sunday, November 15, 2020 12:14:19 PM

Attachments: Marshall - Response to Faculty.pdf

Terri, will this work? You can delete all of the other messages if necessary.

Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)

From: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 3:34 PM

To: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hi Marcie,
Please see attached response to the faculty vote.

Best,
Gillian

From: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2020 10:55 AM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Cc: Casey Byrne <cbyrne2@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hello, Gillian.

| am writing to confirm my previous understanding that promotion and tenure
votes of the faculty are not shared with candidates. This is adhering to common
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practice at UW Tacoma.

Best,
Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)

From: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Sent: Thursday, November 5, 2020 11:51 AM

To: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Cc: Casey Byrne <chyrne2@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hi Marcie,

Thank you for your response. | will wait to hear back from Casey Byrne.

Thank you!
Gillian

From: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Sent: Thursday, November 5, 2020 8:43 AM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Cc: Casey Byrne <cbyrne2@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Good morning, Gillian.

It is my understanding that candidates do not have access to the promotion
and tenure votes. | am copying Casey Byrne on this email to confirm that my

understanding is correct.
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Take care,
Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)

From: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Sent: Thursday, November 5, 2020 7:22 AM

To: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hi Marcie,

| reviewed the letter you provided, and it does not include the actual vote. Can you please
include that information?

Thanks!

Gillian

From: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 2:38 PM

To: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation
Thanks for clarifying Marcie.

Gillian

From: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 1:48 PM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>
Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hello Gillian,
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My apologies for not getting the letter to you yesterday. The seven-day period
begins today, November 4th.

Best,
Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)

From: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 1:24 PM

To: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Subject: Re: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Hi Marcie,

Thank you sending | noticed the voting faculty discussion and recommendation letter. Itis
dated November 3rd and | received it today November 4th. Could you please clarify what day
marks the beginning of the seven-day period?

Thanks!
Gillian

From: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzari@uw.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 9:44 AM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Subject: Summary of voting faculty's discussion and recommendation

Dear Gillian,
Attached you will find the summary of the voting faculty's discussion and

recommendation regarding your promotion and tenure. If you so choose, you
have 7 days to respond. If you do not respond, you must provide a statement
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that acknowledges the summary was received.

Thank you and best wishes,

Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON

Office of the Dean

December 9, 2020

Dr. Mark A. Richards

Provost and Executive Vice President
Office of the Provost

Box 351237

Dear Provost Richards,

[ write in regard to UW Tacoma School of Social Work and Criminal Justice’s (SSWCJ) consideration
of promotion from Assistant Professor to Associate Professor with Tenure for Dr. Gillian Marshall.
Dr. Marshall is a faculty member in the SSWCJ at UW Tacoma, with an adjunct appointment at the
UW School of Social Work, Seattle. The Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) accredits both
Tacoma and Seattle programs under the overall structure of the University of Washington School of
Social Work-Seattle. With respect to promotion and tenure of UW Tacoma social work faculty, the
standard coordinated administrative structure for professional programs at UW campuses in
Bothell and Tacoma applies. In following the tenure and promotion process developed by the
Dean of the School of Social Work-Seattle and the UW-Tacoma Chancellor and Dean, my
recommendation, along with that of the UW-Tacoma Social Work Faculty Council, is reviewed by
the UW-Tacoma Chancellor/Dean, who then forwards all recommendations to you.

| have read the Ad Hoc Review Committee’s report and materials submitted by the candidate, and
reviewed the recommendation of the Acting Dean and Ad Hoc Review Committee’s
recommendations. Both recommend against the promotion and tenure of Dr. Marshall.

Her external reviewers suggest Dr. Marshall’s research is theoretically and methodologically
sophisticated, informed by the intellectual and practice traditions of social work, gerontology and
public health. She publishes in highly regarded journals, and her focus on the health and well-
being of older Black adults is substantively important. Her success in competing for federal
research dollars is noted by both external reviewers and the ad hoc review committee.

However, in her recommendation letter, Acting Dean Lazzari points out that at the UW Tacoma
School of Social Work and Criminal Justice, “[t]eaching effectively is necessary for granting
promotion and tenure.” She and the ad hoc committee have determined that Dr. Marshall has not
demonstrated sufficient teaching effectiveness since her appointment. | agree that Dr. Marshall’s
teaching record is weak.

Given SSWCJ’s criterion for promotion with respect to teaching, | concur that Dr. Marshall should
not be promoted to the rank of Associate Professor with tenure at the School of Social Work and
Criminal Justice at UW Tacoma.

4101 15th Avenue NE Box 354900 Seattle, WA 98195-4900
tel 206.543.5640 fax 206.543.1228 socialwork.uw.edu
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Sincerely,
Folre A Uohara
Edwina S. Uehara, PhD, MSW

Professor and Ballmer Endowed Dean in Social Work

cc: Vicki Anderson-Ellis
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WA/ UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

TP3: Review Committee Recommendation

Date of Review Committee Meeting:

Candidate for Tenure and/or Promotion: Dr. Gillian Marshall

The above candidate is being reviewed for:

Tenure/promotion to Associate Professor

D Promotion to Professor
|:| Promotion to Associate Teaching

D Promotion to Teaching Professor

Professor

Number of affirmative votes 0
Number of negative votes 4
Number of abstentions 0

By the above vote, the review committee recommends:

The candidate be denied tenure and promotion to Associate Professor.

Attached is a summary of the review committee members on the candidates teaching, scholarship (for tenure-track only),
service, and prospects for future performance. The summary must fairly represent all the views expressed in the discussion
of the candidate’s file, and must be shared with the eligible voting faculty.

Review Committee Members:

Name Rank Signature

Erin Casey Professor 7

Charley Emlet Professor _

Randy Myers Associate Professor /ﬂ(: o j{t?/ /J/L% s
A L- -

Ueff Cohen Associate Professor ' '

g M
/
Upload completed form and summary to School’s AHR Folder on OneDrive.
Updated 5/20/20
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SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON | TACOMA

October 9, 2020

Dr. Marcie Lazzari, Acting Dean

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

1900 Commerce Street, Campus Box 358425
Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Tenure Review Committee Summary Letter and Recommendation for Dr.
Gillian Marshall

Dear Dr. Lazzari,

The review committee, comprised of Drs. Emlet, Casey, Myers, and Cohen (chair), met and
discussed the materials provided by Dr. Marshall along with four external reviewer letters
that spoke to the quality and impact of Dr. Marshall’s scholarly work. This committee letter
has been jointly written by the review committee and outlines the committee's assessment
of Dr. Marshall’s record of teaching, scholarship and service during her appointment as
Assistant Professor in the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice (SSWCJ) at the
University of Washington Tacoma (UW Tacoma).

While at UW Tacoma, Dr. Marshall has established herself as a strong researcher with a
growing national reputation in the areas of social work, gerontology, public health and
economics. She has built a research agenda that cuts across and integrates multiple
disciplines and addresses important dynamics related to health disparities as influenced by
race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and age. Dr. Marshall has been less successful in the
classroom. Her record of teaching competence as evidenced by student evaluations,
collegial evaluations, and other materials is mixed at best. Similarly, Dr. Marshall’s record of
service is unevenly distributed across the various domains included in evaluation for tenure
and promotion. Dr. Marshall has a strong record of service to the profession, including to
national organizations, and has engaged service with particular focus on supporting
marginalized members of the campus community. However, her service to SSWCJ, UW
Tacoma, and the UW more broadly has been relatively limited in relation to what is
generally expected of a faculty member under review for tenure and promotion. The
committee’s assessment of Dr. Marshall’s record was impacted by a lack of clarity and
official determination of the distribution of her FTE across the three domains of teaching,
scholarship, and service. As discussed in detail below, the committee believes that Dr.
Marshall’s record meets expectations in the area of scholarly activities, research, and
publications, and does not meet expectations in the area of teaching. For service, the
committee is unable to make a clear determination of whether Dr. Marshall’s record meets
or does not meet expectations as laid out in the SSWCJ Policy Guidelines for Tenure and
Promotion, and that the totality of her record does not merit promotion to Associate
Professor with tenure at UW Tacoma.

Teaching

Dr. Marshall’s federal funding mechanisms require her to protect 75% of her time for
research. She has therefore taught a total of five classes during her five years at UW
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Tacoma - or one course per year. These classes include two unique course preparations —
TSOCWEF 101, “Introduction to Social Work Practice,” a lower-division undergraduate
elective for pre-majors and non-social work majors (taught twice), and T SOCW 503,
“Human Behavior in the Social Environment I1,” a required course in the MSW graduate
degree program (taught three times). It should be noted that the relatively limited number
of available teaching-related data points make it somewhat challenging to assess Dr.
Marshall’s teaching effectiveness.

Teaching-related strengths. Student evaluation scores for both quarters in which Dr.
Marshall taught TSOCWF 101 were positive, with overall unadjusted median scores of 4.7 in
2016 and 4.0 in 2019. The 2016 student evaluation for this course included qualitative
comments noting that students felt challenged and engaged by the class, and that they
appreciated the variety of in-class content, including guest speakers, videos, and activities.
Students in these courses and her graduate classes also appreciated hearing about Dr.
Marshall’s practice expertise. This speaks to an element of the criteria for teaching
competence articulated in SSWCJ’s Policy Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion, which is
that “the School values the ability to draw on experience appropriately and to demonstrate
practice competence in the classroom.” No qualitative comments were included in Dr.
Marshall’s portfolio for the TSOCWEF 101 course she taught in 2019.

Dr. Marshall included four collegial evaluations of her teaching in her tenure portfolio, and
these were universally positive regarding her pedagogical approaches and effectiveness.
These evaluations were conducted by a total of three people, all outside of SSWCJ (Beth
Kalikoff from the UW Seattle Center for Teaching and Learning conducted two evaluations,
in 2018 and 2019, respectively). We note some of the strengths surfaced in these
assessments here. In her 2017 assessment of a class meeting of T SOCW 503, Dr. Julia
Aguirre noted that Dr. Marshall made connections between course content and students’
lived experience and professional expertise, and created a space of “active student
engagement,” effectively eliciting student knowledge. In a 2019 report on a class session of
TSOCWEF 101, Dr. Deirdre Raynor stated that Dr. Marshall created an inclusive environment
in her course and piqued the interest of a racially diverse group of undergraduate students
in taking additional classes in social work. Finally, Dr. Kalikoff noted that she saw evidence
of high impact practices in Dr. Marshall’s teaching and praised her use of active learning
approaches and the analytic scaffolding and assignment development in the classes. Dr.
Kalikoff also took issue with one instance of low student evaluation scores, suggesting that
student expectations for a traditional lecture format as well as racial bias might be at play.

Dr. Marshall also listed several activities related to improving her teaching, including
seeking consultation from colleagues at other institutions and from the UW Center for
Teaching and Learning. She also lists adjustments made to her courses over time, including
adding more opportunity for assessment and feedback from students. The committee notes
that her syllabi were indeed substantially revised across quarters. A formal, compensated
teaching mentor was also made available to Dr. Marshall during the 2018-2019 academic
year, but Dr. Marshall indicates that this was not a “helpful” arrangement.

Finally, Dr. Marshall states that she is committed to student mentoring and access, and she
has included 4 doctoral students and 2 masters-level students in her research efforts. While
this is commendable and speaks to her commitment to student success, the committee also
noted that it appears that all of these opportunities have involved students at other
campuses and institutions. None of the students she has involved in her research or
mentoring are UW Tacoma students.
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Teaching-related concerns. The committee also noted serious concerns related to Dr.
Marshall’s record of teaching. Student evaluation scores for the three quarters in which she
taught T SOCW 503 were universally low, with overall unadjusted median scores of 2.8 in
2016, 1.3 in 2017, and 1.9 in 2018. It should be noted that, consistent with SSWCJ Policy
Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure, which require candidates to report unadjusted median
student evaluation scores, the review committee used unadjusted scores to guide our
assessment (adjusted median scores for these courses were 3.3, 1.3, and 2.5,
respectively). While quantitative student teaching evaluation scores are certainly only one
metric with which to assess teaching effectiveness, these are exceptionally low scores both
in the School and across the UW Tacoma campus and they remained low across three
opportunities to teach the course. This can be a challenging course to teach, as it is required
and not necessarily among students’ favorite classes. While racial and gender bias are
undoubtedly also among the factors at play, the committee believes that these factors
collectively are unlikely to fully account for the unusually low nature of these scores.

Students provided extensive qualitative comments in their evaluations of these three
courses. Themes in the comments across all quarters include concerns about significant
course disorganization, a lack of clarity about expectations, lateness in providing feedback
or access to materials, and some dismissiveness from Dr. Marshall in response to student
questions and confusion. The criteria for teaching competence section of SSWCJ's Policy
Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion states, among other things, that “sensitivity to student
needs, the ability to respond to them appropriately, and the ability to assess student
performance and to communicate this effectively are essential teaching skills.” Student
comments call into question whether Dr. Marshall has met these criteria.

Overall, the committee would have liked to have heard more from Dr. Marshall in her tenure
narrative regarding her understanding of why these graduate courses were rated so poorly
by students, why she made the particular changes that she did, and what she perceives as
the impact of and lessons learned from those changes. Such information might have helped
to further contextualize the factors associated with the challenges in these graduate
courses.

It should be noted that concerns regarding Dr. Marshall’s teaching are a strong pattern
across year-end evaluations, reappointment evaluations, and merit reviews. Suggestions as
well as resources for improvement are also provided in all of these documents. These
include, but are not limited to, accessing more teaching mentoring in the unit and having at
least some collegial evaluations done by faculty who are familiar with the social work
curriculum (2017 reappointment review), taking full advantage of the mentor assigned in
the 2018-2019 academic year (2018 reappointment review and 2018 merit review), and
“teaching to the full extent allowed by your K-Award,” to provide additional teaching-related
data points (annual review - 2019). While Dr. Marshall has clearly sought out peer support
related to teaching, some of these recommendations were not followed or were not deemed
helpful by Dr. Marshall.

Overall assessment of teaching. In making an overall assessment of teaching, the
review committee is faced with several tensions. These include how to weigh some very
poor student evaluations against positive collegial evaluations, as well as how to weigh
success in one course against significant challenges in another. The committee considered
the role of gender and racial bias. These tensions also include acknowledging the small
number of teaching data points, and some lack of clarity around the teaching load that Dr.
Marshall was expected to carry (evidence in personnel documents suggest that Dr. Young,
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former SWCJ program director and Dr. Marshall interpreted the degree of buyout supported
by the grants differently).

It is the unanimous assessment of the review committee that Dr. Marshall’s record of
teaching does not meet the department’s criteria for tenure and promotion, nor does it meet
the Faculty Code’s threshold of “substantial success” in teaching as a pre-requisite for
tenure and promotion to the rank of Associate Professor. On the one hand, student teaching
evaluations and collegial teaching evaluations suggest that Dr. Marshall has an emerging
pattern of success with a lower division elective for non-majors, which she has taught twice.
On the other hand, her portfolio also contains clear evidence of non-success with teaching
at the graduate level. There is no data available in her portfolio regarding her capacity to
successfully teach upper-division courses within the undergraduate social work major. Dr.
Marshall's appointment is to a division in which the vast majority of courses are upper
division courses for social work majors or graduate courses for MSW students. There are
very limited opportunities to teach lower division electives, and even if Dr. Marshall sustains
her success with external funding, it is highly unlikely that a 75% buyout will continue. Dr.
Marshall’s own description of the steps she has taken to address needed improvement in
teaching (and results of those steps) is somewhat limited. Her current teaching record,
therefore, does not provide sufficient evidence that she is an effective instructor in the
context of the needs of SSWCJ, nor does it show a trajectory of growth toward the goal of
teaching excellence.

Scholarly Activities, Research, and Publications

Dr. Marshall’s research and scholarship centers around populations of vulnerable older
adults with a specific focus on populations of diverse older adults, including elders of color.
Her research is cross-disciplinary, including social work, gerontology, public health and
economics. For example, her research studies have examined issues related to
socioeconomic status (including financial hardships), stressful life events, social support and
social connectedness. Some of her research examines situational and historical instances
such as studying foreclosure, job loss and the impact of the recession and financial
hardships on older adults. One of the external reviewers commented on the importance of
the cross-disciplinary nature of this work and stated that Dr. Marshall is “engaged in strong
and productive research collaborations that embody a transdisciplinary perspective and are
appropriate for the complex and multi-level research questions that she investigates.”

The majority of Dr. Marshall’s work is based upon and driven by theoretical models that
include the stress process model and the cumulative advantage/disadvantage model.
Grounding a body of research in conceptual frameworks is an important aspect of sound
scholarship. Overall, the frameworks that Dr. Marshall utilizes are appropriate. One external
reviewer, however, did state that Dr. Marshall’s discussion of stress (in the article Exploring
Ethnic Variation between Stress, Social Networks, and Depressive Symptoms Among Older
Americans) “omits contemporary studies on this topic, and, in particular, those that consider
cultural influences. A conceptual framework that considers the intersection between
ethnicity and stress would be helpful.”

Since coming to UW Tacoma Dr. Marshall has published a total of 14 peer reviewed journal
articles, with six of those being first (or sole) author. In addition to the 14 published at UW
Tacoma, she has four additional manuscripts under review and at least two additional
manuscripts in progress. Prior to UW Tacoma, Dr. Marshall was an author or co-author of
six peer-reviewed journal articles. In reviewing her CV, the target outlets for her
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publications reflect the interdisciplinary nature of her work, with publications in journals
such as Aging and Mental Health, Health and Social Work, the Journal of Applied
Gerontology and General Hospital Psychiatry representing the disciplines of social work,
gerontology, public health and medicine. In addition, she co-authored an encyclopedia entry
in 2012 prior to her arrival. In addition to her publications she has had 13 refereed
conference presentations since appointment as an Assistant Professor at UW Tacoma.

Dr. Marshall has developed a focus and expertise in using large, federal datasets, which
places much of her empirical work in the realm of secondary analysis. For example, the
study, “Modifiable health behaviors and risk for financial hardship in middle and late-life”
utilized data from the Health and Retirement study to examine modifiable risk factors and
financial hardships in midlife and older adults. Similarly, the study “The Association Between
Hardship and Self-Rated Health: Does the Choice of Indicator Matter?” also analyzed data
from the Health and Retirement Study as did the article under review “Trends in financial
hardship: health and retirement study.” The use of secondary datasets has important
advantages. As one external reviewer pointed out, using nationally representative data sets
allows greater generalizability in her findings.

SSWCJ’s Policy Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion state, among other things, that “...the
impact, quality, theoretical and methodological rigor, and the originality of scholarship will
be given greater weight than the sheer quantity of publication.” The majority of Dr.
Marshall’s scholarship has utilized quantitative analysis of secondary data from large
(secondary) datasets focusing on multivariate analysis of key variables. One external
reviewer noted that this approach is “noteworthy for highlighting personal, interpersonal,
and structural factors that collectively influence health and well-being.” The committee
noted that Dr. Marshall’s use of secondary data analysis is complex, requires expertise in
advanced statistical models, and is grounded in solid theoretical frameworks (as discussed
above). The use of secondary analysis has also allowed Dr. Marshall to advance a robust
scholarly agenda in alignment with her KO1 award.

Since coming to UW Tacoma, Dr. Marshall has obtained two substantial, extramural grants
totaling in excess of $1 million. Most noteworthy is the KO1 award she received in 2015 for
the study entitled “Financial Strain on Mental and Physical Health: Does Race/Ethnicity
Matter?” A KO1 is a prestigious career award from the National Institutes of Health and
provides protected time (at 75%) for the purpose of providing an intensive, supervised,
research and career development experience for doctoral researchers as they transition to
independent research careers. While the K award provides support to the scholar, its overall
purpose is the furtherment of career development, which includes a specific research
project. In addition to the K award, Dr. Marshall has successfully obtained grant support
from an NIH Administrative Supplement and funding from the NIH Loan Repayment
Program.

Since her arrival at UW Tacoma, Dr. Marshall has been a consistently engaged and
productive scholar. With 14 publications over the course of five years, she averages 2.8
peer reviewed articles per year. This is a solid track record and is reflective of the 75% of
her FTE protected for research endeavors related to her KO1 award. Dr. Marshall has
demonstrated sustained scholarly engagement and attainments expected for an individual
with a 75% research buyout for the past five years. Although not required, the candidate
did not include her KO1 grant proposal or letter of agreement as part of her tenure material,
making it difficult to accurately assess the impact of the buyout on teaching and service
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responsibilities. There is documentation of disagreement between Dr. Marshall and the
previous program director about teaching and service workload.

Overall assessment of scholarly activities, research, and publications. It is the
unanimous assessment of the review committee that both the quantity and quality of Dr.
Marshall’s scholarship meets the research-related expectations for tenure and promotion to
Associate Professor within the context of her 75% buyout for research over the past five
years. It should be noted that 14 peer-reviewed publications in rank is beyond the
threshold typically expected of junior faculty who are carrying a full teaching and service
load. Given Dr. Marshall’s significant buyout, however, the committee views this record as
commensurate with expectations. SSWCJ’s Policy Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion
state, among other things, that candidates are expected to engage in “sustained” scholarly
activities, and that their work “demonstrates increasing or continuous excellence,
contributes to new knowledge production, carries important implications for policy, program
development, or practice, and rests on sound theoretical and methodological approaches

which support the findings and conclusions put forth by the candidate.” The guidelines go on
to state that scholarship includes but is not limited to: “quantitative and qualitative research

as well as books, articles, technical reports, program evaluations, and curricula external to
university courses.” As one external reviewer noted, “Dr. Marshall’s portfolio represents an
impressive program of research and scholarship that is significant in its scope, complexity,
and practical relevance. Given Dr. Marshall’s record of consistent and sustained scholarship
and successful extramural funding in the context of a 75% buyout for five years, the
committee views this record as meeting the tenure and promotion criteria in the area of
scholarly activities, research, and publications.

Service

Dr. Marshall’s record is uneven across the different domains of service. While she shows
clear strengths in her record of service at the national level and to the profession, and she
has undertaken some service roles in the broader community, her record of service to
SSWCJ (and to some extent the campus and University) is less robust. Assessing Dr.
Marshall’s record of service is further complicated by the fact that 75% of her time is
reserved for research in accordance with external funding agreements as discussed above.

In her 2018-19 Faculty Activity Report, Dr. Marshall states that her KO1 award means she is

“not required to do any service.” As discussed elsewhere in this document, there is not
consensus regarding this claim and previous leadership did not hold the same view. No
official documentation of release from service was provided to the committee as part of this
review.

Dr. Marshall’s record of service to the profession is a clear strength. As noted in her
narrative, Dr. Marshall has served as an ad hoc reviewer for numerous academic journals.
Some of these are very prestigious outlets and serving as a reviewer for such journals is
impressive, especially as a junior faculty member. Her service to the profession has also
included serving as an abstract reviewer for professional conferences, including the
American Public Health Association Council of Social Work Education, the Society for Social
Work Research, and the Gerontological Society of America. Dr. Marshall has also served as
an early career grant reviewer for the Social Science and Population Studies section of the
National Institutes of Health. In the area of service to the profession and at the national
level, the committee feels that Dr. Marshall has established a strong record.
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Dr. Marshall’s record of service to SSWCJ, however, is less robust. In Dr. Marshall’s own
narrative, the discussion of her service to SSWCJ is quite short (three sentences)—and this
relative lack of service to SSWCJ is corroborated by Dr. Marshall’s annual Faculty Activity
Reports. Moreover, some of the activities listed in Dr. Marshall’s narrative appear to be core
responsibilities of employment for Social Work faculty rather than ‘service’ to the School.
For instance, in her narrative, while she lists her role as a reviewer of admissions
applications to the School’s BASW and MSW programs, this is a responsibility required of all
Social Work faculty in the School rather than a ‘service’ assignment. With that said, Dr.
Marshall has served as a member on two faculty search committees within SSWCJ (one in
2017 and another in 2019). And, since 2016, Dr. Marshall has also served as the UW
Tacoma faculty representative on the BASW committee at UW Seattle’s School of Social
Work.

In terms of service at the Tacoma campus, Dr. Marshall served on the Faculty of Color
Committee from 2015-16 and was a voting member on the Faculty Affairs Committee during
the 2017-18 academic year. In addition to these roles, Dr. Marshall has provided important
service to the campus by serving as the faculty advisor to the Black Student Union at UW
Tacoma. These are important service contributions that align with the equity and inclusion
mission and values of UW Tacoma and SSWCJ. In terms of service to the University, she
has served as a member on the University-wide Faculty Council Research Committee since
2019 and on the Public Lectures Selection Committee since 2016. In addition to these
service duties to the campus and the University, Dr. Marshall has engaged in service to the
community at-large, having been asked by the African American Caregiver’'s Forum to serve
on their planning committee for a one-day conference.

Overall assessment of service. It is the unanimous assessment of the review committee
that whether Dr. Marshall meets the service-related expectations for tenure and promotion
to Associate Professor remains unclear. SSWCJ’s Policy Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion
state, among other things, that "it is expected that all faculty members will participate in
the ongoing governance of the School in an engaged and responsible manner,” and that this
service “may manifest through a variety of opportunities,” including “policy formulation,
program development, administrative duties, ad hoc and standing committees, mentoring of
new faculty or part-time lecturers, etc.” These guidelines are also clear that “engagement in
national and international service commitments shall not solely substitute for involvement
with the larger campus community.” In evaluating a candidate’s service contributions, the
review committee must assess “the quality and range of service across the local-to-global
spectrum.” Finally, the guidelines also state that “recognition will be given to faculty
members who perform service of particular value to the School and its students, the
University, or the community at large, especially under-represented and marginalized
groups.” Dr. Marshall’s record of service since the time of her appointment is uneven, with
clear strengths in one area and a relative paucity of activities in other areas. Dr. Marshall’s
record exhibits clear strengths in the area of service to the profession, including service
work with national organizations and numerous scholarly journals. She has a less robust
record of service to SSWCJ, UW Tacoma, and the University. With that said, she has
engaged in some service to the School, along with some service to the campus, University
and broader community. This includes service at the campus level that is student-centered
and in alignment with efforts to support marginalized members of our campus community.
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Summary

The committee has determined that Dr. Marshall’s record of teaching, scholarship, and
service are indicative of a faculty member with a primary focus on research. Dr. Marshall’s
research agenda and accomplishments in the area of publications, continued development
of skills in the area of quantitative analysis and statistics, and successful extramural funding
are clear strengths. Dr. Marshall’s KO1 grant is a testament to her potential as a scholar and
researcher and speaks highly of her status as a nationally known researcher in her field.
There is little doubt that Dr. Marshall will continue to succeed in this regard. The KO1 grant
and its resulting shift in workload expectations also presents unique challenges in evaluating
Dr. Marshall’s case for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor at UW Tacoma. In
particular, and as acknowledged elsewhere in this document, there is a lack of clarity or
agreement as to how Dr. Marshall’s FTE is distributed across the three domains of
evaluation—teaching, research, and service. This is evidenced in conflicting statements
made by Dr. Marshall and previous leadership in SSWCJ, as is seen in various documents
included in Dr. Marshall’s file. While it is clear that 75% of Dr. Marshall’s time is to be
dedicated to research, the distribution of the remaining 25% of her time is less clear and no
official documentation of the distribution of this 25% was made available to the committee.
The committee is in agreement that Dr. Marshall falls short of expectations for teaching
competence as outlined by the SSWCJ Policy Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion. The
committee is also in agreement that Dr. Marshall at least meets the expectations for
scholarly activities, research, and publications, given the dedication of 75% of her time to
this domain. Finally, the committee is unsure if Dr. Marshall meets or does not meet
expectations for service. The UW Faculty Code (Section 24-34) states that “Appointment to
the rank of associate professor requires a record of substantial success in teaching and/or
research. For tenured, tenure-eligible, or WOT appointments, both of these shall be
required, except that in unusual cases an outstanding record in one of these activities may
be considered sufficient.” The committee is in agreement in its determination that Dr.
Marshall’s record of research does not meet the Faculty Code’s threshold of “outstanding”
needed to outweigh what are very clear deficiencies in the area of teaching, which is a vital
aspect of faculty responsibilities at UW Tacoma.

Based on the totality of Dr. Marshall’s record as an Assistant Professor at UW Tacoma and
the considerations outlined herein, the committee unanimously recommends that Dr.
Marshall not be promoted to Associate Professor with tenure in the School of Social Work
and Criminal Justice at UW Tacoma.

Sincerely,

yHe

Dr. Jeff Cohen

Associate Professor

Acting Associate Dean of Finance and Administration
School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE
UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

October 16, 2020
Re: Review Committee Summary: Promotion of Dr. Gillian Marshall

The Review Committee recommends that Dr. Marshall not be promoted to Associate Professor
with tenure in the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice at UW Tacoma. As a researcher,
Dr. Marshall has a growing national reputation in the areas of social work, gerontology, public
health and economics. Dr. Marshall’s success in the classroom is “mixed at best.” Her service to
the SSWCJ, UW Tacoma, and UW more broadly “has been relatively limited in relation to what
is generally expected of a faculty member under review for promotion and tenure.” The
Committee notes that its assessment was impacted by the lack of clarity related to Dr. Marshall’s
FTE expectations across the domains of teaching, scholarship, and service. The following
provides summary comments from the Review Committee across these three domains.

Teaching

Due to federal funding requirements of Dr. Marshall’s KO1 award, she is required to protect 75%
of her time for research. Therefore, she has taught a total of five classes during her time at UW
Tacoma, a lower-division elective for pre- and non-social work majors (taught twice) and a
required MSW graduate course (taught three times). Because of a limited number of data points,
it makes it challenging to evaluate teaching effectiveness.

Student evaluations for the two times Dr. Marshall taught TSOCWF 101 were positive (overall
unadjusted median scores of 4.7 in 2016 and 4.0 in 2019). Qualitative comments in 2016 (none
were included in 2019) indicate that students felt challenged and engaged by the class and
appreciated the variety of in-class content, including hearing about Dr. Marshall’s practice
experience.

Student evaluation scores for the quarters in which Dr. Marshall taught T SOCW 503 were
universally low, with overall unadjusted median scores of 2.8 in 2016, 1.3 in 2017 and 1.9 in
2018. Adjusted median scores for these courses were 3.3, 1.3, and 2.5. Qualitative comments
across these quarters include concerns related to course disorganization, lack of clarity about
expectations, lateness in providing feedback and dismissiveness in response to student questions.
While the Committee notes that racial and gender bias are certainly among factors at play, “the
committee believes that these factors collectively are unlikely to fully account for the unusually
low nature of these scores.”

The four collegial assessments of Dr. Marshall’s teaching, conducted by three individuals outside
of the SSWCJ, were “universally positive regarding her pedagogical approaches and
effectiveness.” Strengths noted were the connections Dr. Marshall made between course content
and students’ lived experiences, a space for student engagement, evidence of high impact
practices and an inclusive environment that “piqued the interest of a racially diverse group of
undergraduate students in taking additional classes in social work.” One individual took issue

Box 358425 1900 Commerce Street Tacoma, WA 98402-9947
253.692.5820 fax 253.692.5825 swcj@uw.edu tacoma.uw.edu/swcj
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with one instance of low student evaluation scores, “suggesting that student expectations for a
traditional lecture format as well as racial bias might be at play.”

Dr. Marshall notes that she engaged in several activities to improve her teaching, including
consultation with colleagues from other institutions and from the UW Center for Teaching and
Learning. The Committee notes that her syllabi were significantly revised across quarters. A
formal, compensated mentor was made available to Dr. Marshall during the 2018-2019 academic
year, but Dr. Marshall stated that this was not a “’helpful’” arrangement.

The Committee notes that concerns regarding Dr. Marshall’s teaching show “a strong pattern
across year-end evaluations, reappointment evaluations and merit reviews.” These documents
also include suggestions as well as resources for improvement. The Review Committee notes
several tensions in making an overall assessment of teaching: (1) how to weigh very poor student
evaluations against positive collegial evaluations, (2) how to weigh success in one course against
significant challenges in another, (3) the role of gender and racial bias, (4) the small number of
teaching data points and (5) lack of clarity around the teaching load that Dr. Marshall was
expected to carry.

Dr. Marshall states that she is committed to student access and mentoring which is commendable
and shows a commitment to student achievement. She has included 4 doctoral students and 2
masters-level students in her research efforts, but none of those individuals are UW Tacoma
students.

In summary, it is the assessment of the Review Committee that “Dr. Marshall’s record of
teaching does not meet the department’s criteria for tenure and promotion, nor does it meet the
Faculty Code’s threshold of “substantial success in teaching as a pre-requisite for tenure and
promotion to the rank of Associate Professor.” Additionally, there is a lack of evidence to
suggest that Dr. Marshall is an effective instructor in relation to the needs of the SSWCJ.

Scholarly Activities, Research, and Publications

Dr. Marshall’s research focuses upon populations of vulnerable older adults, more specifically
populations of diverse older adults, including elders of color. Dr. Marshall applies a cross-
disciplinary approach to her research that includes social work, gerontology, public health and
economics. Her research examines financial hardships, stressful life events, social
support/connectedness, as well as situational and historical realities such as job loss and the
impacts of the recession upon older adults. One external reviewer noted that Dr. Marshall is
“engaged in strong and productive research collaborations that embody a transdisciplinary
perspective and are appropriate for the complex and multi-level research questions that she
investigates.” Dr. Marshall publishes in a variety of journals that support the interdisciplinary
nature of her work.

Most of Dr. Marshall’s work is guided by theoretical models that include the stress model and
the cumulative advantage/disadvantage model, both of which are appropriate. However, the
Committee notes that one external reviewer pointed out (in reviewing the article on Exploring
Ethnic Variation between Stress, Social Networks, and Depressive Symptoms among Older
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Americans) that “a conceptual framework that considers the intersection of ethnicity and stress
would be helpful.” The external reviewer further commented that contemporary studies on the
topic were omitted.

Dr. Marshall has been a productive scholar since coming to UW Tacoma, with 14 peer-reviewed
journals across five years, with six of those being first (or sole) author. Four additional
manuscripts are under review with at least two additional in progress. In addition to publications,
Dr. Marshall has 13 refereed conference presentations.

Dr. Marshall’s expertise in using large, federal datasets places much of her empirical work in the
realm of secondary analysis which is “complex, requires expertise in advanced statistical models,
and is grounded in solid theoretical frameworks....” The Committee notes that one external
reviewer pointed out that “...using nationally representative data sets allows greater
generalizability in her findings.” This type of analysis aligns well with her KO1 award.

A KO1 grant is a prestigious award that provides support to Dr. Marshall, with the overall
purpose of furthering her career development, which includes a specific research project.
Additionally, Dr. Marshall has received grant support (totaling in excess of $1 million dollars
which includes the K01 grant) from an NIH Administrative Supplement and funding from the
NIH Repayment Program. While obtaining these grants is a significant accomplishment, the
Committee found it difficult to accurately assess the impact of the buyout on teaching and
service responsibilities. “While it is clear that 75% of Dr. Marshall’s time is to be dedicated to
research, the distribution of the remaining 25% of her time is less clear and no official
documentation of the distribution of the 25% was made available to the committee.”

The Committee pointed out that the majority of Dr. Marshall’s research is based upon
quantitative analysis of secondary data from large datasets. While the complexity and value of
this type of research is commendable and in alignment with the KO1 award as noted above, the
Committee questions whether it meets the SSWCJ’s Policy Guidelines for Promotion and
Tenure. These guidelines state that “...the impact, quality, theoretical and methodological rigor,
and the originality of scholarship will be given greater weight than the sheer quantity of
publication.” This issue is further addressed in the Summary below.

“Given Dr. Marshall’s record of consistent and sustained scholarship and successful extramural
funding in the context of a 75% buyout for five years, the committee views this record as
meeting the tenure and promotion criteria in the area of scholarly activities, research, and
publications.”

Service

Dr. Marshall has shown clear strengths in service record at the national level and to the
profession, and she has undertaken some service roles in the broader community. She has served
as an ad hoc reviewer for numerous prestigious outlets which is impressive for a junior faculty
member. Her service to the profession has also included serving as an abstract reviewer for
professional conferences, including the American Public Health Association, Council on Social
Work Education, the Society for Social Work Research, and the Gerontological Society of
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America. Dr. Marshall has also served as an early career grant reviewer for the Social Science
and Population Studies section of the National Institutes of Health. The Committee views this
service to the profession and at the national level to be very strong.

However, Dr. Marshall’s service to the SSWCJ (and to some extent the campus and University)
is less robust. Her record of service in this area is complicated by the lack of clarity related to her
75% research buyout as noted above. Dr. Marshall stated in her 2018-2019 activity report that
she is not required to do any service. Leadership at that time held a different view.

The Committee notes that in Dr. Marshall’s narrative, “the discussion of her service to SSWCJ is
quite short (three sentences) — and this relative lack of service to SSWCJ is corroborated by Dr.
Marshall’s annual Faculty Activity Reports.” Additionally, the Committee comments that some
of what Dr. Marshall considers service are considered to be core responsibilities of a faculty
member, such as reviewer of admissions applications. Dr. Marshall has served on two search
committees and as the UW faculty representative on the UW Seattle’s School of Social Work’s
BASW Committee.

At the campus level, Dr. Marshall served on the Faculty of Color Committee from 2015-16 and a
voting member on the Faculty Affairs Committee during the 2017-18 academic year. Dr.
Marshall has also provided important service to the campus as the faculty advisor for the Black
Student Union. In relation to service to the University, Dr. Marshall has served as a member on
the University-wide Faculty Council Research Committee since 2019 and on the Public Lectures
Selection Committee since 2016.

It is the assessment of the Review Committee “that whether Dr. Marshall meets the service-
related expectations for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor remains unclear.” The
Committee further notes that “Dr. Marshall’s record of service since the time of her appointment
in uneven, with clear strengths in one area and a relative paucity of activities in other areas.”

Summary

“The committee has determined that Dr. Marshall’s record of teaching, scholarship, and service
are indicative of a faculty member with a primary focus on research.” Clearly, Dr. Marshall’s
accomplishments in obtaining extramural funding, consistently publishing, and ongoing
development of her research agenda are strengths that position her to maintain an upward
research trajectory. As noted earlier, the lack of clarity regarding performance expectations
across the domains of teaching, research, and service make it difficult to fully assess Dr.
Marshall’s record. The Committee is clear that Dr. Marshall does not meet expectations for
teaching competence. As noted above, the Committee is unclear about Dr. Marshall’s service
record. The Committee references the UW Faculty Code (Section 24-34) that states
“Appointment to the rank of associate professor requires a record of substantial success in
teaching and/or research. For tenured, tenure-eligible, or WOT appointments, both of these shall
be required, except that in unusual cases an outstanding record in one of these activities may be
considered sufficient.” The Committee agrees that Dr. Marshall’s “record of research does not
meet the Faculty Code’s threshold of ‘outstanding’ needed to outweigh what are very clear
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deficiencies in the area of teaching, which is a vital aspect of faculty responsibilities at UW
Tacoma.”

Based upon the above considerations, the Review Committee “recommends that Dr. Marshall not

be promoted to Associate Professor with tenure in the School of Social Work and Criminal
Justice at UW Tacoma.”

Sincerely,

o
C\&NNWRQW%A&NW%R

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW
Professor Emerita and Acting Dean

cc: Dr. Gillian Marshall
Promotion file
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From: Marcie Lazzari

To: Gillian L Marshall

Cc: Marcie Lazzari

Subject: Summary of Review Committee Recommendation

Date: Friday, October 16, 2020 11:06:58 AM

Attachments: Review Committee Final Summary to Candidate_Marshall.pdf
Dear Gillian,

Attached you will find a copy of the summary of your Review Committee's
tenure and promotion recommendation. If you wish to provide a response to
the Review Committee recommendation, please send it to me no later than 5
p.m. on Friday, October 23, 2020. If you choose not to respond, please provide
a statement that acknowledges the summary was received.

Thank you, and best wishes,

Marcie

Marcie Lazzari, PhD, ACSW, MSW

Acting Dean, Professor Emerita

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

(253) 208-3695 (c)
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October 23, 2020
Re: Response to Review Committee Summary for Dr. Gillian Marshall

This letter is in response to the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice (SSWCJ)
Review Committee’s recommendation to not promote me (Dr. Gillian Marshall) to
Associate Professor with tenure. It is my opinion that this review was conducted in a
biased manner resulting in a discriminatory outcome. The following contests various
points made by the Review Committee in each of the three domains by which I was
evaluated: 1) teaching; 2) scholarship and; 3) service.

Teaching
Based on what has been documented, it appears that the Review Committee is clear that

due to being awarded a 5-year federal grant through the National Institutes of Health,
75% of my time must be protected to focus on my research as outlined in the grant
proposal. The remaining 25% as stated in my promotion and tenure narrative,
“involved teaching one course a year for the past 5 years.” As a result, I have taught five
courses during my time here at UW Tacoma.

On a couple of occasions statements such as the following were made:
“limited number of data points makes it challenging to evaluate teaching effectiveness.”

During my interview, I was transparent with the search committee that I would more
than likely receive a K01 grant, which included a reduction in my teaching load by 75
percent and allocated only 25 percent of my time to teaching and service for 5 years.
Knowing this, my acceptance of the offer from UW-Tacoma was contingent upon the
support from UW Tacoma leadership if I secured the K01 award. The director at the time
(Diane Young) was also made aware of the possibility that I would receive the K01
award and how my FTE would be distributed. There were no concerns mentioned and
an offer of employment was made.

The SSWCJ has had knowledge of this information for the past six years and there was
no mention of this as a concern at the beginning of my employment nor during my
third-year review. The failure of the Review Committee to assess my teaching
effectiveness based on the number of courses I have taught is an example of the
discrimination [ have experienced by the Review Committee.
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One of the most harmful statements by the Review Committee was the expressed
concerns about my teaching score evaluations. They simply failed to acknowledge the
work that I have done to improve low scores that I have received from students, which
included proactively and consistently meeting with the Director of the Teaching and
Learning Center, and making changes to the content of the course and the method of
delivery. As noted in my promotion and tenure narrative:

“These changes have resulted in a positive trend toward teaching excellence with almost a
50% increase in my teaching evaluations from a score of 1.3 in 2018 to a score of 2.5 in
2019.”

Although there are several ways to assess teaching effectiveness (i.e. student
evaluations, peer evaluations, other resources available through the teaching and
learning center), it is evident to me the Review Committee placed more emphasis on
one of these methods (student evaluations) more than others. Research has found
students are often biased when filling out the student evaluations. So much so that
some institutions of higher education are no longer including them as part of their
evaluation of candidates for tenure and promotion (i.e. Ryerson University).

In response to the Review Committee’s comment:
“While the Committee notes that racial and gender bias are certainly among factors at
play, “the committee believes that these factors collectively are unlikely to fully account
for the unusually low nature of these scores.”

It has been documented that there is a history of bias, unfair treatment practices and
discrimination toward black faculty and students here at UW Tacoma as evidenced by
the most recent climate survey. There is also research that has shown compared to
white men, women, especially black women, receive lower teaching evaluations from
students (Chavez & Mitchell, 2020; Murray, Boothby, Zhao, et al., 2020; Boring,
Ottoboni, Stark, 2019). In fact, on April 3¢, 2020 during the Social Work and Criminal
Justice Program Meeting, Dr. Eric Madfis stated that there is national evidence that
suggests that teaching evaluations are bias toward women and faculty of color. Dr. Jeff
Cohen, Acting Associate Dean of Finance and Operations and also the Chair of my
Promotion and Tenure Committee agreed with this comment.

Scholarly Activities, Research and Publications

The Review Committee expressed concerns that they:
“...found it difficult to accurately assess the impact of the buyout on teaching and service
responsibilities.”

Uwo00012909



The letter goes on to state:
“While is clear that 75% of Dr. Marshall’s time is to be dedicated to research, the
distribution of the remaining 25% of her time is less clear and no official documentation
of the distribution of the 25% was made available to the committee.”

The question about the “...FTE expectations...” came up at least five times in this
document. This concern appears to be an administrative and structural issue and it also
appears the Review Committee failed to consult with Dr. Jill Purdy, Executive Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs and Casey Byrne, Academic Human Resources for
additional guidance. On January 31, 2019 in a meeting with Drs’ Purdy, Raynor, Young
and Casey Byrne a discussion ensued about this matter and it was my understanding
that that Dr. Purdy was going to provide the Review Committee with document(s)
pertaining to this matter. This was one opportunity for the leadership and this Review
Committee to check their own bias and provide me with a fair review process, but they
did not and I have been severely harmed by their decision to intentionally disregard the
funding parameters of my K01 grant and then use those parameters as justification for
not recommending me for promotion and tenure to Associate Professor.

Service

The Review Committee believes that my service at the national level and to the
profession is strong. However, it rated my service to SSWC]J and the University of
Washington at-large as “less robust.” They based this rating on the fact that only 25
percent of my FTE can be allocated to teaching and/or service. Ibelieved this issue was
resolved on January 31%, 2019 with Drs’ Purdy, Raynor, Young and Casey Byrne in
attendance. Also, during this meeting, Dr. Purdy shared that I was not required to do
any service. Leadership at the time, Dr. Diane Young was under the impression that
my FTE consisted of 75% research, 25% teaching and 25% service; however it was
pointed out to her during the meeting on January 31#, 2019 that was 125%. As I shared
in that meeting, I planned to continue to do as much service as I can as I have done in
the past without violating the contractual agreement with my grant funding agency -
NIH. As a result, I was harmed, here is an example of how the Review Committee used
this against me.

The Review Committee also stated:
“Her service to the SSWC], UW Tacoma, and UW more broadly has been relatively
limited in relation to what is generally expected of a faculty member under review for
promotion and tenure.”

According to the SSWCJ’s minimum service expectation, I have surpassed it even with
protect time from my grant. I agree that I have provided less service than others under
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review in the tenure and promotion process. However, it is my understanding that no
other faculty member, across this entire UW Tacoma campus under review for
promotion and tenure have a K-award protecting their time from 75 percent of their
faculty responsibilities, which includes teaching and service. This is an unfair
expectation and a subjective and biased statement that requires me, the only untenured
Black women in the department to have to carry the workload of 1.25 FTE faculty with
the compensation of 1 FTE.

Summa

The tone and tenor of this document is punitive and does not acknowledge all of my
contributions to UW-Tacoma and holds me to a higher standard than my colleagues. It
is mentioned on two occasions that “limited number of data points” to assess teaching
effectiveness and on five occasions there was mention that there was a “lack of clarity
related to Dr. Marshall’s FTE expectations” and that “no official documentation of the
distribution of the 25% was made available to the committee.” Again, this appears to be an
administrative and structural issue. I filed a lawsuit under the Washington Law Against
Discrimination because race is a substantial factor in these subjective decisions that
target Black Americans and prevent advancement. Inote that there are only 2 tenured
Black Americans: one in the School of Social Work in Seattle (Dr. Amelia Gavin) and
one in Tacoma (Dr. Marian Harris). I can see that my lawsuit will be the only way to
force open the door that is currently closed to me and to other Black Americans who
hope to become tenure members of the faculty at the University of Washington.

Gillian Marshall, MSW, PhD
Assistant Professor of Social Work
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With over 15 years of post MSW practice experience as a case manager and medical social
worker, I observed how stress negatively impacts the mental and physical well-being of older adults.
At the nexus of aging, stress and health disparities, [ am specifically interested in how the stress process
occurs for racial/ethnic economically and disadvantaged older adults who experience significant
barriers due to financial hardship. Because of the limited research in this area I have developed a
research agenda that coalesces stress, financial hardship and debt, social support, mental and physical
health disparities among older adults.

My official appointment at the University of Washington Tacoma (UW Tacoma) began in
September 2015 after completing two years as a tenure track Assistant Professor at the Jack, Joseph,
and Morton Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences at Case Western Reserve University (CWRU)
as an Assistant Professor. Since joining the faculty at UW Tacoma, I have continued this line of
research which has culminated into 18 published manuscripts, one book chapter, three National
Institutes of Health (NIH) grants, two NIH loan repayment awards. In addition to my research
productivity, I have taught five courses, mentored 6 students and served on several committees in the
school, on-campus, within the university system, and nationally being invited by NIH to serve as an
early career grant reviewer. My research and practice embody both the mission of the University of
Washington in general and more specifically Tacoma as well as the social justice mission of the social
work profession.

The information below consists of three sections representing my significant contributions in
research, teaching and service at UW Tacoma, and beyond. Section [: Research and Scholarship; this
section provides specific details of my research activities, publication history, funded research grants
and my future research directions; Section II: Teaching; this section includes a description of my
teaching philosophy and activities and: Section III: Service: this section provides a description of all
facets of my service activities.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH - KO1 AWARD

In 2015, I was the first and only person to date on the UW Tacoma campus to be awarded a
K01 Career Development award through the National Institutes of Aging. The KO1 Career
Development award is a nationally recognized prestigious award designed for junior faculty who wish
to build their individual line of inquiry with the goal of obtaining an R01 grant which denoted being
an independent researcher. The K01 is a highly competitive funding mechanism (only 23% were
funded during the cycle when 1 was funded) and my proposal was funded through the National
Institutes of Aging (NIA) (SK01AG048416-03).

As the Principal Investigator, the purpose of this funding mechanism is to have protected time
(75% of my FTE) from teaching and service responsibilities for 5-years to focus on my continuing to
develop my research agenda. As a result, I was only required to teach one course a year. For this
protected time, the federal government pays the UW Tacoma 75% of my salary and benefits so that
can: 1) take additional courses in economics, health services methods and statistics to analyze data to
answer the proposed research questions; 2) attend workshops in aging and stress; 3) regularly meet
with local and national mentors and experts in the field of aging, stress and behavioral economics; 4)
produce manuscripts for publication; and; 5) present findings from this project at national and
international conferences. Near the completion of this grant project, there is an expectation by my
mentors and NIH, that will I apply for research grants: an R21 and an RO1.

This K01 award has made it possible not only to focus on my research agenda but to also create
opportunities to financially support master’s and doctoral level students. Since there are so few
research opportunities on the UW Tacoma campus, I provide all of my students with mentorship and
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a chance to gain valuable experience working on a national research project by applying the skills they
have learned in the classroom. Keeping with the “urban serving institution” mission of the UW
Tacoma, whenever possible, 1 hire students of color (SOC) or those from underrepresented groups
(UR).

RESEARCH

My research agenda is a compilation of academic preparation in the areas of social work,
gerontology, public health and more recently in behavioral economics. My work which focuses on
diverse groups of older adults, is multidisciplinary and highly collaborative in nature. It draws on
theoretical frameworks such as the stress process and cumulative (dis)advantage to examine the
complexities related to racial and gender differences in physical and mental health and this is
accomplished through 4 lines of inquiry: 1) socioeconomic status (SES): 2) stressful life events (e.g.
job loss, foreclosure, recessions); 3) primary (discrimination) and secondary stressors (e.g. financial
hardship and debt); and; 4) social support networks associated with adverse mental/physical health
outcomes over time. This work is exemplary of the goals set out by the National Institutes of Health’s
strategic plan to increase the number of minority investigators and the visibility of work on minority
health and health disparities.

Framework: Stress Process and Cumulative Advantage/Disadvantage

Since practicing in the field, I have always had an interest in understanding stress, social support,
and the mental well-being of older adults, My work examines these phenomena using both the stress
process and cumulative advantage/disadvantage theories. Most models of the stress process include a
measure of social support as an intervening or protective factor. The stress process theory (Pearlin et
al, 1981) positsthat individual lives follow unique trajectories of change over time within specific social
contexts that are shaped by occurrence, timing, and sequencing of salient stressful life events (e.g. job
loss, foreclosure, bankruptcy) creating stress leading to (financial hardship) which undermines health
(poor mental and physical health outcomes, chronic illnesses). Cumulative Disadvantage/Advantaged
(CDA) theory (Dannefer, 2003) posits that early disadvantages or advantages in resources and deficits
accumulate over the life course. The cumulative effect over time increases disparities in wealth, health,
and well-being as a birth cohort ages. Utilization of CDA and the stress process underscores the risks
and resources associated with social groups that accumulate and expand in their effects as individuals
or cohorts age, creating large and systematic inequalities in physical and mental health, longevity, and
emotional well-being. However, where they differ is that stress researchers have primarily focused on
age/stage in the life course while rarely documenting the widening gap in health which is a focus of the
cumulative advantage/disadvantage theory.

Socioeconomic Status

My first line of inquiry focuses on socioeconomic status (SES). Traditional measures of SES
indicators include education, income, and occupational status. The impact of risk factors by SES
resulting in poor health outcomes has been well documented. Findings from this work on a micro level
provide important insights on the relationship between SES factors and exploring parental education
as a potential mechanism of poor health outcomes in late life (Marshall, Hooyman, Hill, & Rue, 2013).
While the contribution of SES is highly important in understanding health disparities and health
inequities, it still does not fully explain the gap in health status that remains, nor does it fully explain
the underlying pathway(s) by which low income affects an individual’s health status. Evidence
suggests that the differences in the relationship between low SES and poor health outcomes may also
be attributed to alternative forms of SES indicators. Part of my research agenda has been to explore
alternative measures that are a results of stressful life events.
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Stressful Life Events

The second line of inquiry for my research agenda was funded through my NIH K01 Career
Development Award [PA-14-044] entitled “Financial Strain on Mental and Physical Health: Does
Race/Ethnicity Matter?” This work focuses on the role of primary stressors such as stressful life events
and its impact on health. Job loss/unemployment, foreclosures, recessions and more recently the
Covid-19 pandemic are all examples of stressful life events I examine in my research. Job
loss/unemployment specifically, has been associated with declines in physical functioning, chronic
disease events, heart attacks, stroke, lower self-rated health, and most commonly, increased depressive
symptoms (Deb, Gallo, Ayyagari et al., 2011; Gallo, Teng, Falba et al., 2006; Gallo, Bradley, Dubin
et al., 2006; Tucker-Seeley, Subramanian & Sorensen, 2009).

Since the late 1970’s, involuntary job loss has become an increasingly common experience for
American workers. Once a phenomenon that mainly affected industrial workers who were displaced
from factory jobs, job loss now cuts across age, race, gender, and occupational categories (Farber,
2005; Farber, 2008). Many people who lose their jobs may encounter increased financial strain and
no immediate reemployment (Siegel et al., 2003). My work in this area examines the direct effects of
job loss and depressive symptoms and whether social support or social integration moderates this
relationship. Findings from this work suggest being more educated, more likely to be white, and having
higher levels of social support from family and friends buffer the effect of high depressive symptoms.
This highlights the important role social support plays in the midst of involuntary job loss and can be
found in my published manuscript entitled “The moderating effect of social support and social
integration on the relationship between involuntary job loss and health” in the Journal of Applied
Gerontology.

Foreclosure is another stressful life event, yet despite the high rate of home foreclosures during
the U.S. economic downturn from 2008-2010, few studies have been reported in which the short and
long-term adverse health effects associated with this stressful life event have been examined. Of these
studies, findings linking foreclosure to the onset of mental and physical health suggest, however, that
foreclosure is associated with increases in the number of heart attacks, stroke (Currie, & Tekin, 2011)
and depression (McInerney, Mellor, & Nicholas, 2012). More recently, through my work I found a
relationship between late mortgage payments and facing or being in foreclosure and cognitive decline
among persons 65 years and older (Marshall, Canham, Gallo, Kahana & Larson, in process). Support
for this work came from my K01 administrative supplement [PA18-591] to examine the intersection
of race/ethnicity and financial strain in trajectories of cognitive decline.

A recession is also a stressful life event, however previous research on the impact of recessions on
the health of older adults has produced mixed findings. The Great Recession of 2008 was sudden and
severely impacted many financially regardless of age, race/ethnicity, or socioeconomic status. Yet,
long-term adverse health impacts as a result of the 2008 recession have only recently began to emerge
after the recession (Catalano, Goldman-Mellor, Saxton et al, 2011). Some have argued that recessions
do not detectably affect older adults (Currie & Tekin, 2011) nearly as much as younger people, because
of safety nets like Social Security and Medicare. In effort to address these mixed findings, my
colleagues and 1 along with a doctoral student, conducted a study examining financial hardship on self-
rated health and depression pre and post the 2008 recession stratified by age (50-64yrs vs. 65 and over).
Our results suggest that there is a relationship between financial hardship and self-rated health and
depressive symptoms pre/post the recessionary period. The effect, however, was stronger for the
younger cohort compared to those 65 year and older. Medicare coverage does act as a buffer for older
adult populations in this sample (Marshall, Ingraham, Larson, Dave, Kahana, & Gallo, in process).
This work was also supported by funding from my K01 Career Development Award and my Loan
Repayment Program.

Financial Hardship and Debt
The third line of inquiry focusses on secondary stressors and it was also supported by funding

from my K01 Career Development Award [PA-14-044] and my Loan Repayment Program. Over the
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past several years, I have been involved in contributing to an emerging body of research investigating
the relationship between alternative SES indicators such as financial hardship/strain, material hardship,
and debt. There is a call for the expansion of traditional SES measures to include domains of financial
hardship and debt (Drentea 2015, Marshall, 2015, Tucker-Seeley, Marshall, & Yang, 2016; Tucker-
Seeley & Thorpe, 2019). These measures of financial hardship/strain include asset loss, income loss,
medical debt, and credit card debt, are also important parts of an older person’s overall financial
portfolio. The constant stress associated with making decisions between choosing either housing, food,
medication, or paying bills is often related to poor physical functioning and pain (Marshall, Baker,
Song & Miller, 2018), psychological distress (Marshall, Kahana, Gallo, Stansbury & Theilke, 2020),
or even suicide (Davison, Marshall-Fabien & Tecson, 2016). Thus, SES alone may not adequately
serve to capture this heterogeneity in financial problems experienced among middle aged and older
adult populations. Without consideration of these additional types of SES indicators, it is highly likely
that the impact of financial hardship on health outcomes may be underestimated and possible
differences in financial well-being among population subgroups may be obscured. These findings can
be found in my first authored publication “Financial hardship and self-rated health: Does the choice of
indicator matter?” (Marshall & Tucker-Seeley, 2018).

My recent work has focused on filling this critical gap in the literature, Using data from the
Health and Retirement Study (HRS), a large national dataset with representative samples of the
population, my colleagues and I examined the association between a number of financial hardships
(difficulty paying bills, food insecurity, and delaying medication due to cost) and debt (medical, credit
card) indicators by psychological well-being (depressive symptoms and anxiety). We found that all
financial hardship indicators and medical debt were all significantly associated with high depressive
symptoms and anxiety. However, there was lack of support for our hypothesis that credit card debt was
associated with psychological well-being. We believe that the “perception” of credit card debt may
not be a stressor if one is able to make minimum payments and carry a balance. This paper entitled
“The price of mental well-being in later-life: The role of financial hardship and debt” was recently
published in the Journal of Aging and Mental Health.

In a longitudinal study using several waves of the HRS, my colleagues and I were able to
examine changes in financial hardship over time. We found that temporal factors are also an important
aspect of understanding the nature of financial hardship. Findings suggest that the experience of
financial hardship is not linear, but rather ebbs and flows and we provide evidence that shorter time
intervals of time better capture when the financial hardship is experienced and when there are periods
of reprieve. This manuscript entitled “Trends in financial hardship: findings from the health and
retirement study” is currently under review with Journals of Gerontology.

As I continue to work to lead ongoing research in financial hardship and health outcomes in
general, I continue to build on this work, and more specifically examine cognition as an outcome
among persons with Alzheimer’s Disease and Related Dementias (ADRD) (Byrd, Gonzalez, Moody-
Beatty, Marshall, Zahodne, Thorpe & Whitfield, 2020). Future work will continue to build and achieve
greater clarity on how to conceptualize financial hardship and its impact on adults in middle and later-
life.

Social Support and Social Connectedness

The fourth line of inquiry in my research agenda includes protective factors such as informal
social networks: 1) social support and 2) social connectedness. Social support and social connectedness
are two dimensions of social networks that have been found to act as protective factors to moderate or
mediate, to weaken the relationship between stress and physical and mental health, by augmenting a
person’s ability to cope with stress. Social support refers to the frequency of contact with a
spouse/partner, children, friends and family, and social connectedness refers to the strength or closeness
of the ties older adults experience through their spouse, friends, family, and other relationships: Much
of this work examines differences in the social support network among older adults by ethnic group
(Marshall & Miller, 2014), and the mediating role of social connectedness in the relationship of
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financial hardship and health (self-rated health/self-rated mental health) by racial/ethnic group
(Marshall, Thorpe, Szanton, 2017).

A major implication of all these findings suggest that there is a definite need to go beyond
traditional measures of SES to examine different dimensions of one’s financial situation and a clearer
understanding of how we measure financial hardship. Moreover, these results highlight the importance
of creating a standard universal measure which will be important when comparing results from other
studies.

FUTURE RESEARCH

The next steps in my career trajectory is to advance the scholarship in my program of research
mentioned above by leveraging prior work with the addition of Covid-19 as a stressful life event which
disproportionally affects African Americans. More specifically, I seek to collaborate with colleagues,
mentors and continue to mentor underrepresented and students of color who share similar research
ideals examining the impact of financial hardship in health over time.

GRANT FUNDING

Being awarded a Career Development Award (K01), a supplement and more recently, the loan
repayment, demonstrates a proven track record of securing major National Institutes of Health (NIH)
grant funding (Appendix A). To date [ have secured over $1 million dollars in grant funding through
the NIH. In addition to NIH grant funding for my research projects, I have also been awarded the NIH
loan repayment program award (LRP). These are a set of highly competitive programs established by
congress designed to recruit and retain highly qualified health professionals into biomedical or
biobehavioral research careers (NIH, 2018). The purpose of LRPs are to “counteract the financial
pressure by repaying up to $50,000 annually of a researcher’s qualified educational debt in return for
a commitment to engage in NIH mission-relevant research.” When I applied to the health disparities
research arm of the loan repayment program, 258 applications were received, and 43 awards were
made (17% success rate). Only 13 awards were made to faculty researchers in the state of Washington
(NIH, 2018) and I received one of these awards. To date I have been awarded $105,000 in federal loan
repayment funding. Being the first and only faculty member to be awarded these types of funding
mechanisms provides added national visibility and monetary value to the UW Tacoma campus.

Future grant proposals (R21 and RO1) will include the impact of Covid-19 on the stress
associated with financial hardship among middle aged and older African Americans.

PUBLICATIONS

I have published extensively in high impact peer review social work, aging and public health
journals, including: Aging and Mental Health, Annuals of Epidemiology, Health and Social Work,
Social Psychiatry Psychiatric Epidemiology, Social Work. With 20 articles, I made considerable
contributions to the field in each of my four research areas (socioeconomic status, stressful life
events, secondary stressors, social support networks). One key feature of my research productivity is
that I have published 70% of my publications since joining the UW Tacoma faculty (see Appendix
B). By publishing in high impact journals adds visibility to my work and the UW Tacoma campus
overall.

CONFERENCES

With funding from my K01 award, I have had the opportunity to attend several conferences
nationally and internationally. As you will see from my CV, in the last Syrs, I have had 12 conference
abstracts accepted, three of which were international (see also Appendix C). In addition to presenting
findings from my KOlresearch projects, I have also attended sessions to broaden my knowledge and
understanding on my own research agenda, network and establish potential collaborators and to meet
with my K01 award mentors.
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In addition to my research contributions, the remaining 25% of my time has involved teaching
one course a year for the past 5 years (see Appendix D). For each course I teach, I create opportunities
for students to go beyond the textbook and apply this knowledge to current case studies and evidence-
based practices (i.e. case-to-cause scenarios). Based on examples from my own practice as a medical
social worker for almost 20 years, this rigorous form of application gives students a real-life simulation
of what it is like to be a client and what is expected of them as social workers in agencies and future
jobs. When students examine social and structural issues from both perspectives it creates a better
understanding of the issues, structure and power dynamic. Students often develop greater empathy for
the client/situation and a deeper understanding of the impact and interplay between micro/mezzo and
macro socio-contextual factors.

Consistent with the mission and values of the UW Tacoma, in all of my courses I bring a focus
on student learning and reflective practice. 1 also bring excellence through my expertise, and by
providing current examples in the field and research. Through community/evidenced based problem-
solving exercises, students learn how to apply the course content to real life examples. I provide a
diverse perspective as a woman of color and also by including readings by scholars of color, and other
content in diverse areas of practice. I am in constant communication with peers and attending
workshops to develop innovative ways to teach students. Ialso ensure that all my students have access
to the course material and to myself as the instructor.

Since arriving at UW Tacoma, I have been invited as a guest lecturer at the University of
Washington, Seattle and Seattle University on various types of research methodologies, using my
current KO1 research project as an example of how to design a secondary data analysis study,
discussions about aging and social work policy and conducting a doctoral program seminar session on
tips for the successful completion of a dissertation, post-doctoral fellowships, and how to secure
funding mechanisms (for a more detailed list please refer to CV).

I have taught TSOCWF 101: Introduction to Social Work twice. First in 2016 and the adjusted
combined mean rating was 4.5 and the second time in 2019 and the adjusted combined mean rating
was 4.1. T have also taught TSOCW 503: three times at UW Tacoma. In 2017 the adjusted combined
mean rating was 3.3; in 2018 the adjusted combined mean rating was 1.3 and: in 2019 the adjusted
combined mean rating was 2.5. A teaching evaluation score of below 3.0 is unusually low for me, so
based on student feedback and the feedback provided by my review committee and peer evaluators, I
made several changes to the course in an effort to improve the overall learning experiences of my
students. These changes have resulted in a positive trend toward teaching excellence with almost a
50% increase in my teaching evaluations from a score of 1.3 in 2018 to a score of 2.5 in 2019. Below
is a summary of some of the steps I had taken to improve this course:

1. Center for Teaching and Learning: In August of 2018, I met with staff in the Center for
Teaching and Learning to review my course syllabus, assignments and rubrics. They provided
suggestions on how to improve and clarify the existing documents so that it would be clear and
concise for students. Those changes are reflected in the syllabus, assignments, and rubrics for
TSOCW 503.

2. Teaching Workshop: Attended teaching seminar at CSWE on how to teach and grade
millennials.

3. Consultation with Peers: I reached out to Dr. Michelle Garner, who teaches the other section
of TSOCW 503 at UW Tacoma which was minimally helpful. T also reached out to other
colleagues nationally who have taught this course for 7+ years to ask how they are teaching
this content in their courses. I asked for suggestions and for them to share their materials which
they did.
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4. Baseline Assessments: Prior to the first day of class, students were asked to complete a short
non-graded quiz to assess their knowledge of HBSE content. This gave me a better sense of
their knowledge coming into the course and with this information, 1 could adapt the class to
meet their needs. 1also asked students to complete a condensed Myers-Briggs (M-B) inventory
so that I could learn more about their learning styles. I reviewed this information with each
student and provided. Based on the results of their (M-B) inventories and our one-on-one
consultations, I incorporated a number of methods (lectures/guest lectures, audiovisual
presentations, small/large group discussions, problem-based learning) into my teaching.

5. Problem-Based Learning: Based on student, mentor and peer evaluator feedback, I decided
to move the problem-based learning assignments from a group homework assignment to an in-
class group activity. Since many of our students work full-time in the day, it was difficult for
them to get together with classmates outside of class to work on homework assignments. Being
sensitive to their time constraints, I built-in course time for them to work on their final
assignment.

6. Study Questions: At the end of each week’s readings, I added study questions for students to
deepen their comprehension of the readings and to guide the in-class discussions.

7. Mid-Term Evaluation: Students were asked to complete a mid-term evaluation of the course
and it was used as a tool to check-in to see how students were progressing and to identify better
ways to support their learning.

8. Checking-in/Mentoring: Throughout the quarter, I met with staff at the Center for Teaching
and Learning to discuss progress of the course. 1 also met with students to discuss their
progress in the course.

9. Faculty Availability: I increased availability to students via, email (response within 24hrs),
by phone (students had my personal cell number), and in-person within and outside of office
hours. Although many students did not use office hours, they often emailed or called on my
cell phone.

10. Teaching Mentor: Based on the recommendation of my 3™ year review committee, in 2018, I
was provided with a teaching mentor (Dr. Carolyn West) by the EVCAA (Dr. Jill Purdy).
However, this opportunity lacked clarity and I was told that the process should be “fluid” and
“organic.” This was not helpful which lead me to seek other informal teaching mentors which
I am taking advantage of and I have seen nearly a 50% improvement in the TSOCW 503 course
I taught.

Student Advising and Mentorship

Over the past five years, I have advised on average 10 BASW and 8 MSW students each year.
Although students learn about the research process in their research course, they do not have many
opportunities to develop those research skills. Written into my grant, are opportunities for me to fund
and mentor master’s and doctoral level students. To date, I have mentored four doctoral students
Bianca Altamirano (SOC/UR), Chiho Song, Bailey Ingraham and Robert Ellis (SOC/UR). Each
student received mentorship and while assisting me with the data analyses phase of the project (data
cleaning, coding variables, running multivariate models, creating tables), writing up the results and
methods sections of manuscripts. This culminated into two manuscripts with Dr. Song, for which he
is first author on one of them, and two manuscripts with Ms. Ingraham who is first author on one of
them. 1 also mentored and worked with two master’s levels students (Nitara Dandapani (SOC/UR)
and Alyssa Virtue) who worked with me on a manuscript. Ms. Virtue is co-author on one of them. 1
am currently recruiting a bachelor’s and master’s student to work with me on my current and future
research projects. As the UW Tacoma campus continues to build its research infrastructure, my work
may provide additional mentoring and research opportunities for students.
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Since joining the faculty at UW Tacoma I have served in several capacities within the School
of Social Work and Criminal Justice, on the UW Tacoma campus, across the UW system at-large and
nationally for the National Institutes of Health (NIH).

Service to the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
In addition to attending monthly school and degree program meetings, every year I review
BASW and MSW applications for admission into the program. From 2016 to present served as the
faculty representative for UW Tacoma on the BASW committee at the School of Social Work in
Seattle. I have also served on the faculty recruitment committee in 2017 and again in 2019.

Service to the UW Tacoma Campus/University of Washington at-Large
My service on the UW Tacoma campus includes serving as a member of the Faculty of Color
Committee from 2015-2016. From 2017-2018 1 served as a voting member of the Faculty Affairs
Committee. More recently, | was asked to serve as the Black Student Union (BSU) faculty advisor for
the UW Tacoma chapter. Across the university at large I have served on the Public Lectures Selection
Committee (2016-present) and on the Faculty Council Research Committee (201 9-present)
representing UW Tacoma’s research interest while adding visibility for our campus.

Service to the Profession

Over the past five years, I have served as an ad hoc reviewer for several top journals in my area
of research. These journals include: American Journal of Men’s Health, Behavioral Medicine,
Canadian Journal on Gerontology, Gerontology and Geriatric Medicine, Journal of Aging and Mental
Health, Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, Journals of Gerontology, Ethnicity and
Health, Frontier of Public Health, Housing and Society, Journals of Gerontology, Journal of
Gerontological Social Work, International Journal of Aging and Human Development and Research
on Aging. I have also served as a reviewer for conference abstracts for the American Public Health
Association Council on Social Work Education, Gerontological Society of America, and the Society
for Social Work Research. Future service will include serving on the communication committee with
the Society for Social Work Research.

Service to the Community and National Service

Sponsored by Washington state and the City of Seattle, I was asked to serve on the African
American Caregiver’s Forum planning committee. This is an opportunity to represent the UW Tacoma
at a community annual forum inviting community members from Pierce, King and Snohomish
Counties to participate in a one-day conference with a nationally recognized speaker and other local
speakers on memory care and caregiving. 1 was also invited by the National Institutes of Health to
serve as an early career grant reviewer for the Social Science and Population Studies (SSPS) study
section. This is an honor as NIH recognizes my research agenda as innovative and it significantly
contributes to social science research (see additional information folder). Future service to the
community will include a series of in-service trainings for Kaiser Permanente of Washington on older
adult’s financial hardship and capability.
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1 joined the profession of social work because of its professional values and commitment to
social justice for all. With a strong commitment to improving the lives of older adults and training the
next generation of social workers, my teaching, research and service are consistent with and contribute
to the mission of the University of Washington Tacoma as an urban serving institution.

As a faculty member at UW Tacoma, I have excelled in all areas while I also recognize there
is room for additional learning and growth moving forward in my career. Using a social work, public
health and behavioral economics lens, I have contributed to the literature and established a body of
work that is nationally recognized. Furthermore, I have a productive line of future research that will
deepen the knowledge base on the health implications associated with financial hardships in middle-
aged and older persons. I have a strong funding grant record to support my research being awarded
over 1.2 million dollars. My teaching and mentoring of students aim to support the next generation of
social workers to successfully work with the poor, disadvantaged and disenfranchised. My service
record has gone above and beyond what was expected of me based on the parameters of my grant
funding. It will continue to grow to foster and maintain partnerships and collaborations to promote
academic excellence and equity in social work education. I look forward to continuing my work to
improve the lives for older adults. I am also excited about my future contributions to this unit,
institution, community, profession and nation.
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Year Title of Project Funder/Type Amount Status
2021-2023 National Institutes of Aging Requesting In
TBD R21 $275,00 preparation
2021-2026 | Health and Functioning in New Midlife Adults: National Institutes of Aging (Consult) Submitted
Understanding the Role of Alcohol Use, Social RO1 $75, 614
Environments, and Preventative Intervention Over the
Life Course
2015-2020 | Financial Strain on Mental Health and Physical Health: | National Institutes of Aging (PI)
Does Race/Ethnicity Matter? K01 Award $653, 910 Funded
[K01AG048416-0451]
2018 The intersection of race/ethnicity and financial strain in | National Institutes of Aging (PI)
trajectories of cognitive decline K01 Award Administrative $259,000 Funded
Supplement
[K01-AG048416-01A1]
2017-2020 | Financial Strain and Health Trajectories in Older National Institutes of Minority (PI)
Adults Health $105, 000 Funded
Disparity: Loan Repayment
2014-2016 | Neighborhood Characteristics and Health Care National Cancer Institute (PI)
Utilization in Cancer care Screening Diversity Supplement $214,746 Funded
[RO1-5R01CA098966-0951]
Total Funding Awarded $1,232,656
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APPENDIX B:
PUBLICATION LIST
Year Title Author(s) Journal Impact | Status
factor
2020 | The price of mental well-being in Marshall, Kahana. Gallo, Stansbury, & Aging and Mental Health 2956 | In-press
later-life: The role of financial Theilke
hardship and debt
Role: As first author, [ was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, write-up of the discussion all
edits.
2020 | Interactive Effects of Chronic Health | Byrd, Gonzales, Moody-Beatty, Marshall, Research in Human Development | 1.375 | In-press
Conditions and Financial Hardship Zahodne, Thorpe, & Whitfield, K.
on Episodic Memory among Old
Role: Worked with Dr. Byrd to conceptualize
the manuscript, assisted with the literature
review and all edits to the manuscript.
2020 | The moderating effect of social Canavan, Gallo & Marshall Journal of Applied Gerontology 2.248 | In-press
support and social integration on the
relationship between involuntary job | Role: As third author, I contributed by
loss and health writing the literature review and discussion
sections. Also contributed minor edits to the
revise and resubmit.
2019 Modifiable health behaviors and Marshall, Bryson, Ronstat, & Canham Prevention Medicine Reports 2.380 | published

risk for financial hardship in middle
and late-life

Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
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includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, write-up of the discussion all
edits.

2019 | Associations between cost-related Parikh, Helfrich, Quinones, Marshall, Medicine 0.410 | published
delay in filing prescriptions and Makaroun, Black, & Thielke
health care ratings among Medicare
fee-for-service recipients Role: As fourth author, I contributed to the
overall conceptualization of the manuscript,
edits to the introduction, conclusion and
minor edits to the revise and resubmit.
2018 | Financial hardship and self-rated Marshall & Seeley-Tucker Annuals of Epidemiology 2.550 | published
health: Does the choice of indicator
matter? Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, revise the discussion and all
edits.
2018 | Pain and financial hardship among Marshall, Baker, Song*, & Miller American Journal of Men’s 1.409 | published
men: Examining the buffering effect Health
of Medicare insurance coverage Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, write-up of the discussion all
edits.
2017 | Older adults rate their self-rated Magwene, Quifiones, Marshall, Makaroun, Journal of Public Health Research published

mental health better than their self-
rated health.

Dunay, Silverman, & Thielke




£,Z62T000MN

16

Role: As third author, I contributed to the
overall conception of the manuscript, revising
the literature review and discussion sections.
Also contributed minor edits to the revise and
resubmit.

9 |2017 | Community engagement with Stansbury, Marshall, Hall, Simpson, & Aging and Mental Health 2956 | published
African American clergy: Faith-based | Bullock
model for culturally competent
practice. Role: As second author I contributed to the
conceptualization of the manuscript and
wrote the literature review, a draft of the
discussion section, and contributed to edits.
10 | 2017 | Material hardship and self-rated Marshall, Thorpe & Szanton Health and Social Work 1.159 | published
mental health among older Black
Americans Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, write-up of the results, methods
sections, draft of introduction, write-up of the
discussion and all edits.
11 | 2016 | Hardship among older adultsinthe | Seeley-Tucker, Marshall & Yang Race and Social Problems 1.346 | published
HRS: exploring measurement
differences across socio-demographic | Role: As second author I contributed to the
characteristics conceptualization of the manuscript, wrote
the literature review, a draft of the discussion
section, and contributed to edits.
12 | 2015 | Association of moderate and severe Davison, Marshall-Fabien & Tecson Social Psychiatry Psychiatric 3.152 | published
food insecurity with suicidal ideation Epidemiology

in adults: national survey data from
three Canadian provinces.

Role: As second author I assisted with the
literature review and contributed to edits.
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13 | 2015 | Patient Planning and Initiative Kahana, Lee, Kahana, Langendoerfer, & Journal of Family Medicine published
Enhances Physician Marshall Community Health
Recommendations for Cancer o
Screening and Prevention. Role: As fifth author I reviewed the
manuscripts and provided critical feedback
and edits to the manuscript.
14 | 2015 | Financial strain in late-life: Social Marshall Social Work 1.419 | published
work’s challenge or opportunity.
Role: As sole author I was responsible for the
conceptualization and write-up of the entire
manuscript.
15 | 2014 | Ethnic variation in the relationship Marshall-Fabien, G. L., & Miller Journal of Black Psychology 1.516 | published
between stress and social networks
among older black Americans. Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, write-up of the methods, results,
introduction and edits for the entire
manuscript.
16 | 2014 | Sex differences and eating disorder Davison, Marshall-Fabien & Singh General Hospital Psychiatry 3.220 | published
risk among psychiatric conditions,
compulsive behaviors and substance | Role: As second author I assisted with the
use in a screened Canadian national | literature review and contributed to edits.
sample
17 | 2013 | Association of socio-demographic Marshall, Hooyman, Hill, & Rue Aging and Mental Health 2.956 | published

factors and parental education with
depressive symptoms among older
African Americans and Caribbean
Blacks.

Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, writing up of the methods, results
and discussion. This article resulted from my
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dissertation study. Hooyman and Hill were
my mentors at UW-Seattle and Rue is a

statistician consultant.
18 | 2012 | Perceived discrimination and social Marshall & Rue Family & Community Health, 0.947 | published
networks among older African ) 35(4), 300-311
Americans and Caribbean Blacks. Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, writing up of the methods, results
and discussion. This article resulted from my
dissertation study. Rue is a statistician
consultant.
19 | 2012 | Aging: social and cultural Hooyman & Marshall Book Chapter: In]J. A. Banks published
perspectives. Encyclopedia of diversity in
Role: As second author I assisted with the education. Sage Publishers (Vol 1, n/a
literature review and contributed to edits. pp- 79-83). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.
20 | 2010 | Rural African American clergy: Stansbury, Marshall, Harley, & Nelson Journal of Gerontological Social published

an exploration of their attitudes and
knowledge of Alzheimer’s disease.

Role: As second author I assisted with the
literature review and contributed to edits.

Work
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Year Title Authoz(s) Journal Impact | Status
factor

Trends in financial hardship: health Marshall, Ozturk, & Gallo Journals of Gerontology Under
and retirement study review

Role: As first author I was responsible for

the conceptualization of the manuscript,

data analysis, writing up of the methods,

results and discussion.
Examining the association of pain and | Song*, Marshall, Baker, Virtue* & Thorpe | Aging and Health Under
financial hardship among older men review
by race Role: This was a student mentored

manuscript. I was responsible for the

conceptualization of the manuscript, while

guiding Song through the data analysis,

writing up the methods, and results

sections. I was also guiding Virtue

through the writing the introduction and

discussion sections.
Neighborhood disadvantage and Marshall, Lee, & Kahana Social Work Under
beliefs regarding cancer screening review
effectiveness impact on physician’s Role: As first author I was responsible for
screen recommendations the conceptualization of the manuscript,

writing up of the methods, results and

contributing to the discussion.
Material Hardships and Active Archibald, Marshall & Thorpe Social Work in Public Health Under
Commuting with Obesity Status review
Among Working Adults: Role: As second author I was responsible

Demographic and SES Differences

for the assisting with the introduction and
discussion sections of the manuscript.
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Role: First author responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript. This
was also a student mentored paper for
which I guided the data analysis, write-up
of the results, and methods sections. |
wrote a draft of introduction and
contributed to the discussion and all edits.

Age and racial/ethnic differences in Marshall, Gremboski, & Petrescu-Prahova In
financial hardship and health: Does progress
having positive social support help. Role: First author responsible for the

conceptualization of the manuscript which

includes: data analysis, write-up of the

results, methods sections, draft of

introduction, write-up of the discussion all

edits
Long term health effect of financial Marshall, Ingraham®, Dave, Kahana, Gallo In
hardship pre/post the great recession progress

*Connotes students
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Location
Year Title of Presentation/Conference
Trends in Financial Hardship: Health and Retirement Study
2020 Society for Social Work Research Washington, DC
2020 Financial Hardship in Later-Life: Case to Cause
Southern Gerontological Society Norfolk, VA
2020 The Long-Term Effects of Financial Hardship on Health: Pre/Post the Great Recession
American Society of Health Economics (AshConn) St. Louis, MO
Impact of Financial Hardship on Health: Post the Great Recession
2019 Gerontological Society of American (GSA) Austin, TX
2019 Dynamics of Financial Hardship in the U.S.: 2006-2016 St. Johns, NB
Canadian Association of Gerontology (CAG) Canada
Indicators of Hardship and Debt Mental Health Among Older Adults.
2018 International Social Stress Research Conference Athens, Greece
Financial Adversity and Aging: Implications for Mental Health Vancouver, BC
2018
CAG Canada
Negative Health Behaviors and Risk for Financial Hardship
2017 Population Association of America (PAA) Chicago, IL
Financial Well-being and Depressive Symptoms among Older Adults
2017 Society of Behavioral Medicine San Diego, CA
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Neighborhood Disadvantage and Beliefs Regarding Cancer Screening Effectiveness

2017 Impact Physicians’ Screening Recommendations for Older Adults Orlando, FL
American Psychosocial Oncology Society (APOS)
Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health: Does the Choice of Indicator Matter?

17 American Society of Preventive Oncology (ASPO) Seattle, WA
Financial Strain and Self-Rated Mental Health Among Older Black Americans

2015 Orlando, FL

GSA
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TEACHING SUMMARY TABLE

Required/ Student Evaluations
Format Elective (Adjusted Mean Score)
Term Course
Winter 2016 | Introduction to Social Work (UG) In person Elective 4.5
Winter 2017 | Human Behavior and Social Environment (G) In person Required 33
Winter 2018 | Human Behavior and Social Environment (G) In person Required 13
Winter 2019 | Human Behavior and Social Environment (G) In person Required 2.5
Autumn 2020 | Introduction to Social Work (UG) In person Elective 4.1
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EDUCATION

CURRICULUM VITAE

Gillian L. Marshall, M.S.W., Ph.D.

1900 Commerce Street
Tacoma, WA 98402

Email: geegee@uw.edu

2020 (summer)

2011 -2012

2011

2002

2000

M.P.H.

University of Washington

School of Public Health (Health Services)
Seattle, WA

Post-Doctoral Training
Group Health Research Institute
Seattle, WA

Ph.D.

University of Washington
School of Social Work
Seattle, WA

M.S.W.

University of Washington
School of Social Work
Seattle, WA

B.A.
Trinity Western University
Langley, BC, Canada

RESEARCH INTERESTS

General: Aging/Social Gerontology, Health Disparities, Socio-economic Status, Social

Determinants of Health, Social Networks, Stress
Specific: Discrimination, Financial Hardship, Financial Strain, Hardship, Immigrant Health,

Mental Health, Social Support/Connectedness, Race/Ethnicity Differences

TEACHING INTERESTS

Introduction to Social Work

Human Behavior and the Social Environment I/I1
Social Work Practice — Micro, Mezzo

Social Work Practice with Older Adults
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ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS

Gillian L. Marshall

Faculty Positions

2015 — Present

2013 - 2015

2011 -2012

2007 — 2010

2006 — 2011

Assistant Professor

University of Washington Tacoma

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
Tacoma, WA

Assistant Professor

Case Western Reserve University (CWRU)
Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences
Cleveland, OH

Faculty Field Instructor
University of Washington
School of Social Work
Seattle, WA

Faculty and Director of Field
Trinity Lutheran College
Department of Social Work
Everett, WA

Adjunct Faculty

Social and Human Services Department
Seattle Central Community College
Seattle, WA

RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

2009-2010

2005-2006

2004-2006

Research Assistant

University of Washington
Northwest Research Group on Aging
Seattle, WA

Human Subjects Coordinator
University of Washington
School of Social Work

Seattle, WA

Research Assistant

University of Washington

Health Promotion Research Center

Recruited participants and administered surveys.
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2003-2007

Gillian L. Marshall
Research Assistant

University of Washington
School of Social Work
Seattle, WA

EDUCATIONAL AWARDS, HONORS AND TRAININGS

2020

2018-2019

2017

2017

2017

2017

2014

2010-2011

2009

2004

National Institutes of Health, Social Sciences and Population Studies Study Section
Early Career Reviewer
Denver, CO

Advanced Research Institute (2018 Cohort), Dartmouth Centers for Health and
Aging, Lebanon, NH, sponsored by the National Institutes of Mental Health
Mentor: Joseph Gallo, MD

11t Annual Research and Coaching Clinic, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
Atlanta, GA

Grant Writing Workshop, sponsored by the National Research Mentoring Network
Northwestern University

OpEd Project Fellow, sponsored by the University of Washington Tacoma
Region 5 Geographic Management of Health Disparities Program (GMaP)
Fred Hutchison Cancer Research Center

Travel Scholarship, Seattle, WA

Butler-Williams Scholars Program, National Institute on Aging (NIA)
Bethesda, Maryland

Institute on Aging in Social Work, St. Scholastica (Cohort VII)
Duluth, MN

Warren G. Magnuson Scholar, University of Washington
Seattle, WA, $30,000

The Nancy R. Hooyman Intergenerational Endowed Fellowship
University of Washington, Seattle, WA $3,000
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Gillian L. Marshall
RESEARCH GRANTS

External (submitted)

2020 Research Consultant, NIH/National Institute of Aging
“Health and Functioning in New Midlife Adults: Understanding the Role of Alcohol
Use, Social Environments, and Preventive Intervention over the Life Course”

External (funded)

2018-2020  Principal Investigator, NIH/National Institute of Aging
“The intersection of race/ethnicity and financial strain in trajectories of cognitive
decline” [3K01AG048416-0451] Administrative Supplement $259,602

2017-2020  Loan Repayment Program, NIH/National Institutes of Minority Health Disparities
“Financial Strain and Health Trajectories in Older Adults” $105,000

2015-2020 Principal Investigator, NIH/National Institute of Aging
“Financial Strain on Mental and Physical Health: Does Race/Ethnicity Matter?”
[K01-AG048416-01A1] (Mentor: Eva Kahana) $653,910

2014 -2016  Principal Investigator, NIH/National Cancer Institute
“Neighbourhood Characteristics and Health Care Utilization in Cancer Screening.”
Diversity Supplement
[PI on Parent Grant: Eva Kahana R01-5R01CA098966-09] $214,746

Internal (funded)

2014 Research Training and Development Grant, Case Western Reserve University
$5,227

REFEREED PUBLICATIONS (JOURNALS)
Marshall, G.L., Kahana, E., Gallo, W.T., Stansbury, K. L., & Theilke, S. (2020). The price of mental

well-being in later life: the role of financial hardship and debt. In press: Aging and Mental
Health.

Canavan, M., Gallo, W. T., & Marshall, G. L. (2020). The moderating effect of social
support and social integration on the relationship between involuntary job loss and
health. In press: Journal of Applied Aging

Byrd, D., Gonzales, E., Moody-Beatty, D., Marshall, G.L., Zahodne, L., Thorpe, R., Whitfield, K.
(2020). Interactive Effects of Chronic Health Conditions and Financial Hardship on
Episodic Memory among Older Blacks: Findings from Health Retirement Study. In press:
Research in Human Development.
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Gillian L. Marshall
Marshall, G.L., Bryson, W., Ronstat, O., & Canham, S. (2019). Modifiable health behaviors and

risk for financial hardship in middle and late-life. Prevention Medicine Reports, 16, 1-6.

Parikh, T., Helfrich, C.D., Quinones, A., Marshall, G.L., Makaroun, L.K., Black, M., & Thielke, S.
(2019). Associations between cost-related delay in filing prescriptions and health care
ratings among Medicare fee-for-service recipients. Medicine, 98(31), 16469-16475.

Marshall, G. L., & Seeley-Tucker, R. D. (2018). Financial hardship and self-rated health: Does
choice of indicator matter? Annuals of Epidemiology, 28, 462-467.

Marshall, G. L., Baker, T., Song, C., & Miller, D. (2018). Pain and financial hardship among
men: Examining the buffering effect of Medicare insurance coverage. American Journal of
Men’s Health, 12(5), 1439-1449,

Magwene, E. M., Quifiones, A. R., Marshall, G. L., Makaroun, L., Dunay, M., Silverman, J., &
Thielke, S. (2017). Older adults rate their self-rated mental health better than their self-
rated health. Journal of Public Health Research 6(2), 78-84

Stansbury, K., Marshall, G.L., Hall, J., Simpson, G.M., & Bullock, K. (2017). Community
engagement with African American clergy: Faith-based model for culturally competent
practice. Journal of Aging and Mental Health, 21, 1-6.

Marshall, G. L., Thorpe, R. J., & Szanton, S. L. (2017). Financial strain and self-rated mental
health among older Black Americans. Health and Social Work, 42(4), 87-94.

Seeley-Tucker, R. D., Marshall, G. L., & Yang, F. (2016). Hardship among older adults in the HRS:
exploring measurement differences across socio-demographic characteristics. Race and
Social Problems, 8(3), 222-230.

Davison KM, Marshall-Fabien, G.L., & Tecson, A. (2015). Association of moderate and severe
food insecurity with suicidal ideation in adults: national survey data from three Canadian
provinces. Social Psychiatry Psychiatric Epidemiology, 50, 963-972.

Kahana, E., Lee, JE., Kahana, B., Langendoerfer, K.B. & Marshall, G.L. (2015). Patient Planning
and Initiative Enhances Physician Recommendations for Cancer Screening and

Prevention. Journal of Family Medicine Community Health, 2(9), 1-8.

Marshall, G. L. (2015). Financial strain in late-life: Social work’s challenge or opportunity.
Social Work, 60(3), 265-267.

Marshall-Fabien, G. L., & Miller, D. (2014). Ethnic variation in the relationship between stress
and social networks among older black Americans. Journal of Black Psychology, 1-19.
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Gillian L. Marshall
Davison, K. M., Marshall-Fabien, G. L., & Singh, L. G. (2014). Sex differences and eating disorder

risk among psychiatric conditions, compulsive behaviors and substance use in a screened
Canadian national sample. General Hospital Psychiatry, 36(4), 411-414.

Marshall, G. L., Hooyman, N. R., Hill, K. G., & Rue, T. (2013). Association of socio-demographic
factors and parental education with depressive symptoms among older African
Americans and Caribbean Blacks. Aging and Mental Health, 17(6), 732-737.

Marshall, G. L., & Rue, T. (2012). Perceived discrimination and social networks among older
African Americans and Caribbean Blacks. Family & Community Health, 35(4), 300-311.

Stansbury, K., Marshall, G. L., Harley, D. A, & Nelson, N. (2010). Rural African American clergy:
an exploration of their attitudes and knowledge of Alzheimer’s disease. Journal of
Gerontological Social Work, 53(4), 352-365.

Drewnowski, A., Monsen, E., Marshall, G. L., Birkett, D., Guenther, S., Vendeland, S., & Su, J.
(2003). Health screening and health promotion programs for the elderly. Disease
Management and Health Outcomes, 11(5), 1-11.

ENCYCLOPEDIA ENTRY

Hooyman, N. R., & Marshall, G. L. (2012). Aging: social and cultural perspectives. InJ. A. Banks
(Ed.), Encyclopedia of diversity in education. Sage Publishers (Vol 1, pp. 79-83). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

NON-PEER REVIEWED ARTICLES
Marshall, G. L. (2004). The golden years: African American women and retirement. African
American Research Perspectives, Spring/Summer, 10(1), pp. 27-35.

WORKS UNDER REVIEW

Archibald, P., Marshall, G.L., & Thorpe, R. (under review). Material Hardships and Active
Commuting with Obesity Status Among Working Adults: Demographic and SES Differences

Marshall, G.L., Lee, J.E., & Kahana, E. (under review). Neighborhood disadvantage and beliefs
regarding cancer screening effectiveness impact on physician’s screening
recommendations for older adults.

Marshall, G.L., Ozturk, G.B., Kahana E., Gallo, W.T. (under review). Trends in financial
hardship: health and retirement study.

Song, C., Marshall, G.L., Baker, T. Virtue, A., Thorpe, R. (under review). Examining the
association of pain and financial hardship among older men by race.
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WORKS IN PROGRESS

Gillian L. Marshall

Marshall, G.L., Grembowski, D., & Petrescu-Prahova, M. (in progress). Age and racial/ethnic
differences in financial hardship and health: Does having a positive social support help.

Marshall, G.L., Ingraham, B., Dave, D., Kahana, K., Gallo, W.T. (in progress). Long term health
effect of financial hardship pre/post the great recession.

Course Taught (University of Washington Tacoma)

TSOCW 101: Introduction to Social Work

TSOCW 503: Human Behaviour and the Social Environment
TSOCW 503: Human Behaviour and the Social Environment

TSOCW 503: Human Behaviour and the Social Environment

TSOCW 101: Introduction to Social Work

Courses Taught (Other Universities, Colleges)

TEACHING EXPERIENCE
BSW

2019 Autumn Quarter
MSW

2019 Winter Quarter
2018 Winter Quarter
MSW

2017 Winter Quarter
BSW

2016 Winter Quarter
MSW

2015  Spring Semester
2014 Fall Semester
2013 Fall Semester
BSW

2010  Spring Semester
2009 Fall Semester

MSASS 441: Human Behaviour and the Social Environment
Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, OH

MSASS 581: Social Work Practice with Older Adults
Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, OH

MSASS 581: Social Work Practice with Older Adults
Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, OH
SOCW 200: Introduction to Social Work

Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 402: Practicum Seminar
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 401: Pre-Practicum Seminar
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA
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2009 Spring Semester

2008 Fall Semester

2006 Fall Quarter

Gillian L. Marshall

SOCW 305: Cultural Diversity and Social Justice (co-instructor)
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 398: Empowerment Practice with Immigrants, Refugees
Youth and Families, Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 302: Human Behaviour and the Social Environment II
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 301: Human Behaviour and the Social Environment I
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 303: Generalist Practice I
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SOCW 200: Introduction to Social Work
Trinity Lutheran College, Everett, WA

SHS 298: Working with Older Adults
Seattle Central Community College, Seattle, WA

Teaching Assistant - BSW and MSW

2008 Spring Quarter

2007 Fall Quarter

2005 Fall Quarter

SOCW 403: Human Behavior and the Social Environment I
University of Washington, Seattle, WA

SOCW 402: Human Behavior and the Social Environment II
University of Washington, Seattle, WA

SOCW 514: Multigenerational Relations and Social Justice
University of Washington, Seattle, WA

EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES

2016-2017  Medical Social Worker (per dien)
Highline Medical Center — CHI Franciscan

Burien, WA

2014-2015  Medical Social Worker (per dient)
Cleveland Clinic
Cleveland, OH
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Gillian L. Marshall

2014-2015 Medical Social Worker
Brookdale Home Health
Cleveland, OH

2008 -2011  Consultant
Swedish Visiting Nursing Services of the Northwest
Seattle, WA

2005 - 2007 Medical Social Worker
Group Health Cooperative
Seattle, WA

2004 MSW Admission Application Reviewer
School of Social Work
University of Washington
Seattle, WA

2003-2004  Medical Social Worker
Harborview Regional Medical Center
Seattle, WA

2002-2004  Medical Social Worker
Odessa Brown Children’s Clinic — a division of Seattle Children’s Hospital
Seattle, WA

2002-2003  Respite Care Coordinator
City of Seattle — Aging and Disability Services
Seattle, WA

CONFERENCES AND PRESENTATIONS (REFEREED)

G.L. Marshall, E. Kahana, W.T. Gallo. Trends in Financial Hardship: Health and Retirement
Study. Society for Social Work Research, Washington, DC, 2020

G.L. Marshall, & K. Stansbury. Financial Hardship in later-life: case to Cause.
Southern Gerontology Society, Norfolk, VA, 2020.

G.L. Marshall, B. Ingraham, E. Kahana, W.T. Gallo. The Long-Term Effects of Financial Hardship on
Health: Pre/Post the Great Recession. American Society of Health Economics. St. Louis, MO, 2020.

G.L. Marshall, W.T. Gallo, E. Kahana. Impact of Financial Hardship on Health: Post the Great Recession.
Gerontological Society of American. Austin, TX, 2019.
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Gillian L. Marshall
G.L. Marshall, K. Stansbury, W.T. Gallo. Dynamics of Financial Hardship in the U.S. 2006-2016.

Canadian Association of Gerontology. St John’s New Brunswick, Canada, 2019.

G.L. Marshall, E. Kahana, W.T. Gallo, K.Stansbury, & S. Theilke. Indicators of Hardship and
Debt Mental Health Among Older Adults. International Social Stress Research Conference,
Athens, Greece, 2018.

G.L. Marshall, E. Kahana. Financial Adversoty and Aging: Implication for Mental Health.
Canadian Association of Gerontology. Vancouver, BC, Canada, 2018

G. L. Marshall, & O. Rostant. Negative Health Behaviors and Risk for Financial Hardship.
Population Association of America (PAA), Chicago, Illinois, 2017.

R. D. Tucker-Seeley, & G. L. Marshall. Financial Well-being and Depressive Symptoms among
Older Adults. Society of Behavioral Medicine, San Diego, CA, 2017.

G. L. Marshall, E. Kahana, & J. E. Lee. Neighborhood Disadvantage and Beliefs Regarding
Cancer Screening Effectiveness Impact Physicians’ Screening Recommendations for Older Adults
American Psychosocial Oncology Society (APOS), Orlando, Florida, 2017.

G. L. Marshall, R. Tucker-Seeley. Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health: Does the Choice of
Indicator Matter? American Society of Preventive Oncology (ASPO), Seattle, Washington, 2017.

K. Bullock, J. Hall, G. L. Marshall & K. Stansbury. Community engagement with African

American Clergy: Faith-based Model for Culturally Component Practices. Aging in America
Conference. Chicago, IL, 2017.

G. L. Marshall-Fabien, S. L. Szanton, & R. J. Thorpe. Financial Strain and Self-Rated Mental
Health Among Older Black Americans. Gerontological Society of America. Orlando, FL, 2015.

K. Standsbury, & G. L. Marshall-Fabien. African American Clergy: “Sheparding their Flock.”
Gerontological Society of America. Washington, DC, 2014.

G. L. Marshall, W. Gallo, & N. Schiltz. Race, gender, financial strain and depressive symptoms
among older adults. Canadian Association on Gerontology. Halifax, NS Canada, 2013.

G. L. Marshall, N. R. Hooyman, K. G. Hill, & T. Rue. Examining psychological distress and
social networks among older African Americans and Caribbean Black CERC (Caribbean
Exploratory Research Center) National Institute on Minority Health Disparities. St. Thomas, US
Virgin Islands, 2011.

G. L. Marshall, L. Teri, D. LaFazia, G. McKenzie, & C. Coulter. What leadership wants: staff
Training related to residents with dementia in assisted living. Gerontological Society of America,
Boston, MA, 2011.
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Gillian L. Marshall

K.L. Stansbury, G.L. Marshall, & T.A. Brown-Hughes. A Study of African American Elders use of
Minsters for Social and Emotional Problems. Gerontological Society of America, San Francisco,
CA, 2007.

G.L. Marshall, B. Williams, E. Phelan, & ].P. LoGerfo. The Effect of Social Support and Physical
Activity on Depression Using the Health Enhancement Program. IUHPE World Conference on
Health Promotion and Health Education, Vancouver, BC, 2007.

PRESENTATIONS and GUEST LECTURES (INVITED)

Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health in Middle and Older Adults
Seattle University

October 2016, February 2017

Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health in Middle and Older Adults
University of Washington Seattle
February 2016, February 2017

Financial Hardship, Stress and Aging
University of Washington Tacoma
2016

A Tsunami of Aging: Why Should We Care?
University of Washington Seattle
August 2015, December 2015

Hardship and Psychological Distress among Older Populations in the U.S.
Case Western Reserve University
Cleveland, OH, 2013, 2014

Careers in Social Work 101: How to make your MSW work for you.
Eastern Washington University
Everett, WA, 2011.

SERVICE (UNIVERSITY)
University of Washington (Tacoma Campus)
2015-2016 Faculty of Color Committee

9/16-Present BASW Degree Committee

2016-Present BASW Admissions Application Reviewer

11
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Gillian L. Marshall

2016-Present MSW Admissions Application Reviewer

2017-2018 Faculty Affairs Committee

2017-2018 Social Work Program Faculty Recruitment Committee
2019-2020

University of Washington (University-wide)

2019-Present Faculty Council on Research Committee

2016-Present Public Lectures Speakers Committee

SERVICE (PROFESSIONAL)

Reviewer (Invited)

American Journal of Men’s Health

Behavioral Medicine

Canadian Journal of Gerontology

Ethnicity and Health

Frontiers of Public Health

Gerontology and Geriatric Medicine

Housing and Society

Journal of Aging and Mental Health

Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health
Journals of Gerontology

Journal of Gerontological Social Work
International Journal of Aging and Human Development
Research on Aging

SERVICE (COMMUNITY/NATIONAL)

2019-Present City of Seattle,
African American Caregivers Forum

2020 National Institutes of Health,
Social Sciences and Population Studies Study Section, Early Career Reviewer
Denver, CO

2013-2015 Eliza Bryant Village

Board of Directors
Cleveland, OH

12
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Gillian L. Marshall

SOFTWARE and TECHNICAL SKILLS

+ Statistical software: Stata, SPSS

% Statistical methods: linear and logistic regression, categorical data analysis, multilevel
modelling

< Management and analysis of the following datasets: National Survey of American Life
(NSAL), Health and Retirement Study (HRS), National Health and Aging Trends Study
(NHATS).

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
American Psycho-Oncology Society (APOS)
American Public Health Association (APHA)
Canadian Association on Gerontology (CAG)
Council on Social Work Education (CSWE)
Gerontological Society of America (GSA)
National Association of Social Workers (NASW)
Society for Social Work Research (SSWR)

13
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APPENDIX B:

PUBLICATION LIST
Year Title Author(s) Journal Impact | Status
factor
2020 | The price of mental well-being in Marshall, Kahana. Gallo, Stansbury, & Aging and Mental Health 2.956 | In-press
later-life: The role of financial Theilke
hardship and debt
Role: As first author, I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, write-up of the discussion all
edits.
2020 | Interactive Effects of Chronic Health | Byrd, Gonzales, Moody-Beatty, Marshall, Research in Human Development | 1.375 | In-press
Conditions and Financial Hardship Zahodne, Thorpe, & Whitfield, K.
on Episodic Memory among Old
Role: Worked with Dr. Byrd to conceptualize
the manuscript, assisted with the literature
review and all edits to the manuscript.
2020 | The moderating effect of social Canavan, Gallo & Marshall Journal of Applied Gerontology 2.248 | In-press
support and social integration on the
relationship between involuntary job | Role: As third author, I contributed by
loss and health writing the literature review and discussion
sections. Also contributed minor edits to the
revise and resubmit.
2019 | Modifiable health behaviors and Marshall, Bryson, Ronstat, & Canham Prevention Medicine Reports 2.380 | published

risk for financial hardship in middle
and late-life
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Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, write-up of the discussion all
edits.

2019 | Associations between cost-related Parikh, Helfrich, Quinones, Marshall, Medicine 0.410 | published
delay in filing prescriptions and Makaroun, Black, & Thielke
health care ratings among Medicare
fee-for-service recipients Role: As fourth author, I contributed to the
overall conceptualization of the manuscript,
edits to the introduction, conclusion and
minor edits to the revise and resubmit.
2018 | Financial hardship and self-rated Marshall & Seeley-Tucker Annuals of Epidemiology 2.550 | published
health: Does the choice of indicator
matter? Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, revise the discussion and all
edits.
2018 | Pain and financial hardship among Marshall, Baker, Song*, & Miller American Journal of Men's 1.409 | published

men: Examining the buffering effect
of Medicare insurance coverage

Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript which
includes: data analysis, write-up of the
results, methods sections, draft of
introduction, write-up of the discussion all
edits.

Health
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8 2017 | Older adults rate their self-rated Magwene, Quifiones, Marshall, Makaroun, Journal of Public Health Research published
mental health better than their self- Dunay, Silverman, & Thielke
rated health.
Role: As third author, I contributed to the
overall conception of the manuscript, revising
the literature review and discussion sections.
Also contributed minor edits to the revise and
resubmit.
9 ]2017 | Community engagement with Stansbury, Marshall, Hall, Simpson, & Aging and Mental Health 2.956 | published
African American clergy: Faith-based | Bullock
model for culturally competent
practice. Role: As second author I contributed to the
conceptualization of the manuscript and
wrote the literature review, a draft of the
discussion section, and contributed to edits.
10 | 2017 | Material hardship and self-rated Marshall, Thorpe & Szanton Health and Social Work 1.159 | published
mental health among older Black
Americans Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, write-up of the results, methods
sections, draft of intfroduction, write-up of the
discussion and all edits.
11 | 2016 | Hardship among older adultsin the | Seeley-Tucker, Marshall & Yang Race and Social Problems 1.346 | published

HRS: exploring measurement
differences across socio-demographic
characteristics

Role: As second author I contributed to the
conceptualization of the manuscript, wrote
the literature review, a draft of the discussion
section, and contributed to edits.
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12 | 2015 | Association of moderate and severe Davison, Marshall-Fabien & Tecson Social Psychiatry Psychiatric 3.152 | published
food insecurity with suicidal ideation Epidemiology
in adults: national survey data from Role: As second author I assisted with the
three Canadian provinces. literature review and contributed to edits.
13 | 2015 | Patient Planning and Initiative Kahana, Lee, Kahana, Langendoerfer, & Journal of Family Medicine published
Enhances Physician Marshall Community Health
Recommendations for Cancer =
Screening and Prevention. Role: As fifth author I reviewed the
manuscripts and provided critical feedback
and edits to the manuscript.
14 | 2015 | Financial strain in late-life: Social Marshall Social Work 1419 | published
work’s challenge or opportunity.
Role: As sole author I was responsible for the
conceptualization and write-up of the entire
manuscript.
15 | 2014 | Ethnic variation in the relationship Marshall-Fabien, G. L., & Miller Journal of Black Psychology 1.516 | published
between stress and social networks
among older black Americans. Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, write-up of the methods, results,
introduction and edits for the entire
manuscript.
16 | 2014 | Sex differences and eating disorder Davison, Marshall-Fabien & Singh General Hospital Psychiatry 3.220 | published

risk among psychiatric conditions,
compulsive behaviors and substance
use in a screened Canadian national
sample

Role: As second author I assisted with the
literature review and contributed to edits.
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17 | 2013 | Association of socio-demographic Marshall, Hooyman, Hill, & Rue Aging and Mental Health 2956 | published
factors and parental education with
depressive symptoms among older Role: As first author I was responsible for the
African Americans and Caribbean conceptualization of the manuscript, data
Blacks. analysis, writing up of the methods, results
This article resulted from my and discussion. This article resulted from my
dissertation dissertation study. Hooyman and Hill were
my mentors at UW-Seattle and Rue is a
statistician consultant.
18 | 2012 | Perceived discrimination and social Marshall & Rue Family & Community Health, 0.947 | published
networks among older African 35(4), 300-311
Americans and Caribbean Blacks. Role: As first author I was responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript, data
analysis, writing up of the methods, results
and discussion. This article resulted from my
dissertation study. Rue is a statistician
consultant.
19 | 2012 | Aging: social and cultural Hooyman & Marshall Book Chapter: In J. A. Banks published
perspectives. Encyclopedia of diversity in
Role: As second author I assisted with the education. Sage Publishers (Vol 1, n/a
literature review and contributed to edits. pp- 79-83). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.
20 |2010 | Rural African American clergy: Stansbury, Marshall, Harley, & Nelson Journal of Gerontological Social published
an exploration of their attitudes and Work

knowledge of Alzheimer’s disease.

Role: As second author I assisted with the
literature review and contributed to edits.
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Year Title Authoz(s) Journal Impact | Status
factor

Trends in financial hardship: health Marshall, Ozturk, & Gallo Journals of Gerontology Under
and retirement study review

Role: As first author I was responsible for

the conceptualization of the manuscript,

data analysis, writing up of the methods,

results and discussion.
Examining the association of pain and | Song*, Marshall, Baker, Virtue* & Thorpe | Agingand Health Under
financial hardship among older men review
by race Role: This was a student mentored

manuscript. I was responsible for the

conceptualization of the manuscript, while

guiding Song through the data analysis,

writing up the methods, and results

sections. I was also guiding Virtue

through the writing the introduction and

discussion sections.
Neighborhood disadvantage and Marshall, Lee, & Kahana Social Work Under
beliefs regarding cancer screening review
effectiveness impact on physician’s Role: As first author I was responsible for
screen recommendations the conceptualization of the manuscript,

writing up of the methods, results and

contributing to the discussion.
Material Hardships and Active Archibald, Marshall & Thorpe Social Work in Public Health Under
Commuting with Obesity Status review

Among Working Adults:
Demographic and SES Differences

Role: As second author I was responsible
for the assisting with the introduction and
discussion sections of the manuscript.
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Role: First author responsible for the
conceptualization of the manuscript. This
was also a student mentored paper for
which I guided the data analysis, write-up
of the results, and methods sections. I
wrote a draft of introduction and
contributed to the discussion and all edits.

Age and racial/ethnic differences in Marshall, Gremboski, & Petrescu-Prahova In
financial hardship and health: Does progress
having positive social support help. Role: First author responsible for the

conceptualization of the manuscript which

includes: data analysis, write-up of the

results, methods sections, draft of

introduction, write-up of the discussion all

edits
Long term health effect of financial Marshall, Ingraham”, Dave, Kahana, Gallo In
hardship pre/post the great recession progress

*Connotes students
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Redacted pursuant to Court Order

September 8, 2020

Marcie Lazzari, Ph.D., M.S.W,

Interim Co-Director

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

Box 358425

1900 Commerce St.

Tacoma, WA 98402

Dear Dr. Lazzari and the Esteemed Faculty of the Tenure and Promotion Committee,

Thank you for the opportunity to serve as an external reviewer for Dr. Gillian Marshall’s application for

tenure and promotion to the rank of associate professor] Redacted pursuant to Court Order |
rltcdacti:d pursuant to Court Order p\l.-, q
tenured faculty member with| Reducted pursuant 1o Court Order |
[ Redacted pursuant 1o Court Order § I'believe Tam well-qualified to provide an independent review of Dr,

Marshall’s portfolio. Below | provide an evaluation as requested of Dr. Marshall’s research and scholarship.

Without any doubt, Dr. Marshall is an impressive scholar who has made significant contributions to the
social work profession. Her research focus on stress, financial hardship, social support, and mental and physical
health among older adults is not only critical for the field of social work to improve the lives of older adults, but
also necessary to share with other disciplines who may take a narrower view of the effects of these issues for
older adults, The specific aims of her research are timely, important, and address specific issue relevant to the
social work profession.

My review of Dr. Marshall’s CV indicates that she has published a total of 14 peer-reviewed journal
articles. Of her peer reviewed articles, she has been first author on 6 and second author on 3, What is more
impressive is that these are publications as of 2015 when she joined the University of Washington Tacoma
faculty, which indicates that she is publishing an average of 3 manuscripts per year, which 1s on par with a
faculty member at an RO1 institution. Further, she has an additional four manuscripts under review of which
she either first or second author. Dr. Marshall's work has been published in a range of high-impact,
interdisciplinary journals of aging, health, and social work including Aging and Mental Health Annals of
Epidemiology, Journal of Public Health Research, Health and Soctal Work, Jowrnal of Family Medicine and
Community Health, and Social Work. The quality of her work is outstanding,| Redacted pursuant to Court Order

I;lhc Health and Retirement Study (HRS) data, I know there are few social work researchers who ulilize
the data and so it impressive that Dr. Marshall has three publications with HRS data. Her methods in these and
her other publications are sound and ensure that her results are valid and appropriate for her target populations.

What makes Dr. Marshall’s research trajectory even more impressive is the commitment that the
National Institutes of Health (NIH) has invested in her and her work. Any award by NIH indicates that Dr.
Marshall is recognized as an excellent researcher with an agenda that is and will continue to make a difference,
and in her case, in the lives of older adults. To receive a KOl award followed by a Loan Repayment Award
followed by an Administrative Supplement is no small feat. It is quite extraordinary. It takes focus,
commitment, critical thinking and a solid research plan to even be considered let alone be awarded fundingI:

| Redacted pursuant to Court Order |it is widely recognized and accepted that the research and training associated
with the grant takes priority over all other responsibilities as evidenced by her scholarship record.
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In addition to her impressive funding record, Dr. Marshall has disseminated her research broadly at 13
conferences in her time at the University of Washington Tacoma which demonstrates her interdisciplinary
focus, at gerontological, public health, and social work conferences. Notably, the Gerontological Society of
America is the premier research and interdisciplinary meeting of gerontologists, and the Society of Social Work
and Research (SSWR) is the premier research meeting of social work researchers. There are not often many
presentations about older adults at SSWR, getting an acceptance and presenting at this conference 1s even more
meaningful for social work researchers such as Dr. Marshall. Finally, an indication of Dr. Marshall's
recognition in her areas of expertise are the requests to review for journals such as Behavioral Medicine,
Gerontology and Geriatric Medicine, Journals of Gerontology, Journal of Gerontological Social Work, and
Research on Aging.

In summary, based on the materials provided (her personal statement, CV and select publications), the
context provided about the University of Washington Tacoma, Dr. Marshall has certainly demonstrated
excellence in research and scholarship. Based on the requirements provided about the University of Washington
Tacoma, | believe she has more than met the requirements for promotion to Associate Professor with tenure.
She has a research agenda that is impactful and absolutely necessary for older adults. Dr. Marshall’s scholarship
is a great asset to the field of social work. As she discussed in her articles, there is much more research needed
to inform policy and practice. With unwavering certainty, Dr. Marshall will continue to be recognized for her
research through publications and grants. She far exceeds other scholars who are broadly in aging and health at
the same point in their careers. As she continues this amazing trend, the Umiversity of Washington Tacoma will
benefit as her work clearly aligns with the mission of the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice. Her work
is at the forefront of areas where there is limited research and thus limited evidence-based policy and practice to
use. Dr. Marshall will be in the next generation of social work researchers if not leading them given the ability
for her work to intersect with so many other disciplines.

Redacted pursuant to Court Order
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Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Marcie Lazzari, Ph.D., M.S. W,

Interim Co-Director School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington-Tacoma

Box 358425 1900 Commerce St.

Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Dr. Gillian Marshall
Dear Dr. Lazzari:
It is with pleasure that | write this evaluation of Dr. Gillian L. Marshall who is being

considered for Promotion to Associate Professor with Tenure in the School of Social Work and
Criminal Justice at the University of Washington-Tacoma)] Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Redacted pursuant to Court Order

We have nol collaboraicd on any rescarch projccis, publications, or proicssional prescniations. T
am familiar with her areas of research and feel competent to write this letter of evaluation. |
have reviewed Dr. Marshall’s Promotion Statement, CV and representative publications, in
addition to the accompanying School of Social Work and Criminal Justice document: Policy
Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion. As directed in your letter, I did not address Dr. Marshall's
teaching and service record as part of my assessment. My evaluation focuses on the quality and
significance of Dr. Marshall’s work, her scholarly contributions with respeet to originality,
impact, and significance of her work to the field of Social Work and her standing in relation to
scholars in her field who are at comparable rank and position in their careers.

Research and Scholarship Overview

Dr. Marshall’s portfolio represents an impressive program of rescarch and scholarship that is
significant in its scope, complexity, and practical relevance. Substantively, her research brings
together scholarly traditions in the areas of racial and ethnic physical and mental health
disparities, stress and coping processes, social support and connections, and cumulative
advantage/disadvantage perspective with the aim of understanding the health and well-being of
racial and ethnic older adults. Her research embaodies a strong interdisciplinary approach that is
informed by intellectual and practice traditions from social work, gerontology, and public health.
Her use of diverse conceptual and theoretical contributions as noted above provides a rich
foundation for her work.

Dr. Marshall’s program of research is noteworthy for highlighting personal, interpersonal, and
structural factors that collectively influence health and well-being. Her focus on older Black
adults is especially appropriate given their heightened and lifelong exposures to environmental
circumstances and psychosocial stressors (e.g., higher rates ol poverty, discrimination, reduced
access to care) that are significant risks for poor physical and mental health outcomes. Her
research on socioeconomic status and health is innovative in incorporating alternative measures

1
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such as financial hardship and debt (e.g., medical debt, foreclosure risk, asset loss). These more
proximal and direct measures of financial stressors have more immediate relevance and salience
for respondents than traditional measures such as income and occupational status and provide a
more in-depth assessment of the impact of financial stress on the health and well-being of
diverse population subgroups. Her focus on financial stressors and their various manifestations
is important in demonstrating the diverse ways that they contribute to poorer health profiles
among racial and ethnic minority and impoverished elders.

The incorporation of cumulative advantage/disadvantage theory in her work provides an explicit
life course perspective that foregrounds how these processes occur and intensify over time in
ways that disadvantages harm and advantages bolster health. Her work also reflects a strength-
based approach in noting the importance of social support networks (family, church, peers) that
are acknowledged resources for coping with life stressors. Finally, Dr. Marshall’s research
embodies an explicit focus on understanding how various pathways and mechanisms work in
tandem and comprise socially determined patterns of exposures, interactions, and barriers that
influence the physical and mental health status of older adults.

Research Scope and Scholarly Contributions

Dr. Marshall’s research program addresses persistent racial/ethnic health disparities for older
adults. Her work is broad in scope and incorporates multiple areas and levels of focus (i.e.,
biological, psychosocial, structural, and health services factors) to specify relevant etiological
pathways for physical and mental health outcomes. This coordinated program of research
focuses on issues that are integral to understanding disparities/inequities in physical and mental
health outcomes in the U.S., as well as the impact of accumulated advantages/disadvantages
associated with prior physical and mental health status, social circumstances, and psychosocial
risk factors across the life course.

Dr. Marshall’s research is significant in several respects. First, her work demonstrates the
scientific value and utility of incorporating a life course framework in investigating the physical
and mental health of older adults who are members of socially disadvantaged groups. Life
course concepts such as historical events, social change and cumulative advantage and
disadvantage are useful in augmenting a predominant focus in health promotion on the impact of
individual risk behaviors on the health of older populations. Her work is important in
highlighting the cumulative impact of early and mid- life circumstances and events on status in
older age. Second, Dr. Marshall’s work contextualizes individual health risk behaviors in terms
of psychosocial stressors and prior life events and circumstances. Doing so provides an
enhanced understanding of the causal pathways that link social circumstances, personal
behaviors, and health outcomes. Third, Dr. Marshall’s research is distinctive from typical
research on health disparities in that her work seeks to understand both proximal and distal
factors associated with adverse health outcomes and identify the causal pathways that link
behavioral, social, and structural determinants of health. Doing so, effectively re-conceptualizes
health disparities as health inequities (i.e., avoidable and unjust inequalities) and underscores the
systemic and structural features and circumstances that produce and maintain poor health and
adverse health outcomes among socially disadvantaged groups.

Significance and Impact

Dr. Marshall’s work has been supported by external funding in the form of a Mentored Research
Scientist Career Development Award (K01) from the National Institute on Aging in support of
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her research. Her project examining race/ethnicity and financial strain trajectories in cognitive
decline positions her at the forefront of investigations of cognitive health among racial and ethnic
minority populations. This award provides her opportunities to further develop her skill set and
scholarly orientations/approaches in the areas of health services methods and statistics, aging and
stress, and behavioral economics. It is particularly noteworthy that she stands out as one of few
scholars from a school of social work to be awarded a K Award. In addition, she has been
accorded the distinction of being selected an Early Career Reviewer for the Social Sciences and
Population Study Section of the National Institute on Aging.

Dr. Marshall embodies a professional identity as a social worker who functions across social
work, gerontology, and public health in investigating the physical and mental health of racial and
ethnic minority aging using a transdisciplinary lens. She is successfully engaged in strong and
productive research collaborations that embody a transdisciplinary perspective and are
appropriate for the complex and multi-level research questions that she investigates. These
research collaborations incorporate a team science approach which is reflective of the combined
perspectives, methods and resources needed to address health outcomes that are influenced by a
complex and dynamic array of biological, psychosocial and structural factors. She has sustained
collaborative partnerships that have resulted in an impressive body of research studies and
demonstrate the important and unique contributions she makes to these efforts.

Dr. Marshall’s research is published in high visibility and impactful journals that underscore its
broad relevance to health profession specialties (e.g., gerontology and psychiatry), population
science (e.g., epidemiology, prevention), and diverse practice focus areas and groups (e.g., aging,
mental health). Her contributions as a social work researcher brings greater visibility of social
work perspectives in understanding the factors contributing to adverse health outcomes typically
absent from clinical health professions. Social work’s emphasis on social ecological
perspectives provides a broader understanding of the interdependence of social actors and social
systems. Further, in contrast to deficit-based perspectives, she brings a social work framework
that highlights the importance of strength-based strategies that build on individual, family and
community resources and assets. Her efforts make important contributions to addressing
persistent limitations in research that is still largely acontextual and fails to consider aging with a
life course framework within relevant social, community and health service contexts.

Dr. Marshall has been successful in the dissemination of her research through her published
works. She demonstrates scholarly and intellectual leadership as senior author on published
articles appearing in leading journals. Her research is highly interdisciplinary as evidenced by the
journals in which she has published. Her body of published work appears in several well-
regarded journals that span disciplines and practice fields including Health and Social Work,
Aging and Mental Health, Social Work, Annals of Epidemiology, Journal of Public Health
Research, Medicine, and Social Psychiatry. Articles provided in her dossier reflect her unique
perspective and the quality and reach of her work. In particular, Marshall et al. (2020) in Aging
and Mental Health is especially relevant and timely in examining relationships between financial
hardship (difficulty paying bills) and medical debt and reports of depressive symptoms and
anxiety among older adults in the Health and Retirement Study. This article is especially timely
given ongoing discussions concerning non-medical social needs as drivers of health status and
outcomes (Wortman et al., 2020). Marshall’s related work (e.g., Marshall et al., 2019, Marshall
& Seely-Tucker, 2018) highlights the importance of understanding how financial difficulties are
manifested in different domains (e.g., food insecurity, bill delinquency, medical debt, medication
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needs), among subgroups of older adults who differ in relation to health behaviors and health
status, and their relevance for diverse physical and mental health outcomes (Marshall et al.,
2017). Her work as an interdisciplinary scholar and researcher makes important contributions to
evolving trans-disciplinary perspectives and multi-level and contextually-informed research and
practice which are hallmarks of the field of social work.

Summary

Dr. Marshall’s work utilizes diverse perspectives and methodological tools in addressing
complex and dynamic processes associated with health and well-being among older racial/ethnic
adults. She has developed an important line of investigation that makes significant contributions
in understanding the impact of biological, psychosocial, and structural factors on health. Her
rescarch has achieved broad dissemination to diverse disciplinary and professional audiences,
ensuring greater reach and recognition of the relevance of Social Work perspectives and
frameworks. She is productively involved in research projects that demonstrate her intellectual
leadership as well as her contributions as a collaborative team member. Her record of knowledge
development and dissemination in the form of journal articles, book chapters, and referred
presentations at professional conferences reflects her steady productivity and contributions to
several areas of scientific inquiry and practice.

After reviewing the materials submitted for consideration, 1 believe that her record of scholarship
and research reflect an excellent set of accomplishments and an impressive professional
portfolio. Her success with respect to federal funding for her work (Mentored Rescarch Scientist
Career Development Award) and selection as an early career reviewer by the National Institute
on Aging is acknowledgement by her peers of the value and scientific merit of her research. She
has outlined several directions for future research that capitalize on her findings in the areas of
stressful events, social support and connectedness, and expansion in domains of financial
hardship that are poised to make further contributions to scholarship in these areas. In sum,
based on these demonstrated achievements, 1 believe she compares extremely favorably to social
work faculty of comparable rank and career position who are under consideration for promotion
and tenure. | support without reservation Dr. Gillian L. Marshall’s promotion to Associate
Professor with Tenure in the School of Social Work and Criminal Justice at the University of
Washington-Tacoma.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist in this important evaluation process. Please contact me
should vou have additional questions.

Redacted pursuant to Court Order
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* Redacted pursuant to Court Order

From: ]
To: Temi Simonsen
Subject: Dr. Gillian L. Marshall
Date:

Sl Augiier 07 2020 1:26:11 BM.
Attachments: Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Dear Ms. Simonsen:

Attached please find my evaluation letter for Dr. Gillian L. Marshall in connection
with her Promotion and Tenure Review. ['ve attached my review letter along with a
copy of my CV.

Please respond by return email to verify that you have received this email and
documents.

Sincerely,

Redacted pursuant to Court Order
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* Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Redacted pursuant to
Court Order

August 17, 2020

Marcie Lazzari, Ph.D., M.S.W,

Interim Co-Director School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

Box 358425 1900 Commerce St

Tacoma. WA 98402

Dear Dr. Lazzar:

I am pleased to provide this outside review letter for Dr. Gilliam Marshall-Fabien for her

application for promotion to Associate Professor with tenure at the University of Washington
Tacoma. I Redacted pursuant to Court Order I My

acko nd as] Redacted pursuant 1o Count Order |
Redacted pursuant to Court Order ]

I " enables me to judge where Dr. Marshall-Fabien’s work fits within this field. I am
also very Tamiliar with both national data sets many of her papers use; The Health and
Retirement Study (HRS) and the National Study of American Life (NSAL).

Dr. Marshall-Fabien completed her Ph.D. in Social Work in 2011, completed a Post-Doctoral
Fellowship after that and most recently completed her Master’s in Public Health. Since 2015 she
has been an Assistant Professor at the University of Washington Tacoma following a 2013-15
stint as an Assistant Professor at Case Western Reserve University.,

Dr. Marshall-Fabien has created an impressive program of research and research
accomplishments. A review of her CV reveals that she has published 20 peer review articles and
is the first author on nine of those. More importantly, since 2015 she has demonstrated continued
momentum with 14 publications (5 of which she is first author). Within the broader framework
of health disparities, Dr. Marshall-Fabien is focused on financial/material hardship and its
particular relationship with mental and physical health. This certainly is an under-developed area
of study and my review of seven of Dr. Marshall Fabien’s articles indicates that she is producing
important findings. In 2015 she published a commentary in Social Work that encouraged
researchers to go beyond measurement of income and examine financial and material hardship
and its relation to physical and mental health. In 2016, using the HRS she created an 8 item
hardship measure and noted its relationship to financial dissatisfaction in Blacks and to food
insecurity in Latinos and published her work in Race and Social Problems. In 2017, using the
NSAL she published a paper in Health and Social Work noting that material hardship was related
to self-reported mental health. In her 2018 article in Annals of Epidemiology she reported on the
financial hardship-physical health link. This finding was followed by other examinations of
financial hardship in Preventive Medicine Reports (2019) and Aging and Mental Health (2020).
Dr. Marshall-Fabien’s work has received approximately §1 Million dollars in grant support. She
was awarded an Administrative Supplement to examine race, financial strain and cognitive
decline trajectories followed by a very prestigious K01 award for 653,910,

Redacted pursuant to Court Order
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Dr, Marshall-Fabien’s research demonstrates several strengths. First, she has an identifiable and
growing program of research that enables a greater depth in understanding the linkages of
financial and material hardships with physical and mental health. Second, she has used nationally
representative data sets which allow greater generalizability in her findings. Third she has built
on her research successes by attracting external funding which allows her to continue to expand
her skills as a scholar. These strengths bode well for the future of Dr. Marshall-Fabien’s
rescarch, and 1 expect that it will continue to flourish in the years ahead.

Dr. Marshall-Fabien’s quantity and quality of work place her in the top 10-15% of Assistant
Professors in gerontology across the social and behavioral sciences. Her record is similar to those
of Assistant Professors at research intensive universities who are promoted to Associate
Professor with tenure.

Redacted pursuant to Court Order
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* Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Redacted pursuant to Court Order

Redacted pursuant
to Court Order

August 16, 2020

Marcie Lazzari, Ph.D., MSW

Interim Co-Director

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
University of Washington Tacoma

Box 358425

1900 Commerce St.

Tacoma, WA 98402

Dear Dr. Lazzari;

I have reviewed the curriculum vitae for Dr. Gillian L. Marshall, your school’s policy
guidelines for tenure and promotion, Dr. Marshall’s narrative summary statement, along
with seven scholarly works written by Dr. Marshall who is applying for tenure and
promotion to the rank of assistant professor at the University of Washington Tacoma
School of Social Work and Criminal Justice. | briefly comment on Dr. Marshall's
background after which 1 discuss the manuscripts she included for this review.

Dr. Marshall received a Bachelor of Arts at Trinity Western University in 2000. She
obtained her MSW in 2002 and Ph.D. in 2011 from the University of Washington School
of Social Work. She received Post-Doctoral Training between 2011 and 2012 from the
Group Health Research Institute, In addition, she was awarded her M.P.H. in 2020 from
the School of Public Health at the University of Washington. Dr. Marshall worked as an
Assistant Professor in the Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences at Case Western
Reserve University between 2013-2015 after which became an Assistant Professor in the
School of Social Work and Criminal Justice at the Umversity of Washington Tacoma in
2015. Dr. Marshall has integrated her practice experience with her research by consistently
studying stress and mental health in late life, specifically focusing how financial hardship
adversely affects older person’s well-being. Since receiving her NIH K01 Career
Development award from the MNational Institute of Aging, Dr. Marshall has advanced
scholarship on the intersection between aging, ethnicity, financial equity, and mental
health, an area that is contemporary and much needed in gerontological research, Although
I know many young scholars who have applied for KO1 awards, Dr. Marshall, | *

is the only one | am aware of who successfully obtained this prestigious award.

Dr. Marshall has published or has in press 20 publications. Four manuscripts are under
review and two are in progress. She is the sole author of a paper published in Social Work,
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the most widely-disseminated journal in social work that reaches thousands of practitioners
and academicians, She also is the first author of 9 publications. Her scholarship has been
broadly distributed in well-known journals that should target those who can benefit most
from her research. They include Aging and Mental Health, Health and Social Work,
Journal of Gerontological Social Work and Research in Human Development as well as
more specialized journals such as Social Psychiatry Psvchiatric Epidemiology, American
Journal of Men s Health, and Jowrnal of Black Psychology. Dr. Marshall also contributed
an encyclopedia entry that was published by Sage Publications. Not surprisingly, Dr.
Marshall is in demand to review manuscripts for prestigious journals, such as the Journal
of Gerontology, Journal of Gerontological Social Work, Journal of Aging and Mental
Health, Research on Azing, and International Journal of Aging and Human Development.

The number and breadth of Marshall’s presentations at international, national, state, and
regional conferences are commendable. She has presented at 12 national conferences all
of which were high quality and peer-reviewed. They include presentations at the Society
for Social Work Research, the Gerontological Society of America, Society of Behavioral
Medicine, Aging in America Conference, and American Psychosocial Oncology Society.
Her presentations at international conferences are especially impressive and include papers
delivered at the Canadian Association of Gerontology, International Social Stress Research
Conference, and IUHPE World Conference on Health Promotion and Health Education.
In addition to her participation at national and international conferences, Dr, Marshall has
presented or served as a guest lecturer at several universities. She has disseminated her
work at multiple levels.

Dr. Marshall has secured over $1 million in grant funding through the National Institute of
Health. This is an unusual accomplishment for a junior faculty member at this stage. In
addition, she was the principal investigator on four grants. Most impressive is Professor
Marshall’s successful KOl Career Development Award from the National Institute on
Aging. After reading her scholarship 1 conclude that Dr. Marshall has benefited greatly
from this award that has strengthened Dr. Marshall’s publications to those of a senior
researcher who has advanced our understanding of how ethnicity intersects with financial
hardship, social stress, and mental health. Dr. Marshall’s sustained efforts to ferret out the
conceptual and operational definitions of hardship will help future gerontologists and
social workers identify components underlying financial hardship that inevitably will result
in interventions that will enhance older person’s well-being and quality of life.

In the sectio
that 1 have

Redacted pursuant 1o Court Order

I Redacted pursuant to Court Order ' feel qualified to

review these papers, which I discuss below in chronological order.

Dr. Marshall illuminates within group variability among older Black Americans in her
article entitled, “Exploring Ethnic Variation between Stress, Social Networks, and
Depressive Symptoms Among Older Americans,” published in the Journal of Black
Psvchology. Far too many scholars have assumed homogeneity among older Black adults,
but we know that heterogeneity within age groups increases with age and that the diversity

UW00012965



within groups varies depending upon numerous factors, such as, gender, social class, and
geographic region. In this article, Dr. Marshall reveals the stress associated with material
hardship and perceived discrimination, which also was linked to depression. The
differences in depression between African Americans and Caribbean Blacks, which she
reveals in this research, have important implications for practitioners and policy-makers.
Several limitations, however, undermine the contributions of this study. For example, the
background section includes outdated statistics and literature. The number of older adults,
mentioned in the first section, has significantly increased since the citations used here were
published. Most importantly, Dr. Marshall’s discussion of stress omits contemporary
studies on this topic, and, in particular, those that consider cultural influences. A
conceptual framework that considers the intersection between ethnicity and stress would
be helpful. For example, Knight and Sayegh’s updated sociocultural stress and coping
model is especially relevant (Knight, B.G. & Sayegh, P., 2010, Cultural values and
caregiving: The updated sociocultural stress and coping model in the Journal of
Gerontology: Psychological Sciences, 65B, 5-13). A theoretical and in-depth discussion
of depression also are needed given that most gerontologists concur that depression
manifests differently in late life. Dr. Marshall provides no rationale, for example, for how
she operationalized depression or for why she included certain control variables.

In the article entitled, “Financial Hardship in Later Life: Social Work’s Challenge or
Opportunity, published as a commentary in Social Work, Dr. Marshall persuasively argues
for a new field of study — financial gerontology — that would be multidisciplinary and
consider the dire consequences and adverse outcomes of financial hardship in late life. Dr.
Marshall’s statements that financial struggles in late life too often have been overlooked in
social work practice along with suggestions that social workers refer more clients to
financial counselors and teach more about financial exigencies are especially applicable.

In the publication entitled, “Hardship Among Older Adults in the HRS: Exploring
Measurement Differences across Socio-Demographic Characteristics,” published in Race
and Social Problems, Dr. Marshall advances her scholarship by including an in-depth
discussion of the conceptualization and operationalization of hardship. She also clearly
states her aims, purpose statement, and hypothesis in this article. Dr. Marshall demonstrates
excellent methodological and statistical skills by using a complex and large dataset,
specifically, the Health and Retirement Study. She excellently assesses predictive validity
of the hardship measure by employing exploratory and confirmatory analyses that revealed
important potential measurement biases among items underlying the construct. Too often
scholars assume that respondents similarly interpret items in surveys; however, Dr.
Marshall shows that such assumptions are often invalid. Dr. Marhall observed a single
factor underlying hardship but also found that Black respondents were more likely to
endorse financial dissatisfaction while Latino more often emphasized food insecurity.

Once again, Dr. Marshall demonstrates within group variability among older Black
Americans with respect to associations between stress, material hardship and symptoms of
depression in the publication entitled, “Material Hardship and Self-Rated Mental Health
among Older Black Americans in the National Survey of American Life,” published in
Health and Social Work. Dr. Marshall advances her earlier scholarship by excellently
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discussing race and ethnicity. She also demonstrates that material hardship differentially
affects self-rated mental health (SRMH) depending on whether a respondent self identifies
as Black Caribbean American or African American. However, a similar discussion of
mental health as a construct would strengthen this work, and the use of a single item
question used to measure mental health has questionable validity. Despite the limitations,
Dr. Marshall reminds social workers and social scientists why they should cautiously
generalize across and within ethnic groups.

Dr. Marshall and Dr. Tucker-Seely write a superbly articulated article entitled, “The
Association between Hardship and Self-rated health: Does the Choice of Indicator Matter?”
published in the Annals of Epidemiology in 2018. They persuasively present a rationale
for why they differentiated items’ contributions to how hardship and self-related health
(SRH) are associated. They identify two aims and, subsequently, ask two specific research
questions. Dr. Marshall advances the conceptual discussion of financial hardship, first, by
exposing the ambiguity over the definition of hardship and, second, by empirically
examining items, specifically, difficulty paying bills, ongoing financial strain, food
insecurity, and medication need, that should be considered when conceptualizing or
operationalizing this construct. Based on the results from their logistic regression analysis,
they find that taking less medication due to cost especially is associated to SRH. As Dr.
Marshall discusses in the conclusion, the results from this work underscore the need for
broader conceptualizations of socioeconomic status in late life that take into account more
specific financial measures among older persons instead of traditional socioeconomic
indices, such as income, education, and occupational status. Older adults on average use
more medications on a daily basis than younger persons. Gerontologists, including
financial gerontologists, educators, and practitioners, therefore, must focus on broader
economic assessments than the ones that they typically use.

In contrast to the paper published in the Annals of Epidemiology, discussed above, Dr.
Marshall inadequately conceptualizes the issues in the article entitled “Gender Differences
in the Association between Modifiable Risk Factors and Financial Hardship Among
middle-Aged and Older Adults,” which appeared in Preventive Medicine Reports in 2019.
She hardly provides a rationale for examining the associations between financial hardship
and gender, cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption, and obesity despite including up-to-
date literature. Moreover, she offers almost no explanation for the findings. Overall, Dr.
Marshall’s statistical capabilities tend to be stronger than her conceptual knowledge.

Dr. Marshall again excellently ferrets out the differential effects of financial hardship on
depression and anxiety using a large and nationally representative sample in the article
entitled, “The Price of Mental Well-Being in Later Life: The Role of Financial Hardship
and Debt,” published in Aging & Mental Health. Unfortunately, she does not conceptually
define depression or anxiety, which is a significant limitation of this work given that most
gerontologists concur that these conditions manifest differently in late life. Many
recommend using scales, such as the Geriatric Depression Scale, to assess late life
depression. Although the CES-D often is used to measure depression among older persons,
most scholars caution that this instrument focuses on symptoms in contrast to a diagnostic
category and discuss these limitations.  Although Dr. Marshall notes several other
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limitations in the penultimate paragraph of this paper, she fails to mention the validity
issues involved with using this instrument with older persons.

In sum, Dr. Marshall has significantly advanced her scholarship over time and contributed
to the literature on financial gerontology and on adverse effects resulting from hardship.
She also has advanced researchers’ understanding of hardship and helped gerontologists
better conceptualize and operationalize economic status in late life. The results from her
work will help educators and practitioners better meet the needs of older persons struggling
with financial problems. At the same time like most junior scholars Dr. Marshall could
benefit from expanding her theoretical knowledge that would allow her to contribute more
conceptual depth to her future work.

I appreciated the opportunity to read and comment on Dr. Marshal’s scholarship. If' I can
assist in any other way or if you have questions | can be most easily reached by email at

Redueted pursuant to Court Order

Redacted pursuant to
Court Order
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

Date: March 17,2017

To: Tom Diehm, Interim Director for Social Work Program
Fr: Julia Aguirre, Ph.D., Associate professor
Re: Peer Teaching Evaluation for Gillian Marshall, Ph.D,

Observation Date: February 28, 2017
Observation Time:  7:00-8:30 pm
Observed Course: TSOCWEFS503a: Human Behavior and Social Work

I was requested to conduct a peer evaluation by Dr. Marshall to fulfill third year review
requirements for tenure track assistant professors. Social work does not have a structured form or
assessment criteria for faculty peer evaluations. Therefore, this review will comment on the
equity-based inclusive practices documented in the literature and present in the Dr. Marshall’s
teaching. The observation will summarize instructional strengths and areas of growth.

The observation took place in the Master’s seminar course called TSOCWF503a: Human
Behavior and Social Work. According the syllabus, this course examines “the dynamics and
processes of individuals, families, small groups, organizations, and community systems” from a
systems perspective as socializing forces and as targets for change. Implications for social work
practices are emphasized.

The peer observation was conducted during the 9" week of the quarter. Dr. Marshall’s instruction
was observed for about 2 hours of a 2.5 hour course. The course topic for the session was health
disparities and the relationship to place. The session included three main activities: an interactive
mini-lecture with discussion about neighborhoods; 30 minute documentary called Unnatural
Causes — Place matters, and a debriefing activity that linked major ideas from the documentary,
readings, and professional work.

The observation began during the first activity. Dr. Marshall posed three questions for the class
to brainstorm: How does your neighborhood limit or expand healthy choices? What would you
like to see improved in your neighborhood? What will it take to make that happen? There was a
range of responses written on the board including food deserts, access to clean water and air,
sidewalks, pollution, and transportation. Dr. Marshall effectively facilitated this launch activity
recording each participant response on the board without judgment ensuring student voice and
participation. A key equity-based inclusive strategy documented in the educational literature is to
activate prior knowledge and specifically students’ funds of knowledge about their own lived
experiences. This stands in sharp contrast to traditional college lecture-style instruction in which
information flows one-way and renders participants passive recipients of their learning. By
engaging in this participant-driven neighborhood discussion, Dr. Marshall surfaced and validated
participant knowledge about the topic before watching a documentary on health disparities in
specific neighborhoods. This connection to participant’s lived experiences was intentional as she
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anticipated that many of the points raised in this launch discussion would be present in the
documentary.

The documentary, titled Unnatural Causes: Place Matters, was viewed in class for 30 minutes.
An important inclusive strategy to note is that Dr. Marshall turned on the close captioning feature
on the video so that participants had multiple ways to experience the documentary. Students took
notes during the video.

After viewing the documentary, Dr. Marshall organized the participants into small groups to
debrief the documentary. Each person was randomly assigned to a small group to minimize
status issues (e.g. cliques). Each group was given a different handout with discussion questions
to maximize participant attention to key conceptual dimensions of public health and place. The
handouts shared three general questions and then differed by subtopic: children’s development,
health, policy, and neighborhood response comparison (see appendix). The shared general
questions were:

1. According to epidemiologist Ana Diez-Roux, what conditions do affluent
neighborhoods take for granted that promote better health?

2. The documentary asks, “How do you make an unhealthy neighborhood
healthy?”
3. What health threats does Gwai face that are beyond his individual control?

Work groups were directed to create a poster that summarized their discussion of the questions
on the handout. By requiring a group product to be shared, Dr. Marshall employed an important
formative assessment strategy that facilitated student accountability of the concepts and provided
a written record about what the students know and can do. It was clear that the participants
understood both the assignment and small group discussion expectations. They quickly formed
groups and engaged in discussions making connections between the examples presented in the
documentary, their own neighborhoods, and their professional knowledge about the clients they
served. During this time, Dr. Marshall would join discussions, asking probing questions to
deepen critical thinking of the students. She made sure to check in with each group during this
time.

After a 15 minute break, Dr. Marshall facilitated a whole class discussion on reactions to ideas
presented in the documentary. Several different students offered ideas related to “poverty tax” —
pay more for less quality and less access of essential items like healthy food, water, and air.
Other students raised follow up questions such as, “how do you revitalize a neighborhood
without gentrification”? Dr. Marshall wrote connecting statements and questions encouraging
student-to-student responses. She also offered additional regional examples to punctuate the
complexities about place and health. For example, when people move out while renewal is taking
place, do those community members move back? What if they do not want to? What happens to
those communities? The whole class discussion was professional and respectful, with graduate
students continually making connections to the film, discussion questions, and their own social
work practice.

In the last 30 minutes, the groups presented their summary posters highlighting important ideas
discussed. Dr. Marshall listened to each group’s presentation asking other groups to comment or
question. Thus fostering a critical and collaborative discussion among the course participants.
Dr. Marshall wrapped up this part of the session summarizing the implications for social work
practice. Reiterating the importance of practitioners to consider the zip code of their clients and
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its link with holistic assessment of their health and well-being, levels of stress and physical and
social environments in which they live.

The strengths of Dr. Marshall’s instruction include her ability to facilitate complex class
discussions that encourages student voice, collaboration and critical thinking. Consistent with the
syllabus description, participant discussions reflected a systems approach to understand and
analyze human behavior. Participants evaluated multiple forces at once in trying to understand
the relationship between place and health with clear implications being drawn to effective social
work practice. Dr. Marshall was intentional in connecting participant experiences to their
professional experiences and to their client’s experiences. Her instruction fostered active student
engagement throughout the session with participants pushing each other to consider perspectives
that moved away from deficit and/or individualistic frames of their clients to social and
environmental frames that support a more strength based approach to social work practice. An
area of instructional growth would be to build on the group poster summaries as a formative
assessment to include individual reflection component compelling each course participant to
highlight their key takeaways of the session and its connection to professional practice. That
way, Dr. Marshall has group and individual feedback of what participants are learning.

Dr. Marshall’s instruction, particularly her capacity to facilitate critical professional discussions
and connect to participant lived and professional experiences, is an exemplary model for faculty
to learn from. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to
contact me at jaguirre@uw.edu.

Julia Aguirre, Ph.D.

Associate Professor
School of Education

WCG 324, 1900 COMMERCE STREET, TACOMA WA 98402 253.692.4430
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Health Disparities: Does Place Matter?
~ Health ~

1. Seattle public health official James Krieger outlines neighborhood features that
influence health. Explain how each of the following affects health outcomes:

Proximity to environmental hazards (potential for toxic exposure)
Quality of schools

Quality of affordable housing

Frequency of violence and crime

Opportunities for social interaction with neighbors

Access to affordable, healthy food choices

Places to walk or do other kinds of physical activities

empopoo

2. What makes a neighborhood unhealthy to begin with?

3. What are the challenges involved in trying to improve neighborhood conditions?

4. How can a disinvested community be revitalize without triggering the increases
in rent and home prices that displace poorer residents and lead to gentrification?

5. Cardiologist David Weiland wonders why Gwai, a relatively young patient with
no history of smoking, family heart disease, or other typical behavioral or
genetic risk factors ended up having a heart attack.

a. How does the film answer his question?
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Health Disparities: Does Place Matter?

~ General ~

. According to epidemiologist Ana Diez-Roux, what conditions do affluent
neighborhoods take for granted that promote better health?
a. When county maps showing poverty, education, asthma and diabetes
rates in Richmond are laid on top of one another, what patterns emerge?

. The documentary asks, “How do you make an unhealthy neighborhood healthy?”

. What health threats does Gwai face that are beyond his individual control?

a. How do neighborhood conditions, his job and income situation and being
an immigrant affect his ability to keep his children out of harm’s way?

b. How might all of this affect Gwai's stress level?

c. What options would make things better for Gwai’s family and others?

~ Neighborhood: Richmond vs. Highpoint ~

. Although Gwai Boonkeut’s neighborhood is home to a number of refineries and
chemical plants that are potentially hazardous to residents’ health, the film
suggests that other neighborhood conditions pose an even greater threat to his
health.

a. What are those conditions and how do they get “under the skin?”

. Tom Phillips, Seattle Housing Authority, says: “Even though this was a rough,
dangerous neighborhood, there was still a community here and people living in
communities actually know what they want.”
b. How was High Point able to rebuild?
c. What was the involvement of residents, community groups, housing and
health officials, government agencies and private investors?
d. What happened to the residents of Old High Point?

Uwo00012973



Health Disparities: Does Place Matter?

~ General ~

1. According to epidemiologist Ana Diez-Roux, what conditions do affluent
neighborhoods take for granted that promote better health?
a. When county maps showing poverty, education, asthma and diabetes
rates in Richmond are laid on top of one another, what patterns emerge?

2. The documentary asks, "How do you make an unhealthy neighborhood healthy?”

3. What health threats does Gwai face that are beyond his individual control?
a. How do neighborhood conditions, his job and income situation and being
an immigrant affect his ability to keep his children out of harm’s way?
b. How might all of this affect Gwai’s stress level?
c. What options would make things better for Gwai’s family and others?

4. The film states that the health problems of Southeast Asian refugee
communities are often masked by including them under the aggregated label
“Asian American.”

a. Would a color-blind approach to health problems make these problems
easier or harder to solve? What demographic categories should we use for
gathering health data?

~ Developmental Connections ~

5. The documentary touches upon the health effects of violence in Richmond. In
what ways does violence affect the health and development of children?
a. How do you think it would affect person at other stages of development
(i.e. middle adulthood, late adulthood, late-life)?
b. If violence is presented as a public health threat rather than a crime
issue, how might that affect the way policy changes are perceived?
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Health Disparities: Does Place Matter?

~ General ~

. According to epidemiologist Ana Diez-Roux, what conditions do affluent
neighborhoods take for granted that promote better health?
a. When county maps showing poverty, education, asthma and diabetes
rates in Richmond are laid on top of one another, what patterns emerge?

. The documentary asks, "How do you make an unhealthy neighborhood healthy?”

. What health threats does Gwai face that are beyond his individual control?

a. How do neighborhood conditions, his job and income situation and being
an immigrant affect his ability to keep his children out of harm’s way?

b. How might all of this affect Gwai's stress level?

c. What options would make things better for Gwai’s family and others?

~ Policy ~

. At the end of the film, David Williams says: “Housing policy is health policy,
educational policy is health policy, anti-violence policy is health policy,
neighborhood improvement policies are health policies. Everything that we can
do to improve the quality of life of individuals in our society has an impact on
their health and is a health policy.”

a. How can we better ensure that all of us, not just the wealthy, have the

conditions for good health?
b. How will decision making have to change?

. Epidemiologist Ana Diez-Roux observes that neighborhood differences are not
“natural.”
c. What draws businesses and investment to some places and not others?
d. What kinds of state or national policies can help revitalize neighborhoods?
e. How can you replicate the partnerships, creative financing and health
innovations that made High Point work?
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195

TO: Diane Young, Associate Professor & Chair, Social Work

FROM: Beth Kalikoff, Associate Professor, SIAS, UW Tacoma
Director, Center for Teaching & Learning, UW Seattle

RE: Peer Review for Gillian Marshall

DATE: March 24, 2018

This letter represents a review of Gillian Marshall’s teaching. My
purpose is both formative and summative. My perspective is that of a
colleague rather a peer, because my field as a teaching scholar is Writing
Studies, rather than Social Work. From this vantage point, [ focus on
course development and evidence-based teaching. In addition, I offer
recommendations for both Dr. Marshall and for those reviewing her
teaching.

Dr. Marshall’s commitment to exemplary evidence-based
teaching was obvious before I set foot in her classroom. After she
participated in the September 2016 Faculty Fellows Program
introducing new faculty members to teaching at UW, and after teaching
at UWT for a year, Dr. Marshall contacted me. Her teaching was going
quite well but she was not satisfied with quite well. She'd identified
facilitating class discussion as an area where she could further close the
gap between teaching and learning, so she wanted to try out some ideas.
We discussed her syllabi, assignments, & classroom practice around
facilitating discussion.

[ was impressed by the care, clarity, and transparency of her
course materials. [ was also struck by Dr. Marshall’s expertise in course
design and high-impact alternatives to traditional lecture. During the
Winter 2018 quarter, Dr. Marshall provided me with a revised syllabus,
assignments, and in-class worksheets for TSOCWORK 503. These
materials are notable for their thoughtful, student-centered
organization and clarity of purpose, as well as their resourceful use of
theory, application, and practice. On February 27, [ observed a 503 class
session. The session was notable for its crisp organization, thoughtful
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movement from student experiential knowledge to engagement with
the reading, and scaffolding of analytic activities.

Dr. Marshall began by asking students to consider notions of
“community” and “neighborhood.” They generated lists of descriptive
distinctions, which led Dr. Marshall to a series of open-ended questions.
[ was impressed by the percentage of students who spoke in the whole-
class discussion—85%--and by the way discussion didn’t default into a
teacher-centered call-and-response drill, where Dr. Marshall
commented on every student point. Instead, students responded to each
other, with Dr. Marshall occasionally encouraging a deeper drive into
the question. Sometimes students disagreed with each other and did so
in a collegial, direct way. This kind of collegial disagreement does not
happen naturally, no matter how professionally mature the students: it
reflects the course culture, practice, and leadership.

The class session was also notable for its carefully ordered variety
of evidence-based, high-impact learning activities. Students were
observably engaged and focused. They participated in whole-class
discussion; paid attention to the in-class video, responding audibly to it
a few times; participated fully in small-group work, moving through the
work sheets Dr. Marshall designed. When the class recoiled from the
statement of a physician in the documentary, Dr. Marshall stopped the
film so students could discuss their resistance to his statement then and
there. That instructional decision reflected both insight and moxie,
which I see as characteristic of Dr. Marshall’s teaching.

I'd like to speak now to Dr. Marshall’s student evaluations from
this course and make some recommendations. 2/3 of the students
evaluated the course, and a notable number found the class
disorganized and disappointing: they wanted more lecture. Yet Dr.
Marshall’s is one of the best-organized classes I've ever seen, and I've
seen a lot of well-organized classes. Too, the in-class active learning
practices she designed for the students reflect contemporary research
on best practices for increasing student engagement and achievement.
So why the gap between what I say and what some of the students say?
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First, students who expect and prefer traditional lectures to
evidence-based teaching are often put out when their expectations are
not met. By “traditional lectures,” I mean lectures where students take
notes while the faculty member presents for the duration of the period,
with perhaps five students asking occasional questions. Evidence-based
teaching requires students to engage more fully and actively throughout
the class session. It's harder work than taking notes. At the risk of
stating the obvious, when students expect traditional lecture and get
active learning, they may conclude that the teacher is teaching the
wrong way. They also resent the additional cognitive demands placed
on them. That’s because they don’t know the research. Evidence-based
learning not only improves student engagement and learning, it closes
achievement gaps between students from marginalized groups and
other students (See Scott Freeman et al, 2014).

My first recommendation, then, is for Dr. Marshall. | suggest that
she address student expectations directly, telling students why she
teaches the way she does, illuminating the research on active learning
and its benefits for them as students and as future social workers. That’s
a point worth making in the syllabus, on the first day of class, and,
occasionally, at other times. That may shift their expectations and
explain why the course is not being taught the way they think it should
be. While students are experts on their perceptions of their own
learning at the moment they complete the evaluations, their ideas on
how the class should be taught are based on how other classes they've
taken were taught or how they’d prefer the class to be taught.

Secondly, at the risk of stating the obvious, students, like other
humans, have biases. They don’t leave these biases at the door of the
classroom before they come in. When the instructor is female, a person
of color, or someone who was educated in another country and is
multilingual, they can be ranked lower in quantitative student
evaluations and criticized more seriously in qualitative comments.
Women of color can receive evaluations shaped by bias. A look at the
research on this subject is available in the “Guide to Best Practice in
Evaluating Teaching,” recently created at UW by assessment scholars,
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reviewed by faculty members and chairs, and endorsed by the Office of
the Provost:

https://www.washington.edu/teaching/teaching-resources/assessing-
and-improving-teaching/evaluation/

The section on “student evaluations” highlights this research and offers

review committees ways to consider student evaluations in light of bias.

In essence, the recommendations are twofold: (1) value student
evaluations proportionally, and (2) weigh student evaluations in
context, in light of peer review and self-assessment.

Dr. Marshall’s gifts as a teaching scholar are evident in her course
and assignment development, her high standards, her determination to
help students meet those standards, and her adoption of methods that
will increase student learning and engagement. She’s an encouraging

presence, clear and well-organized and collegial and well-prepared. The

atmosphere in the class session I observed was positive and collegial. I
learned a lot about the subject and about teaching.
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January 17, 2019
Dear Gillian:

Thanks for inviting me to the first day of class on January 8. | admire the thoughtful and
meaningful ways you used the full class session to introduce students to each other, to you, to
the course, and to the profession.

Discussing the aggregated and anonymized results of the entrance quiz almost immediately was
smart. The quiz was on their minds, and you explained why you gave it and what the results
mean for your teaching and their learning. The students were visibly reassured to learn that
their results were "right in the middle," compared with those of other classes: while they're not
starting from zero knowledge, they don't know a lot of the material that the course aims to
teach them.

It was useful for them to go around the room and tell everyone their name, job if they're
currently working, why they're here, what kind of Social Work interests them. Your answering
those questions first was collegial, informative, and appropriate. They clearly appreciated your
sharing your professional trajectory and passions, discussing your expertise as an outgrowth of
those passions. Each student took the opportunity you gave them seriously and were engaged
by the introductions of others, learning what they had in common, what was distinctive.

During that activity, you encouraged people, asked follow-up questions, took notes, and
acknowledged that the group is multifaceted and multidimensional. You kept things moving
without rushing anyone, gave students the opportunity to learn from each other. All the while,
you modeled responsiveness and previewed for them how their experience and goals are
relevant to the work of the class. In addition, having them write down their home town, why
Social Work, their favorite book or movie or tv show or hobby, and a little-known fact about
themselves was inspired: by the end of the first hour, students had each heard themselves
speak up in class, met in pairs, worked in small groups, and written something to share with
their peers. They also had a better understanding of the group’s expertise and course goals.

Moving along to assessments like the Meyers Briggs and "Peacock, Owls, Doves, Hawks" working
style matrix was constructive. Students reflected on the characteristics they have--and those
they don't--in preparation for working effectively in groups and with clients. Excellent
transparency throughout, as you explained why you were having them do these activities and
asking them to consider the accuracy of the assessments.

These activities prepared prepared students wonderfully well for the move to the syllabus draft.
| especially appreciated your saying: "Take a look at the syllabus draft. Now throw it out.
Because | do the final version based on the results of the opening quiz and the information you
gave me just now, on the form." | am going to encourage other faculty members to use that
approach and will do so myself.

I'd like to describe back to you everything | saw, but doing so might take each of us two full
hours, so I'll summarize. Your preview of the course focused both on what students want to
know and what they need to know. Throughout, | admired the way you tacked back and forth
between the activities and assignments of the course, the relationship of skills and the course to
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the entire Social Work program, and the relationship of the program to Social Work as a
profession. Highlights:

"This is an evidence-based course. There will be some lecture but not a lot of lecture. Most of

what we do goes beyond the readings. We don’t spend a lot of time hashing out the readings.

We do case studies. We do active learning. This course is very applied.

If you prefer another style of teaching, take the Thursday section, it won’t hurt my feelings. |
want you to be able to make an informed decision about which course to take."

Thanks again for inviting me to the first class. Off to a terrific start.
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From: Gillian L Marshall

To: Terri Simonsen

Subject: Re: P and T file, Peer Review Clarification
Date: Friday, September 11, 2020 1:19:08 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Terri,

The one without a name was also written by Beth Kalikoff.

Thanks!
Gillian

From: Terri Simonsen <hermant@uw.edu>
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 4:36 PM
To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>
Subject: P and T file, Peer Review Clarification

Hello Gillian,

Hope you are doing well. | am reviewing your file for completeness and changing some of the names
of your files as the new naming conventions are tricky this year. For the peer evaluation files, you

have Drs. Aguirre, Kalikoff and Raynor. However, there is a 4™ peer evaluation submission that does
not have a name submitted on it so I'm unable to attach the peer reviewer name to the file. Can you
let me know?

I may have other questions, but thus far everything else looks great. | need this info by tomorrow to
provide the update. Thank you.

Terri

Terri Simonsen, M.Ed.

Administrator

School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
1900 Commerce Street

Box# 358425

Tacoma, WA 98402-3100
P:253-692-5822|F:253-692-5825|

https://www.tacoma.uw.edu/swcj
YAT UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON = TACOMA
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672020 Mail - Gillian L Marshall - Qutioak

Teaching Peer Review for Dr. Gillian Marshall Fall 2019

Deirdre Raynor <draynor@uw.edu>
Thu 11/14/2019 11:45 AM

Te: Marcie Lazzari <mlazzaniuw edus
Ce Gillian L Marshall <geeges@uw edus>

Good morning Marcie and Gillian, First, thank you Gillian for inviting me to sit In on your TSOCWE 101 Introduction to Social Work
class. |t was an honor Lo observe vour teaching and exciting to see how engaged your students are in the course activities.

students in the course material from a very structured lecture focusing on the evolution of the mental health system, major mental
health movements, key figures in the field of Social Work (i.e. Dix, Richmond, and Canon), eategories of disorders, and the Mental
Health Parity Act. Dr. Marshall provided the students with concrete exa mples and clear definitions of terme, She went a step further
by asking the students questions related to the assigned readings and the lecture, so they could apply the definitions and make
tonnections between the examples shared with the class and the reading and lecture for the day. '

There were about 32 students present in the class, and they all wera engaged during the lecture. The one recommendation | made
to Dr. Marshall is to let them have their break sooner, since a number of the students were first and second year students and
research shows their attention span is not as long as that of the older students,

material covered during the lecture, They were very comfortabla talking with Dr. Marshall and she gave each student her undivided
attention, was clearly listening to what they had to say, and encouraged them by providing sincere praise for the ideas they shared
and by directing them to resources that can help enhance their learning. She treated the students who wanted more clarification
with respect and took the time to provide mare examples to help them understand the termin ology.

It is clear that Dr. Marshall has created an inclusive classroom environment where all members of the class are respectful of the
learning community in TSOCWF 101. The students were very diverse, and during the break | talked with students from different
racial backgrounds, gender, and class standing. | talked with 6 students, who shared with me that they felt they were getting a great
introduction to Social Work in the class and that the class has piqued their interest to the point that they plan to take more courses
in this discipline. Three of the six said they want to go to graduate schoal in social work,

Following the break, Dr. Marshall provided the students with some case studies, and they worked in Broups to review the case study
and the best course of action to meet the needs of the person described in the case study. Each group worked diligently as they
discussed the case study and applied what they have learned to date in order to figure out how to meet the needs of the person
given the situation described in the case study. | observed each group and all students participated in the activity, The last step for
the students was to create a poster with their recommendations and to report out to the class for further discussion,

| also noticed that there were refreshments on a table in the classroom for the students, and a number of them ate the food
provided. | told Dr. Marshall after class that although we are not required to bring food for our students, | think it is great that she
does provide something for the 8:00 class as we know that both on our campus and nationally that food insecurity is real and many
college students deal with it everyday. Her students were very comfortable getting refreshments as needed, and there was no
disruption during the lecture, group work, or report outs simply because someone was getting some of the food Dr. Marshall
brought to the class. Three of the students told me they were glad she brings refreshments otherwise they would have nothing to
eat before class.

Finally, | enjoyed the class and applaud Dr. Marshall for the empathy and patience she demonstrates through her interaction with the
students one on one, in small groups, and during the larger class discussion. The course cantent was interesting. The class was
organized, and Dr. Marshall has established a strong community of scholars in TSOCWF 101,

Deirdre

b T T T T T T T I LI LT T ]
Deirdre Raynar, Ph.D,

Associate Professor, American Ethric Literature

School of Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences

Director, Office of Undergraduate Education

University of Washington, Tacoma

{253)692-4456

draynor@u.Washington.edu

htq:s:ﬂaulhn-k.nl’ﬁca.mwmllisaarmWMQMGIZYlﬂ'IzT AMLTEOMTRtNGEWMS04ZjJkLTZIZm UsNWZIZmEZYwAQAKoEMNgh4r % 2FINIBISAWN KR 11
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TSOCWF 101
Introduction to
Social Work (UG)

Elective

In person

2016 Winter

45

5.2

19

63%

T SOCW 503
Human Behavior
and Social
Environment Il

©)

Required

In person

2017 Winter

3.3

5.7

23

74%

T SOCW 503
Human Behavior
and Social
Environment Il

©)

Required

In person

2018 Winter

1.3

5.6

17

65%

T SOCW 503
Human Behavior
and Social
Environment Il

©)

Required

In person

2019 Winter

2.5

5.5

18

67%

T SOCWF 101
Introduction to
Social Work (UG)

Elective

In person

2020
Autumn

41

4.8

37

89%
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y COURSE SUMMARY REPORT Unlvarsity of Washinglon, Tacoma
, A S ys tem i Numarle Aesponses Social Work

Term: Winter 2016
TSOCWF 101 A Evaluation Delivery: Online
Introduction To Social Work Evaluation Form: ©
Course lype; Face-lo-Face Responses: 12/19 (83% high)
Taught by: Gillian Marshall
Instrucior Evalusted: Gillian Marshall-Assist Prof

Overall Summative Rating represants the combined responses of students to the four global summative

h Comblnad Adjusted
items and Is presentad to provide an overall index of the class's quality: Madian Combined
Madion
4.7 a5

{0-lowast: Swhighest)

Challenge and Engagement index (CEI) combinss student responses o sevaral JASystem items relating CE: 52
o how academically challenging studants found the course fo be and how engaged they wore:

{ I=lowest: 7-highest)

SUMMATIVE ITEMS

The course as a whola was:

48
The course content was: 12 | 80% B8%  93%  B% 4.5 4.4
The instructor's contribution to the course was: 12 6™ 1T 8% 8% 48 46
The insiructor's affcliveness in teaching the subject matler was: 12| 67% 8% 2% . 48 4.5

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

D00 axpect your grade in thie oourae bo be: 12 58%  17% 8%

|
The intelleciual challange presented was: 12 | 8% GB0% 25% 17% 57
The amount of aifort you put inte this course was: 12 | 17% 50% 17% 17% 58
The amount of affort to succeed in this course was: 12 B%  42% 2%%  17% 55
Your invalvement In coursa {domng assignments, attanding classes, elo.) 12 | 25% 25% 42% &% 55
was:; | |
On average, how many hours per week have you spent on this coursa, Class median: 4.7 Hours per credit: 0.9 (N=12)
including attending classas, doing readings, reviawing notes, writing
papars and any other Course related work?

Under 2 23 4.8 &7 ] 10-11 1213 14-15 1617 18-18 20 22 or more

25% 42% 17% 17%

From the 10lal averaga hours above, how many do you considar ware Class medlan: 44 Hours percredit: 0.9 (N=12)
valuable in advancing your education?

Under 2 23 L2 &7 &8 1011 1213 1415 1617 1819 20-21 22 or more

8% 17% 58%. 8% 8%
What grada do you expect In this eaurse? Class median: 3.3 (N=12)
A A B+ B B- Ca c c- o D D- E
B840 3538 (A234) (2831 (2528 (2224 (8L (1518 (1L294) (081 o.70.e (0.0 Pass Credit Mo Gradil
33% 33% 17% 8% 8%
In regard to your academic program, is this course best describad as: {N=12)
A gorerdislribution .
In your major requirement An olective In yaur minor A program requiremant Other
B% 39% 17% 8% 178 17%
© 2011-2018 IASystem, Univessily of Washinglon Printed; 12/22/19
Survey no: 98721 Page 1l &
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NASysteny

Mumarc Responsas

COURSE SUMMARY REPORT

University of Washington, Tacoma
Social Work
Term: Winter 2018

STANDARD FORMATIVE ITEMS
] _ &S e T
Course organization was: B 4.6 2
Instructor's preparation for class was: B% 4.8 5
Instructor as a discussion loader was: 8% 42 17
Instructor's contribution to discussion was: B 4.8 3
Conduciveness of class almosphere 1o student learning was: 12 | 850% 17 3% 4.5 14
Cuallty of questions or problems raised was: 12 50% 25% 7% 8% 4,5 15
Student eonfidence In instructor's knowledge was: 12| TB% B%  17%% 4.8 6
Instructor's enthusiasm was: 12 | 75% 25% 4.8 8
Encouragement glven students to expross themsealvas was: 12 | 68% &% 7% 17% 4.6 13
Instructor's openness to student views was: 12 B0% 29% 25% 4.5 16
Intergst level of class sassions was: 12 | 42% 8% 33% A% 8% 35 18
Use of class time was: 12 | B8% &% 25% B9 4.5 4
Instructor's interest in whether students learmad was: 12 | 68% 8% 25% 8% 46 1
Amount you learnad In the course was: 12| 50% 25% 8% 17% 4.5 10
Relevance and usefulness of course content ware: 12| 50% 33% B% 8% 4.5 12
Evalualive and grading techniques (lests, papers, projecis, eic.) ware: 12 | 50% 17% 25% 8% 4.5 9
Reasonableness of assigned work was: 12| 67%  17%  17% 4.8 1
Clarity of studen! responsiblitles and requiremenls was: 12 | 88% 8% 1% 17% 4.6 7
ad: 12723
:ﬂ;ﬁi ::?yslam. Uiniversity of Waghington Pring lligpag :
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COURSE SUMMARY REPORT University of Washington. Tacoms
’ AIS y s te m ’ Student Comments Social Work
g L o iy Wi SR

Term: Winter 2018

TSOCWF 101 A Evaluation Dalivary: Online
Infroduction To Social Work Evaluation Form: C
Course type: Face-to-Face Responses:  12/19 (63% high)

Taught by: Gillian Marshal|
Instrucior Evalualed: Gillian Marshall-Assis| Prof

STANDARD OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

1. Yas because of ihb aclivites we did

2. Yes, guest epeakers and group simulations forced mé fo think about sociological and psychological ssues that | praviously was unaware of or had a
skewad opinion of,

3. Yes. The group discussions made you think about (ho reading and how Il relates |o your lle

4.1t made me geta broadar knowledge on the Teld of social work,

5. Thete wera many aspecis of this class that made you siretch what you lsarnod. For example at the and of the course we had svaluate a case shudy
and use prior knowledge to evaluaie and discuss what would be gond for the olignt

B, ¥es, It made you think about family dynamics and how thay play o your scenarios.
7. Not s much as | had anlicipaiad, Tho course work was vary dry,

B. Yes. il was avery ineresting class;

8, This class makes you Think extremaly dilferant

10, Yas, professor made us thinking cleary bayond the texi lo think both aritically and with refaranca |0 the texL. She made sure we lactually backed our
reasanings whan making a clalm and lsacing us 10 think deepar and despser when presented a concept to think aboul.

1. The aclual clzss ime

2. Groups simulafions, videos, guest speakers

3. The guest speakers

4. Honeslly everything. | liked the variaty and the profesgor was engaging! Win win situation,

5. Out of class assignments and guest speakers

6. The presentations. They really pounded the information mto our minds

Eﬁm!. speakers ware very insghtiul, but actually mora than the professer. We never heard her "slory” aboul sockl work, Il was always olher peaple
cama in,

B. All of the projects and activities we did.

9, Readngsz

10. Profossor had great insight on her work experience and was able 1o make the lopic rmore Interesting by conntcting pieces of toxl axamples 1o her
personal experience. Sha is vary intarastod in the topic which sha Ie teaching which & also & plus. Sha I8 an amazing leglurer even on days when the
majorily of the sludents do nat necassarily want 10 conlribule to the conversation that day. In addilion lo in class guest speakers wo gol to see diferant
aspocis of the social work fiald,

1. The readings shapters were oo long to fucus on sometines
£. Group projects

3, Nothing

4. Nathing | can think of in particular.

B. Nothing

B. Somatimes i was repetitive or baring

7. Too much reading in lext (hat was never covered in class, lime spent in class was nol valuabie and not engaging.

. Nona

9. Ovar raading

10, Nothing really but | was given a false sense of excitamant when folders wore made i the baginning of the quarter on canvas depicting the diferent

weeks throughout the caurse though no files were aciually placed In those files. I'm curious T know what the prolessor would have put in those filne and
whether or not they caula have beon bonelicial to our learning axperience.

1. Mone

@ 2011-2018 [ASystem, Univarsity of Washington Printed: 12/23/19
Swivey no: BOT21 Page 3ol &
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2. Either remave group projects or grade individualy
4. Mors videos In the powarpolnis 3}

5. Maybe talk more about how the professor gotmto this liskd and when she knew she wanted to be ong. Givas insiahi to how the pratessor's feslings
are towards the subject,

6. Switch up the matarial and add more visuals 10 break up the text

7. Less book work and more in class aclivitios and ENGAGING laaturos, less guest speakers and more the professor lsading the class,
8, None

9. Reading a reasonable amouni at a lime
10. The chocolate basket & always a plus, though there sl much there can bie done clharwise |6 improve the class isell,

© 20112018 1ASysiem, Univassity of Washingtan Printed: mﬂ?:
Burvay no: 88T Page
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I A SJ/S_ t f;fgg ) : Interpreting /ASystem Courge Summary Reporis

IASystem Course Summary Reports summarize student ralings of a partieular courss or combination of courses. They provide a rich
parspective on student views by raporting responses In three ways. as lrequancy distribulions, average ralings, and either
comparalive or adjusted ratings, Remember in inlerpreting results that it is important to keepin mind the number of sludenis who
evaluatad the colirse relative 1o the total course enroliment as shown on the upper right-hand comer of the report.

Fraquency distributions. The percentage of studerits who selecled each response cholcs Is displayed for sach item. Percentages
are based on the number of students who answerad the respective item rather than the numbar of students who evaluated the course
becauge individual item response is oplional,

Median ratings. (4Systam reporis average ratings in the form of item madians, Although means are a mora familisr type of average
than medians, hey are less acourate in summanzing student ratings. This ls because ratings distributions tend 1o be siro naly skewed.
That is, most of the ralings are at the high end ol the scale and trail off i the low end,

Tha median indicates tha point on the rating scals at which half of the sludents selected higher ratings, and half salacted lowar.

Medians are computed to one decimal place by interpalation.’ In general, higher medians reflect mora favorable ratings. To inteiprel
median ralings, compare tha valye of each median lo the respective response scale: Very Poor. Poor, Fair, Good. Very Good,
Excellent (0-5); NeverNoneMuch Lowsr. About HattAverage, AlwavsGreatMuch Higher (1-71; Shight, Maderate, Considarable,
Extansiva (1-4),

Comparative ratings. [ASysiam provides a normative comparison for each item by reporting the decile rank of the ltem median.
Decile ranks compara the madian rating of & particular ltem to rafings of the same itam aver the previous two academic years |n all
classas at the institution and within the college. schoal, or division. Dacile ranks are shown anly for itams wilh suflicient normative
data.

Decile ranks range from 0 (lowest) to 8 (highest). For all itlems, higher medians yield higher decile ranks. The 0 dacile rank indicates
an item median in the lowest 10% of all scores. A decile rank of 1 indicales a median above the botiom 10% and balow the top 80%.
Adaclle rank ol 8 indicates a madian in the top 10% of all scores. Because average ralings tend to be high, a raling of “good" or
“avarage” may have a low decils rank.

Adjusted ratings. Research has shown that student ratings may be somewhat influgnced by lactors such as class size, expected
grade. and reason for enroliment. To corract lor this, (ASystam reporls adjusted medians for summaliva items (items #1-4 and their
combined global rating) based on regression analyses of ratings over the previous two academic years in all classes at the
respective Institution, Il large classes al the instiution tend to be rated lower than small classes, for axample, the adjustad meadlans for
large classes will be slightly higher than their unadjusted medians,

When adjusted ratings are displayed lor summative tems, relative rank l= displayad for tha mare spaciic (formative) items. Rankings
s8rve as a guide in directing instructional improvement affarts. The top ranked ltems (1.2, 3, elc.) represent areas that are going well
from a student perspective; whereas the botiom ranked ltems (18,17, 16, 8tc.) represent areas in which ha instructor may want 1o
make changes. Relative ranks ara computed by first standardizing each ltem (subtract ng he ovarall institutional average from tha
item rating for the particular course. then dividing by the standard deviation of the rati ngs across all courses) and then ranking those
standardized scores,

Challenge and Engagement Index (CEI), Sevaral IASystemilems ask studenis how acadamically challenging they found the course
to be. IASystem calculates the average of these itams and reporis them as a single Index. The Challenge and Engagement Index
{CEl) correlates only modestly with the global rating (median of items 14},

Optional hems. Student responses lo instruclor-supplied items are summarized atthe and of the evaluation reparl, Median
respaonses should be interpreled in light ol the spacific ilem text and response scale used iresponse values 1-8 on paper evaluation
forms),

! For the specilic melhod, see, for example, Guillord. J.P. (1965). Fundamantal statistics in psychology and education, New Yorl: MeGraw-Hill Baok
Company, pp. 45-53.
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COURSE SUMMARY REPORT Univarsity ot Washinglon, Tacoma
, A S y S te m i Mumeric Hesponses Social Work
B F i ]

Term: Wintar 2017

TSOCW 503 A Evaluation Delivery:  Qnline
Human Behavior And The Social Environment Il Evaluation Form: ©
Course lype: Face-lo-Face Responses: 17/23 (T4% very high)

Taught by: Gillian Marshall
Instructor Evaluated: Gillian Marshall-Assist Prof

Overall Summative Rating represents the combinad responses of students to the four global summative Combimed Adjustod
items and is presented to provide an overall index of the class's quality: Medinn Combined
Wedian
28 a3
{O=lowesi; S=highest)
Challenge and Engagement Index (GEl) combines sludent responses 1o several JASystem tems relating CEl: 5.7
to how academically challanging students found the course to be and how enpaged Ihey weare 1 I: 7-highest

SUMMATIVE ITEMS

The course as a whole was:

The course content was: 17 :
The instructor's contribution to the course was: 17 % % @ a1 | 35
The instructar's elfectivenass in leaching the subject matter was: 17| 18%  35% 28%  12% &% 25 3.1

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Do you expect your grade in this course 1o bo: 17 8% &% 41% 24% 6% 6% | 39

Tha infellaciual chalionge presentad was: W12 35% 12% 24% 129 6% | 5.2

The amount of effort you put into this course was: 7 M% 47% 6% 6% 6.3

The amount of affort to succeed in this course was: 17 | 633% 38% 6% 6% 6.6 |

Your invelvemant in course (doing assignments, attending classes, afc.) 17 47% 20% 1B% 6% | 6.4

was:

On average, how many houre per wook have you spent on this coursie. Class median: 9.7 Hours per credit: 3.2 (N=17)

Including anendng clsssas, dolng readings, reviewing notes, writing
papers and any oihor course related wark'?

Under 2 23 4.8 67 B8 10-11 12413 14-15 1617 1818 20=21 22 or more
18% &% 2% 35% 6% 8% %
From the tofal average hours above, how many do you consider ware Class median: 5.7 Hours percredit: 1.9 (N=17)
valuable in advancing your education?
Under 2 24 &5 &7 B8 1011 1213 1415 1617 1210 20-81 22 or mare
245 24% 28% 6% 1E%
What grade do you expact In this course? Class maedlan: 3.1 (N=18)
. A- B+ B B- C+ c o- [+ o o- E
(3.89-0.0) (3,538 (3.2-3.4) (@831 (28528 (2224 (821 (1518 (1.2-14) (0811) (O.7-0.8) (0.0} Pass Crodit  Ho Credit
19% 1% 12% 25% 12%
In regard to your acadamic program, is this course best described as; (N=17)
A gore/digiribution
In your major rogquirament An eleotive In your minor A program ragquiremenl Other
29% 18% 47% B9
& 2011=2018 IASystam, University of Washingtan Printed: 12/24/18
Burvay no: 100755 Page 1 of &
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IASystem)

COURSE SUMMARY REPORT
Mumeric Responses

Universily of Washington, Tacoma

Soclal Work

Term: Winter 2017

STANDARD FORMATIVE ITEMS
_ N W mﬁd u&ﬂ r-:g o Fﬁr Megian w
Course organzalion was: 16 B 31%  44% 188 a3 10
Instructor's praparatian for class was: 16 8% B2 25% 6% 28 13
Instructor as a discussion leader was: 17 B% 24% 53% 6% 12% 3.1 ]
Instructor's contribution to discussion was: 17 12% 35% 35% 6% 12% 3.4 B
Conduciveness of class atmosphare 1o sludent learming was: 17 | &% 12%  35% 28% 12% 6% 26 12
Quality of questlons or problems rased was: 17 &% 35% 3%  12% B% 6% az 4
Student confidence in instructor's knowlsdge was: 17 0 18%  18% 29% 18% 12% 6% 3.0 15
Instructor’s enthuzlasm was: 17| 18% 63% 24% B% 38 1
Encouragement givan students to express themselves was: 17 | 1% 8% 299 20% EY% B% 2.8 14
Instructor's opanness to student views was: 17 6%  35% 18%  24% 12% 6% 3.0 16
Interast level of class sessions was: 17| 18%  12% 249 95%%  12% 26 2
Usa of class time was: 17 | B% 18%  47%  24% 6% 29 3
Instructor's interest in whether students larned was: 17 | 8% 20% 28% Rd%  12% 3.0 ]
Amount you learned in the course was: 18 | &% 9% 25% 3% 12% &% 25 9
Relevance and usefulness of course content were; 17 12%  18% 29% 18% 18% 6% 28 7
Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, papers, projcts, elc.) wera: 17 6% 29% 2% 24% 29% 1.4 17
Reasonableness of assigned work was: 17 | 8%  18% 24% 24% 24% 6% 24 1
Clarity of student respongibiiies and requiramants was: 17 6% 6% 3%%  12% 41% 1.2 18

@ 2011=2018 1ASystam, Univarsity of Washinglan Printed; 12/23/18
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g COURSE SUMMARY REPORT Univarsity of Washington, Tacoma
IASystem} Student Commants i e
L ST ———

Tarm: Wintar 2017

TSOCW 503 A Evaluation Delivery: Online
Human Behavior And The Social Envirgnmant | Evaluation Form: €
Course type: Face-fo-Face Responses: 17/23 (74% very high)

Taught by: Gillian Marshall
Instructor Evaluated: Gilllan Marshall-Assist Prof

STANDARD OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

1. yes, this class challengad my hought process by having complex group essignmanis
2. Mo seemed o ba a mixiure of raview

3. Yes however the teacher at times sesmad 1o struggle lo remembar that much of the class already works in the field and has a great das| of
experience. Often the leacher presented as condescanding ar unaware thal tha students work in [he social Wit ekl

4. Parls ol this class ware imellectually slimuilafing - most of @ was a ralreshor.

5. Yes - from the Werature lo presentations and coursa content, ¢lass was intallectually rigorous - stralched my thinking bayond & genaraliet knowledygs
baze.

8. Yes, | have bean daing sockal wark for 14 years and never deslt with the situations this class presented. A lot of ihought was Pt into thes curriculum
and what we laarned was essaniial,

7. The class required a lot 6f tima, losus, and dadication o complate assignments. It definitely forced me 1o think mors about the topie,

8. | leal there could have been mare small group discussions within class. The documentaries ware very iood and helped 1o drive specific points homa.
8. It was nol infellectually stimutating do (o the fact thal the siress leyels and worry was al an all ime high.

0. x

11. The class was intallectually stimulating, The group projects thal simulsted real workd sienarlos were helpful in critically thinking about problems.

12. IHound a few moments ol the class 1o be inlelactually stimulating, but overall it wasn'L Tha class discussions regarding dementia and
communities/neighborhoods wers thaught proveking, but that's all | ook aweay from Ihe course. | did nol find this course to ba stimulaling overall
because the course expectations wera nal vary clear. | epant a majority of my lime attempling to undarstand the dourse assignmiants and whal lhe
professor's axpactatons were rather than actually 1aking lime ta fully comprehend the matorial

133, Collaborating and running a hypethetical non-profit Is demanding.

1. The group assignmants, reading and videos

2. In cless fime.

4. lenjoyed the teachers enthusiasm and passion for the fieskd.
4. The use of video ciips vs straight laclure,

&, FAeadings - lots of reading! In class discussions and supplemental learming materials, such as fims and In class guest presamations. Instructors
isight as a researcher, clinician, geromslogist (my chosean aren of specially) atded a real-fe dimension 1o he colrsework. | anjoyad warking in the
small group anvironment. My team mambers bonded logether and, from thelr individual contributions, | lsamsad so mueh more about the content and
mysall

E. Our coursework relaled 1o us baing In 4 Mook soowl servica agency. Wa had lo erilically think about what wa would do in certain situations. This
added anather element 1o leuning that made it more real which was aspecially helplul lor me as a kinesthelic learnar, | was so apprecialive of all the
Thotight that weni into erealing this curriculum for a diferent lype of learmar,

7. | enjoyed the instructor and her direct quastioning to studants. She also presentod example sliuations which she encouraned us to address using olr
axperiance and classwork.

8. Lectures, small group decussions, documantanes,

9. The last wo classes but the nstructor was conlusing al limes, when questions woukd arise from stutlents har demeanor was slandalfish and would
miake me leel a2 | was "not Masters leval

10.%

11, Class discussions were most halpful

12. | have thought about this question a lol ovar thal last couple of weals, but cannet think of an answer because | dort Tiel as though | learmod
anything,

13, Warking with groug to solve problems.

4. Having group time al the end of the class for group members to meet and work on project

1. Nothing
2. Time spent in rallic going to class

@ 201 1-2018 IASystem, University of Washingtan Printed: 12/23/18
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3. In regards 1o assignment the expectations were very unclear and changed Irequantly. When one group would ask a question they would pel ong
snswer and anathor would ask and gol angthar answer, Tha assignments ware ynrezlistic and unclear. This mada group work frustraling and
confusing. If citalion i expected thera needs 1o be a clear emphasis on how many arg sxpected. Saying “when you know you know™ is nal an answer
that provides clarity.

4. The requirements for sesignmants was difficul to navigats. When clarification wis sought aut, it enly seamed to gel more confusing. The comments
that were left on my papars and the grades that wara givan aften did not match each ofher. At this point | only hope that | passad the class.

3. | think Dr, Marshal's heart was in ha right place and that she wanted her students 1o have a pleasurable krarming experience in har HBSE. Howavar,
thara were a law natable instances thal lelt a stain on the overall experience lor me. Inslruclor appeared kargely unprepared many classes - wisibly
grading assignments that ware dus back thal ovaning during & guest presentation, Course readings and materials slow (o uploadsd into Canvas or
efmaied Lo the class - loraing sludents o read many pages of fex| in & shorler period of fime (I'm no speed readorl). Instruclions group assignment
nstructions and requirements were nol clearly communicaled to sludents. For ang group assiginent. she hed the eniire class re do d becatse wo
dicdnl lalow the instructions and produced work beneath Mastors Lovel. Now, | undarstand the bar i raised al (he Mastars level, However, she didm't
provide cloar reasons why the assignment should be redona. Many siudents wera lolt confused and remained so throughout duration of Qroup
assignment pragect. As a rasull, the entire coursa limaline gl pushed out. Grading, lar asch al the faur group assignments, appeared subjeciive and
lacked consistency. Many students apenly expressoed thair ongoing frustralions with assigniment requiremants in class, This. in lurn, creatad an
environment of distraciion and detraction in lts own righl, It appaared, fram my observations. (hal she lost the confidence and trust of her shidents. Sad
loo, because she is well versed in her material and presants harsell as an academic “heavy waight™. Perhaps she & an inexpenienced tmacher who just
neads more Instruction time under har bal?

B. The requirements ware nal clear, And the course wark was nol evenly distributed amongst group members, Each project the group changsd leaders.
The last {o projects were significantly mors ditficult and required mueh mors time and anargy fram the leaier, There was no way this coukt be a fair
distribution amongs! leaders. In tha end the last two leaders did way more work than othor members ever had 1o do. This was not fair and was nol
reflectad in the grading, In lact whan it came my lime to do this | was so overwhelmed, As @ leadet wriling your own paper then merging three or Tour
other peopies papers together is an insurmouniable and unressonsble ask, Espaclally whon the professor lalis averyone they can write as much as
Ihey wani. So the members all write 3-5 papers Including the leader. Then the leader has 1o merge up to 20 pages inlo a 10 page or less documeant. As
Ihe leadar | could not keep up with &l of this aepactally when the group would nol sten to ma and organize bocause they wero lold they could wille as
much as they wanted and i was up lo me [0 just make it work, Overall the assignmanis nead to ba fair and clearly kaid cut. Whan the assignments wore
nat clear everyane made misiokes. The prolessar 1ald avaryona they were not working al masters level. If averyone in the class is struggling it Is not
the student. It is the professor that need 1o re-evaluata. Don't get me wrong the professor was vy hind, had greal ideas o help us learn, vary
approachablg. but there soma things that need fixing and addressecd, Thare are other instructors that are slso nol clear about assignmants, but they
don't grade as harshly. If the professor is going lo continue grading the wiy she does she needs to distribula the work much more faily and be clear
about her expeaciaiions.

7. ekt the group projects took too mush time and took away from the coursa. Class Tooused 100 much on allempting to complate these assignments
and nol snowgh on course roadings.

8. Group projects. Nat all of them, but there seemed 1o be loo meany. | didn't always Tesl like | undarstond what was being asked of us lar each
assignment. and grading didn't feel consistent ta me. Al limes sur group did well. but other times wz diddn't do very wall, even though we fell we had
stronger papers on tha projacis whers we recelved lower grades,

8. Tha ingtructor, her Inglructions were unclear, the assignments were given a week belore and we wera cxpected o proouce matenal that would takes
weaks lo do in order to meet her expencations. Whan | asked a question, she stated thal | was "thinking ioo much into " the. Tollowing weak sha
apalogized to our group because | specifically askad the question we all dd wrong. We as a class had to redo the whole assignmenl,

10,2
1. Attimes there was disorganization in' the classroom setting.

12. Firat of all, the organization of the professor defracted from my overall learning. The final version of tha syllabus wasn't uploaded for studant viewing
until waek 2 of the quarter which hekd informatian neaded for our first agsignment which was also dua week 2, This gave sludents less than 24 hours 1o
adequalely lormat the assignment. For the first lew wesks, readings werer't uploaded unlil e weekend befars they were lo be completed which only
gave sludents & couple of days 1o read them. In addition lo his, thare wera arrors on all course materal providerd by the profesgor including wrong due
tates and unclear guestions. Ancthar thing that dotractod from my ability I learn In this course wene thi constant entais from the prolessor regarding
ehanges 1o assignmentls days balore they weara duo, Tho prolessor was conalalently lale m class ar going over class time. Another aspect that
tetracted fram my overall isarning was the struciura of the group assignments, The ex peciations lor thase gesignments wore vory unglear, | did not lesl
that her expectations wera wall ratlactad in the assignments or grading rubrics. There was akso not much clarification provided when asked by students
(including myselt) 1o clear up misconceptions. The assignments. which resembled case studies, ware also oxirermaly exaggaratad which marde
answering the quesiions ralating to the assignments difficull to answsr.

13. Never lelt certain of the assignmarit.

14, No lecture slides or organization of the class's leclura

1. Know all of the assignmants at the beginning of class so | have more time lo prapara for them,
2 Less group asslanments more mdwvidus! work

3. Clarily in assignment and sticking to the assignment. Ghanges cannot ba mads once assigned, Sending out reading firs! week, Sanding out tha
reading in Sunday night when claes ls an Tuesday should not be acceptable,

4. Claar directions and expectations from the starl. It @ expacted that sucents be opan minded aned fexible when | comes o larning - | think that the
professors should be as well. | don't appreciale being talked In as thaugh | know nathing about the fiekd of practice that | work in, Grad school i a way 10
continue 16 learn and to grow in the fiskd - not to negate whal | may have almady leamed along the way.

@ 2011=2018 IASystem, University of Washingtan Printad: 122318
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5. If the Insiructor intands 1o teach the HBSE group assignman scenarios again, | would recommand thal she redo the grading rubric and assignment
handouts so they mare accurately reflect her AGTUAL sxpaciations - broaden the assignment specs more lully. Lectures wara very shorl (one on
Ageism - an important lopic in social work today - was 6 minules in langih!). Though the raadings and group work helped solidity tha material, the class
would have benefiled fram her exlensive knowledge on cinical social work, gerontolagy, and her real life experiences as a ckncian, Instructor appeared
not have pul much affort into the preparation of course matarials, botures, and (he o guast prasantations, though good, coukd have been better
supparled with detalled leclures. Took threa weeks for the Insiruclor 1o learn, adopt and upload required course readings Io Canvas. Perhaps some pre-
class prap work could help her with this organizatianal aspoct of class managemant.

B. Be clear about the assignments. Don't acuuse Ihe entire class of not being al a master's leval If the enfire class I strugahng thera ks something golng
an with the professor and thair abillty to articulate their sxpectations. I've been in the role as & social worker for 14 yeard, | have worked Ior DDA, CPS,
HCS, Western Slale Hospital, | wark on a master's level every day, Distribute the work amongst the lsaders fairly, be clear about expeciations, and
examine if there is & more efficient way to do something. Because in the real workd of social work we arn always going 1o take the most elliciant route of
geiting something done. There was a lot of unnecessary lime and energy spant on projects or class activitias when thars could have been an easier
way to do something,

7. Whiile the groups wers intoresting, the class woukl be belter having less group assignmens snd mare individual anes.

8. Poesibly swapping out some of the group projects for Individual research papers. Alko, aiowing studants to chooes their own ool issue tied Lo
aocial work theorles. with peaject spproval by prol, Having af laast ganaral descriptions for each assignment laid oul at the starl of e quarter, rather
than being handed out two weeks prior to the dus dats,

8, Clear and concise instructions from the prolessar, fhis is the first tima in any of my clssses ever that | expadanced this amount of stress and anxiety.
It impacted and affected my qualiy of work.

10,2
11, Nia

12. | would suggest that the professor betler arganize thamsalves in ordor to oplimize class tima, | would ako suggest Lo be more craalive with laclurs
lime. The PowerPolnls were uninleresling and the professor did nol provide much addional insight, maraly read varbaiim off tha slides. The laal thing |
would sugnest would be to be more explcit with expectations regarding the course assignments. Expeclations ragarding the structure of the papers and
usa of ciiations were unclear and the grading rubric wasn't provided until aftor assignment iwo wes aiready graded.

13, Use previous templates from previous works by students to demonsirate what is acceptsbis for ansignmanis.

14. Have syllabus, readings, assignmenis givan out a1 (he beginning of Ihe quarter. Have leclirs skdes avallable prior to class. Have assignment
specilic assignment requirements and grading rubric lor each assignmen

15. Maks sxpactations clear and do nat change expaectalions throughou! the courge.

© 20112018 IASystem, Unlversity of Washingtan Printed: 12/22119
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I AS}VS: t:fz ftl ) Interpreting IASystem Course Summary Reports

Fraquency distributions. The percentage of sludenis who selectad each response choice is displayed for aach item. Parcentages
are based on the number of students who answered the fespactive item rather than the number al students who avalualed the course
because individual ilem response Is optional.

Median ratings. lASysiem roports average ratings in the form of ltlam medians. Allheugh means are a morm famillar type of average
than medians, they are less acourate in summarizing student ralings. This is because ratings distibutions tend In be strongly skewed,
Thatis, most of the ratings are st the high end of the seale and trail off fo the low and,

The median indicates the pointon the rating scale atwhich half of the shidents salacted higher ratings, and hall selected lower,

Medians are compuled Io one degimal place by interpolation.! In general, higher medians reflact mors favarable ratings. To interpret
median ralings, compare the value of each madian o lhe respective rasponse scale: Very Poor, Poar, Fair, Good, Very Good,
Excellent (0-5); NevariNona/Much Lower, About HaltAverage. AlwaysGreatMuch Higher (1-7); Slight, Moderate, Considerabla,
Extensive (1-4).

Comparative ratings. IASystem provides a normative comparison lor each llem by reporting the decile rank of the item madian.
Declle ranks compare the median rating of a particular ltem to ratings of the same (tem over the previous iwo academic years in all
classes al the institution and within the college. school, or division. Decile ranks are shown only for ilems with sufiicient normative
data.

Decile ranks range from 0 (lowest) 1o 8 {highest). For all itams, higher medians yisld higher decile ranks. The 0 dedlie rank indicates
an item median In the lowest 10% of all scoras. A decile rank of 1 indicales a median abova the bottom 10% and below the top 80%.
A dacile rank of 9 indicates a madian in the top 10% of all scores. Because avarage raungs tend lo ba high, a rating of “good™ or
"average® may have a low decile rank.

Adjusted ratings, Research has shown that student ratings may be somewhal influenced by tactors such as class size, expected
grade, and reason for anroliment. To carract for this, ASystem raports adjusted medians for summative items {itame #1-4 and thair
combined glabal rating) based on regression analyses ot ratings over the pravious two academic yaars in all classes at the
raspeclive institution. If large classes at the institution tend to be rated lower than small classes, for example, he adjustsd medians for
large elasses will be slightly higher than their unadjusted meadians.

When adjusted ratings are displayed for summative items, relative rank |s displayed for the more specific (formative) items.-Rankings
serve as a guide In directing instructional impravemeant efioris. The top ranked llems (1. 2, 3, aic.) represant areas that ara gaing wall
from a studenl parspeciive; whereas tha bottom ranked items (18, 17, 16, aic,) represent areas in which the instructor may want to
make changes. Relative ranks ara computed by first standa rdizing each ilem (subtracting the overall institutional ave rage from the
item rating for the particular course, then dividing by the standard deviation of the ratings across all courses) and then ranking those
standardized scoreg.

Challenge and Engagement Index (CEI). Savaral ISystemitems ask students how academically challa nging they found the coursa
o be. IASystem calculales the average of these itame and reports them as a single Index. The Challenge and Engagemant Index
(CEl) earrelates only modestly with the global rating (median of items 1-4),

Optional hems, Sludent responses fo instructor-supplied items are summarizad at the end of the evaluation report. Median
responses should be interpreted in light of the spaciiio item taxt and response scale used (responsa values 1-6 on paper evaluation
forms).

! For the specilic method, see, lor axampla, Guilford. J.B. (1865}, Fundamental stalistics in peychology and eoucation. New York: MoGraw-Hill Book
Company, pp, 49-53,
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IASystemy

COURSE SUMMARY REPORT
MNumeric Responses

University of Washington, Tacoma
Social Work
Term: Wintar 2018

TEOCW 503 A _
Human Behavior And The Social Environment Il
Course type: Face-lo-Face

Taught by: Gillian Marghall

Instructor Evaluated: Gilllan Marshall-Assist Prof

Evaluation Uelivery: Online
Evalualion Farm: ©
Responses: 1117 (85% high)

Overall Summative Rating represenis the combinad responses of students to the faur glnbal summative
items and I5 presentad to provide an overall index of the class's quality:

Challange and Engagemant Index (CEl) combines student rasponses to several [ASystem items ralaling
to how academically challenging students found the course to be and how engaged thay wara:

SUMMATIVE ITEMS

The course as a whola was:

Combined Adjusied
Median Cambined
Madian
13 1.3

{0=lowest; S=highast)

CEl: 58
[ 1=lowest: 7<highast)

The ¢ourse contant was: 11 18% 2/ 22 23
The instructor's contribution 1o the course was: " b 1.4 14
The instructor's effectiveness in teaching the subject matter was: 8 %% 08 08

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Do you expect your grade in this course to ba:

53

The intellectual chalienge presented was: 18% 18% | 4.7
The amount of affort you pul inlo this course was: 11 84% 27% 8% 87
The amount of effort o succesd in this course was: 11 65% 36% 9% | BB
Your Invalvement in course (doing assignments, attending classes, gle.} 11 | B4%  3E% 6.7 |
was!
On average, how many hours par wesk have you spent on Ihis course, Class median: 9.0 Hours per credit: 3 (N=11)
inchuctng attending classes, doing feadings, reviewing notes, wiiting
papars and any olher course relaied work?

Undar 2 23 45 &7 %] 10-11 1213 1415 1817 1810 20-21 22 ar more

18% 16% 18% 9% % % 18%

From the total average hours above, how many do you consider wers Clzss median: 3.8 Hours percradit: 1.3 (N=11)
valuable in advancing your education?

Under 2 23 45 &7 L] 1011 1213 1415 16-17 180 2021 22 or mare

27% 18% 27% 9% 9% 8%
What grade do you expsct in this course? Class median: 3.6 (N=11)
A e B+ B B- C+ [+ c- D+ o o B

A84.0) (3538 (3.234) (2931) (2528 (2224 (1L.821) (1508 (1L294)  (0.8-1.1) 0708 00 Pass  Credlt  Ho Credit

18% 55% 8% 18%
In regard ta your academic program, is this course best described as: {N=11)

A coreidistribution
In your major raduirament An olective In your minor A program regulremant Other
27% 73%
£ 2011-2018 |ASyatem, University of Washington Printed: 128318
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IASystem)

COURSE SUMMARY REPORT
Mumenc Responses

Univarsity of Washinglon, Tacoma
Social Work
Term: Winter 2018

STANDARD FORMATIVE ITEMS

Goursa organization was:

Inetruetar's proparation for class was:

Instructor as a discussion leader was:

Instructor's contribution to discussion was:

Gonducivenass of class atmosphere to studant learning was:
Cuality of guestions or problems raised was:

Studen! confidence in instruclor's knowledge was:
Instructor's enthusiasm was:

Encouragement given siudenis o express themselves was:
Instrustor's opennass 1o student views was:

Interest lovel of class sessions was:

Use of class lime was:

Instructor's interest in whather students learned was:
Amount you learned in the course was:

Ralevance and usefulness of course contant ware:
Evaluative and grading techniques (lesis, papers, projects, etc.) were;
Reasonableness of assigned work was:

Clarity of siudent responsibilities and requirements was:

11
1
1
¥
1
Lk
1
11
1
11
1
)
11
LR
"
"
1
1

2 &8

222

18%

18%
9%

18%

18%
18%

2%
27%
36%
27%
45%0
18%
2%

279

18%

10%

5%
27%
45%
27%
158%
5%
8%
18%

m
a5
2t

45%

18%

IRRE

8%
3%

g3

27%

Poar
m:

0.8 12
1.3 14
1.9 1
1.4 18
20 5

2.0 B

1.8 15
2.4 g

26 a

1.4 18
a8 1

0.9 13
27 2

1.7 [

1.8

1.8

1.3 10
0.2 17
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J COURSE SUMMARY REFORT University ot Washingion. Tacoma
IAS ys te FH ? Student Comments Sacial Work
T o i -

Term: Winlar 2018

TS0OCW 303 A Evaluation Delivery: Online
Human Behavior And The Social Environment || Evalualion Form; ©
Course type: Face-to-Fare Responses: 1117 (65% high)

Taught by: Gillian Marshal|
Instruclor Evaluated: Gillian Marshall-Assist Prof

STANDARD OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

1, Yes, ilearnad a ot doing research for projocts and resing,
2. Aspecte of the class were stimulating. Tha assignments siralched my thinkig as wall as the niovies.

3. Thia class was incredibly disappointing, Whis some of the assigned work did foroe me o think “outside ol the bax” the process fall very irrelevant o
the program. | feel as though tha hours spent working on the assignments would have bean befler spenl on resaarch and papers that more closely
raflact the potentlal outcome of i dagres.

4. No. I1eh that Dr. Marshall brought great contaxt to the class but did not delivar it well. There wera honestly, maybe, threa real lectures that | ean recal
from Dr, Marshall from this quarter thal truly wera lectures and wara Intallactualy slimulating. The group discussions did not siretch my thinking az we
hardly ever got to them and the final preject, North Telesta Family Sarvices, was a huga waste of time. Although all the groups approached the project
diffarently. the content that was shared and discussed were gl tha =ame. Wo sal for over two hours Fstening 1o pretty much the same presentation, The
articles and chapters that wars assigned were hardly discussed, and i really upsel ma that we did not use he raadings from the assigned book as part
of our growth In the course. As 8 professor with & focus in garantology. it would have been great to hear fram Dr. Marshall and her experisnce In
Wworking with this population s it is 2 population that wa have YET to cover.

5. At fimes, In group work we engaged each ofher, Ploase. sea balow for addilionsl commants.

&. No. Gillan was very disorganized, arid | do riot ieal my learning has advanced at all This clags was - in no way - related to human behavior and the
anvironmant. She lendad o foous only on gerkairics, which is her specialty,

7. lwould have loved to discuss theories IN CLASS. | would describe Ihis eourse as a jot of “tun &t in class (guest speakers. mavies, discussion,
#iC.}, and most ol the aciual Barming was dona thraugh reading.

8. Yes - it slretched my thinking in the way | approach ssuse (tamily paper) and i going 1o the research to find answars to dillicult questions
9. Yes. this class was intalacually stimulating and stretohed my thirsking. | snjoyad the readings, asslgnments and guest spaakars,

10. The course wae confusing becauss we didn't focus on the courses teachings. We ofien did assignments that had nathing lo do with human
development. The assignments themaelvas weng confusing becauss they were not clearly communicated. Thera were viry few lacturas an the course
malerial. My clissmates are very engaging so class discussions wers interesting although not oftan relevant m course maleril, My thinking was
slretched to the do Ihe assignments, bul since thay didn’t relate o course matarial | didn't learn much about Ruman development,

— g LSRG ot e TRy DU s, M o L i b S LT R e

1. The papers and reading.
2, Companenis of Ihe course that contribuled most o my leaming included movies. presaniers and my owi independsnt karming,

3. The guest spaakers wara enlightaning, particularly Or. Cristofalo from ths Seaiile campus. We alio watchad 3 fow documantarias that provided new
insight.

4. My peers contributed most to my learning. | am someone that takes = Btk bit of more fima to grasp the material and need structure and orgarization
M ordar o rataln the given information better. Having to sit through a class and sl confused on what it t5 that | am suppose 1o do concarns ma as a
siudent. | falt more comiortable consutting with my pears than | did with Dr, Marshall,

5. Mavies, guest speakars, and droup discusssions.
6. The guest speakers.,
7. | enjoyed Iha time for discussion, | enjoyad the readings (as much as you can enjoy a taithook anyway),

B. Guast Speakers and the family systems paper and NTFS project (though sama level ol learming could be aceomplshed through similar, less somplex,
and gonlusing assignmanis},,

8. | thaught the three main papars/projects wore diverse and sxcallent, I'm glad | got to dig deaper Info theory, evalusts 3 family in the case =sludy, and
think about how o handle an econamic downturm and erisls situation,

10. Reading the buok, some of the research arficles we were assignad to read. | kad e decumentarias and Or. Ayon's prasentation bl wished we
had gone over the course material more,

1. The professar's lack of preparation, poor fima management, and ver fraquant &peling errors/ typos in handouts and siides. Har incradibly unclear
axpeciations and directions for assignments was frustrating, contfusing, and caused a LOT of unneeded siress,
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3. The disorganization of this class | would consider absolutely detimental to our tearning. This did nol lesl filke an exiansion of HESE | as there was o
consislency belween the Iwo courses, and the subject maties Ihatl we wore [aught in the list quarler was disregardad and o dispuled, Wa recoived the
sylabus late, and aftar this there were mulliple changes to i The time spenl in class periods waa nol conducive to our degroes, Changes were made (o
kirge assignments only days balore they were dus and the timalnass in tha return of aur work was lncking, Chur professor has quile 2 bit an thelr plate
from whal we have seen and heard, and It was very evident thal teaching this class was not s priorily. Many studants in the class have expressed
frusirations with tha way that It was handled, and to be quite frank, 1 leels as though miy tuition doliars were wasted, Communication with Dr. G was hil of
misg, and aften a respanse fell condescending, This class made me begin o doubt the seriousness of this program a5 a whole, and that makes me
very sad and conderned, It fell as though thers Is a certain respect for the students that i just nof thara, and | don't know || have ever Tell so let down
by a learning experience. | am not ona to ba eo critical. but when | am fully invested in my own future, and dedicating my tims. and sacrificing sa much to
be a part of a graduale school program, | sxpact that the classes In the program meet certain siandards. When a class forces you fo reavaluats your
declsions because of your loss of faith in 4, there Is a problem, As | mentioned earfier, Dr, G s kind, and never was her knowledns of the subject matter
in quastion. That being said, avary class pencd lell aa though the fime could hove boan better spant, and there was 1o clarlty regarding assignments or
axpeciatione. APA standards were disregarded for the prelerences of the prolessor, and in a sefiing whare we are sxpected to produce professional
and wal-researched work, | felt that this was very strange. In addition to this, whara ARPA standards wera axpected from us, the professor was not olear
on the rules, leading o grading discrepancies, | nope thart in the fulure the students of this program have a much baftar sxperience than we did, My
frustrationg and disappointment are only partially represented in this taal. the exlent of them goes lar beyond whal is writien,

4, All ol the censtant changes made to our assignments and rubrie, Or, Marshall was all over the place. She was unorganized, unclear, and vague in
responge, Or. Marshall would gel frusiraled with the amaunt of questions asked by the sludents for clarificalion on the assigrments and would siso get
dalensive whan askad thasa quastions.

5. Lack of leclures, lypes of assignmants. prolessor's lack of organization and communication (to many emails about different expeclations), formating
of papers, ele. sea balow.

6. Evarylhing except for the guest speakers,
7. DISORGANIZATION. | was very disappolntad with how discraanizerd this class fell. It was very ambitious but al the cost of depth. Tha tinal graup
project was a nighimare. | lelt the three case shudias ware WAY too much to address in 30min. | was also very shocked that Dy, Marshall assumed we
would have enaugh time 1o cover anything In groups o our class sessions. We barely had a chance to figure out what needed to be done, et alone do
anything. | was very upsel that Dr. Marshall made las1-minule changes o assigniments i-class a week balora it was due ('m talking about the Family
Systems Paper). She changed a cors detall of one member of the tamily that | fell would have made it necessary lo re-write the antire papar IF | had bean
anough o have chosen them as my facal. | was also very upset when a "Final Cue " was posted without warning and without saying whathar or
nol it was graded, I'did not confact D, Marshall about this because | felt | woukd not be tha first, but | would lke to add my volee to the dissent. | do not
appreciate ihat our grades have been COMSISTENTLY postad latar than wa wars told they would be (in one case, more fhan o week late) and | have
been unable to view any comments, | would also fike 1o mplore Dr. Marshal 1o consider changing her formatting rubes, Using 11.5 size font and 1.5
spacing s NOT ARPA approved and adds to the general confusion of this course. There were numarous ypos and grammatical errars in the syliabus, Tao
s, il Teslt like Lhis course was put together at the last minule: | was surprised 1o hear hat his i nol the first year Dr, Marshall has mught this course. |
wanl lo say (hat | teel vary bad writing what | feel s a harsh review of this course. Howover, | have worked very hard 16 get 1o this pont in ife and | am
ivesting & lot of my hard-sarnad time and monsy to gt my MSW. | want other students who dre doing he same lo have a beller experience than | had,
| would ke fo sea Dr, Marshall become mare opar o eriique and work an making this course work WITH the students and not against them,

8, The assignments and class tasks were all unnecessarlly complicated with arrars that caused a lot of confusisn and wasted time. | spent 5o much
Ime trying 1o foura out now 1o do the assignment that | hnlj.‘l litthe time lett to actualy complatae ¥,

9. Lack of clanty of the last assignment/Telesta project. | leal le we all necded & clear overview at the beginning. If we had gollen all 3 sections &l once
with ehear instruations (even il general. so we could still be creative and figure sertain things oul on cur own) it would have saved much frustration and
unnecessary lima just trying to figurs out what we needad 1o do.

10, Not staying on the topie, human davelopment. Assignmenis that generally did nol deal with human development. Confusing language In course
asslgnments.

1. Sao above
2.1 truly wish there was more feturing. It s a privilege 1o ba lEught by someons as knowledgeabia as Or.G snd |Hesl she did not share much of her
insight and knowledge with us, There was only one lecture from her that | enjoyed on aging. Also, answering questions from the book @ great but
spanding so much fime golng thraugh them during the class wasn't necessary and seemed more e busy work,

4. Organization, an aclual inlerest n the success of the sludents, respect tor the studsnts, a clear syllabus, clarity of assignments. consistency,
prioritizing the course {o at least meat tha minimym ex peclalions of (hose in this degree program who are warking during the day, staying lale away from
their childran and families 1o attend this class, to obtain a degros that will allow them Io dedicate thakr Tvas to helping those wha mos! nead it. The
sludents in lhis program deserve lar batiar,

4. This course fruly made me doubt my decision to return back to school to obtain my MSW and lost confidence as a student. 1l also questioned my
ability to continue working &s 8 social worker, | have nevar fall 50 much strass, and anclety b my education, ever, | strugaled with this class. Dr,
Mearstiall is averall a nice petson and she does hava n lot of knowlksdgs in the social wark fiskd thal we (ha studants coulkl have benaliled fram had she
shared thal knowledge with us. Whan | had inilially met Dr. Marshall in our one to one mesting, | was given the impression of a professor whi caras
about my educaten and learning styk. | was malivated and exciled 1o star he gquartsr, It el ke D, Marshall was ambitious wilth us and wanded to cater
1o @ach student’s needs, but this In turn made the course so difficul o work and function thrdugh, And (o have Lo wall lor our grades was dresdiul snd
aven tha feadback on our papers did not give us any insight to what we could have done batter, My experience with Dr. Marshall and this course balt ke
a complais wasta of ime, monay. and effort, | honestly don't know what suggestions can be made for improving this class. L am st glad it's over.
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5, | was pleased whan Or. Marshall called each of us in 1o her oflice for an initkl meeting 10 get o know our peruonaliies ard see how we learn besl, |
receivad a good impreasion when | first mot hor evan thaugh many of my collesguss ware iroubled with the amaunt of emails she-sent befara the
Quarter started. My view changed however on our first day of class when wa wanl over her requiraments regarding APA formal and empirical artcles. It
did not make sense why we wara required lo use APA, but adjust 1o her preference. sush as having 11.5 font or 1.5 spacing. |t seemed to cause anxiaty
lor many ol the students, inchuding mysell, fo make sure 1o pay 1o avery detal that she requesiod olher than ARA lormatting, | ired to get over this, but
throughaut the quarter it seemed more ancd morg prelerences ocourred thal ware not stated up front. The syllabus changed and many asskgnmen
requiremnants changed. It was hard o ke Lp with, A kot of her information sesmed disorganized and out of context. | enjoyed having movies,
convarsations with classmates and kistaning o presenters, however | would have banafted from more lecturs Irom our course objectives and raadings.
When asking questions ar making mistakes, D, Mershall would af times have an appressive tone and'or appeared to be judgmental, which impacted mo
wanling fo speak up in class and ex pand my thinking lor lear | would be calied out in front of athars as soime of my classmates were. | krow that D,
Marahall was trying her bast and this wes apparent in given her time o generate discussion questions and thinking abaut assgnments. | did nol agrea
with her grading style, yet I'm aware every professor's siyk i different— | hope this was not because of favories iwhich seamed lke sha had harg),
The last azeignment in particular was vary lroublesame for me and my group mates. Tha group projec| was interesting, yet was the same project
avaryone had, so every group presented on the sama thing for three houre on the laat day of class. |t would have expanded iy knowladge and kept me
ntrigued # there were ofher toplos presented that were related fo the lle Coursa parspective and course objectives. | do not think Ihis course was as
bensliclal 1o my learning as it could have baan and | will nol taka Dr. Marshall again since | do nol like her teaching atybe, | wish her tha basi at the UW
and hope she makes an impact on other studens,

B. Gal a naw teacher for this course.

7. See below: DISORGANIZATION. | was very disappointed wilh how disarganized Ihis class fsh. It was very ambiiious bat at the cost of depth. The
final group project was & nightmare. | fell the thres case studies wers WAY 100 much to address in 30min. | wae alsa very shocked that Dir. Mirg il
assumad we would have enough fime to covar anything in groups in our cliss sessions. We barely had & chance fo figure oul what needed 1o be done,
lat alone do anything, | was very upset that Di. Marsholl made lagt-minuls changes 1o assignments in-class a week before it was dus {I'm taking alwmsl
the Family Systems Paper), Sha changed a core detall of one member ol the famiy that | lelt would have mads it necessary o re-write the enlive paper if
I vad bean unlucky enough lo hava chosen them as my fncal, | was also very upset when a "Final Qulz” was posted withoul warning snd without saying
whether 6r nol it was graded. | did not gontact Dr. Marshall aboul this becatse | el | woukd not be the first, bul | would tke fo add my voice to the
dissenl. | do nol appreciate that our grades have been COMSISTENTLY poated later (han we ware ioki (hey would b (in one case, mare than a wesk.
late] and | have baen unable 1o view any comments, | would alsg lke o implore Or, Marshall to consider changing her lormatting rules. Using 11.5 size
font and 1.5 spacing ls NOT APA approvad and adds 1o the genaral confusion ol this course. There were numaraus typos and grammatical arrors in tho
sylabus. To me, i telt ke this course was put together & tha st minue, | was surprised 10 hear thal this is nol the first yaar Or, Marshall has teught
thiz course. | want to say that | feal very bad writing what | taalis a harsh jeview of this course. Howsver, | have workod vary hard (a gel 1o this point in
liter anel | am invesling a lot of my hard-ssrnad time and monay to get my MSW. | wani other students wha are doing the same o have a befter
experience than | had. | would ike to see Dr. Marshall becoms mora opan 1o oritique and work on making this course worlk WITH the students and not
BEERINET them.

8. | really anjoyed Speaking with aur professor one-on-one and could el that she cared about our learning and growth, My main suggestion for
Improving our class is taking into account the siuation the students in the evaning MSW program ara in, Most of 1 have full-tima [obs akong with family
or other obligations, Many of us commute. 5:30 anncuncements an hour belore our 6:30 class ara unhalpful and stressful. Wa received imporlant
infermation or updates o assignmants the samo woek or jus! the class sassion prior o the due date. Il & ditficul 1o adjust accardingly within such &
narfow lime frame. The kast day of class for the lagt 10 mns ol class, (he professor shared her thoughls. experiences, and wedom, Ii's what I've
wanied to hear all year and was excellant! Prior to that | lall Bie Id heard no roal world axamples, applicable information, or persenal expariances from
har. All the makings of a greal professar and olass are there, With maors engaging lectura, rearranging of the content, and simplification/corraction of (he
assignments - this could have bagn one ol the best classes Fue ever taken,

9, Claarar communication

10, Tweaking the agsignmenis 1o nclude human devedopment. Leciures to forther the reatings so wa have a solid understanding of human
developinen.
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’ A S){S tf: m J Interpreting JASystem Course Summary Reporis

T Ty e

[ASystem Course Summary Reporls summarize student ralings of a particular course or combination of coursas. Thay provide a rich
perspective on siudent views by reporting responses in three ways: as fraquency distributions, average ralings, and eliher
comparative or adjusted ratings. Remember in Interpreting resulls that it is iImportant to keep In mind the number of students who
evaluated the course ralafive 1o the lotal course anroliment as shown on the uppet fght-hand comer of the report.

Frequency distributions. The percentage of students who selected each response choice s displayed for sach item. Percentages
are based on the number of students who answered the rezpactive ftem rather than Ine numbear of students who evaluated the course
because Indlvidual item response is optianal.

Median ratings. [ASystem reports average ratings in the form of item medians. Although means are a more familiar type of avarags
than medians, they are lass accurate in summarizing student ratings. This is because ratings distributions tand to be strangly skewed.
Thatis, most ol the rafings are at the high end of the scale and trail off to the low end,

The madian indicates the point on the rating seale atwhich half of the students selected higher ralings. and half salected lower.

Medians are computed lo one decimal place by intarpolation.' In general, higher medians reflect mare favorable ratings. To interpret
median ratings, compara the value of sach madian to the respeclive respanse scale: Very Poor. Poor. Fair, Good, Very Good,
Excellent (0-5): NeverNoneMuch Lower, About HalliAvarage, Always/GreatMuch Higher (1 -7): Shight, Moderate, Considarabis,
Extensive (1-4),

Comparative ratings. (ASysiam provides a nonmative comparlson tor sach item by reporting the decile rank of the llem modian.,
Decllg ranks compare the median rating of a particular itam to ratings of the same item over the previous two academic years in all
classas at the institution and within the college. schoal, or division. Dacile ranks are shown only far llems with suflicient normative
data,

Decila ranks range from 0 (lowest) io @ (highest). For all items, higher medians yield higher decile ranks. The 0 decile rank Indigates
an tem median In the lowest 10% ol-all scores. A decile rank of 1 indicales a median above the bollom 10% and balow the op 80%.
A declle rank ol 8 Indicates a madian in the lop 10% of all scores. Because avarags ralings lend to be high, a rating of “good” or
“average" may have a low dacila rank,

Adjusted ratings. Research has shown thal suden! ratings may be somewhat influenced by factors such as class size. expactad
grade, and reason for enrollment. To correct for this, [ASystem reporis adjusted medians for summaliva ilems (items #1-4 and their
combined global raling) based on regression analyses of ratings over the previous wo academic years In all classes al the
respective institution. f large classes at the institution tend to ba rated lower than small classes, for exampla, the adjustad medians for
large classes will ba slightly higher than their unadjusted medians.

Wihen adjustad ratings are displayed for summalive iteris, relative rank is displayed lor the maore specilic (formative) ltams. Rankings
serve as a guide in direcling instructional improvement efforts. The lop ranked items (1, 2. 3, ete.) rapresent areas that are going well
from a student perspective; whereas the botiom ranked items (18, 17, 16. elo.) represent areas In which the instructor may wanl lo
make changes, Rolalive ranks are computed by Nirst standardizing each em {sublraciing the averall Institutional average from the
item rating for the particular course, then dividing by the standard deviation of the raings across all courses) and then ranking those
standardized scores,

Challenge and Engagement Index (CEI). Several [ASystern items ask students how academically challenging they faund the eourse
to be. IASystem calculates the average of these items and reporis them as a single index. The Challenge and Engagamant Index
(GEi) correlates only modestly with the global rating {median of items 1-4),

Optional ltems. Sludent responses lo instrucior-supplied items are summarized at lhe end of the evaluation report, Median
regponses should be intarprated in light ol the specific tem lext and response scale used (response values 1-6 on paper avaluation
forms).

! For the specilic method. see, for exampla. Guillord, J.P. (1965), Fundamental statistics in paychalgy and sducation, New York; McGraw-Hill Book
Company, pp. 49-53,
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} COURSE SUMMARY REPORT University of Washington, Tacoma
I A S S tem ) MNumeric Responses Social Work

Tarm: Winter 2018

TSOCWSE03 A Evaluation Delivery: Online
Human Behavior And The Social Environment Il Evaluatlon Form: ©
Course lype: Face-to-Face Responses: 12/18 (67% high)

Taught by: Gillian Marshall
Instructor Evaluated: Gillian Marshall-Assist Prof

Overall Summative Rating reprasents the combined responses of shidents 1o the tour global summative Combined Adjustid
itams and is presented o provide an overall index of the class’s quality: Median Combined
Median
1.9 25
(O=lowesl, S=highas!)
Challange and Engagement Index (CEI) combines student responses to several ASystam items relating CEl: 5.5
to how acadamically challenging students found the coures to be and how engaoed they were: i {; 7<highesi)

SUMMATIVE ITEMS

Tha cmamaﬁm:

-
The course content was: 8% 8% 2.4 29
The instrucior’s contribution to the course was: i1 % 9% 3% 2% 18% 16 22
The insiructor’s effectiveness in teaching the subject matier was: 12 B% 7% 25% 17% 33% @15 22

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Do you expect your grade In this course 1o bo!

425,
The intelleciual challenge presented was: 8% 42% B% 8% 43
The amount of eflart you put Int this course was: 8% 8% B.E
The amount of afiort fo succeed in this course was: B% 8% 68
Your involvement In coursa (doing assignments, altending classes, etc.) 8% B.&
Was! |
On average, how many hours per week have you spent on this course, Class medlan: 7.5 Hours per credit: 25 (N=12)
including attending classes, doing readings, reviewing notas, wriling
papers and any other course refated work?
Under 2 23 25 &7 89 1011 1293 13158 1647 1818 20-21 22 or maore
25% 25% 8% 8% 1% 8% B%
From the tolal average hours above, how many do you consider ware Class median: 4.8 Hours per credlt: 1.6 (N=12)
valuable In advancing your Emcaﬂun?
Under 2 23 5 &7 BB 111 1213 14515 1817 1819 20-21 22 ar more
25% 8% 25% 17% 8% 8% 8%
What grade do you expect In this course? Class median: 3.0 (N=12)
A A Ba B B- Cs c - D+ n D- E

[39-4.0) (3538 (3.29.4) (2881) (2528 (2224 (1921 (156 (.24 (@0811) (0708 (0.0} Pase  Credit Mo Credit
17% 8% 1% aang 8% 17%

In regard to your academic program, is this course best described as: {N=12)
A core/distribution
In your major requiromant An sloctive In your minor A program reguirement Mhet
25% 17% 585
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IASystemy

Numearic Responses

COURSE SUMMARY REPORT

Universily ol Washington, Tacoma
Soclal Work
Term: Winler 2019

STANDARD FORMATIVE ITEMS

Course organization was: 12 8% B% B%  42%  33% 0.9 14
Instructor's praparation for class was: 12 7% &%  38% 25% 17% 1.8 12
Instructor as a discussion loader was: 12 7% 17T%  42% 8% 17% 21 7
Instructor's coniribution to discussion was: 12 B 33% 42% 8% B% 23 |
Conduciveness of class atmosphere to studan learning was: 12 17%  28%  17%  17% 258 20 (i
Qualily of questions or problams ralsed was: 12 % 25% 33% 8% 17% 22 8
Student confidence in nstructor's knowledge was: 12 25% 42% 25% 8% 1.9 17
Instructor's enthusiasm was: 12 26% 8% 50% &% 8% 3z 4
Encouragement given students to axprass themselves was: 12 | 17% 8% 17% 33% 8% 175 22 10
Instructor's openness to studant views was; 12 | &% 8% 50% 35% H% 1.8 16
Inlerest lavel of class sessions was: i2 23% 1% 25% 5% A% 22 3
Uze of class time was: 12| 8% 8% 25% 17% 28 17% 2.0 5
Instructor's interest in whether students learmed was: 12 3% 48% 8% 17% 21 13
Amount you learned in the course was: 12 &% 509  26% &% /%, 27 2
Relevance and usafulness of coursa content were: 12 B% 25% 33% % A% 17% 30 1
Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, papers, projects, elc.) were; 2 a% 7%  26%  BO% 0.5 18
Reasonableness of assigned work was: 12 8% 8% 3% 8% 42% 1.5 "
Clarily of student responsibiliies and requirements was: 12 8% 8% B0% 99% 0.8 15

& 2011-2010 |ASystem, University of Washingten Printed: 12/23/18
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: : COURSE SUMMARY REFPORT Univarsity of Washington, Tacoma
IA system ) Student Commants Soclal Work

Term: Wintar 2019

TSOCW 503 A Evaluation Delivary: Online
Human Behavior And The Social Environment Il Evaluation Farm: C
Courge lype: Face-to-Face Responzes: 12118 (687% high)

Taught by: Gillian Marshall
Instructor Evalusted: Gilllan Marshall-Assist Pral

STANDARD OPEN-ENDED GUESTIONS

1. No it was very siresshul the leacher always forgot stulf 1ol kst minute and gave no time 1o work on anything but gave like 4 group projcts

£, Tha mas! stimulating part of this class were the guest spaakers. We were able lo be taught by really excellent presanters who are knowladgeabls and
skilled and it was truly enlightaning to lsarm from them.

3. it was
4. It was very intollectually stimutating, It provided opportunities | didn't have belare fo laarn things | nover knew,

B.Ifourudﬂ'mwhwhuachahmal‘mmnmsuweed.IluundIhan‘mierﬂsu'nmwmg.rthnhmgMImuﬂHmtmueawamlhnmlmnduf
making me think more about the assignmanl.

8. This class had the potential to be intellectually stimulaling, howeve, the prolessar's lack of organizationmade it hard 1o understand and the class alten
lelt rushed and all over the placa.

7. No 1o all the abova. Instrustive seemed unpreparad, lsctured anly once and went off the slides without adding any usetul information, outssurced most
of the class time to guest spaakers, some of which were Insightiul and somas wha spake aboul seemingly unrelated topics.

8. At times it did. The gues! speakers invited 1o share were wondarful and | found their discussions and presentations to be intellactually stimulating.
When the professar woukd share it felt fke she expacted the class 1o do all of the work and she was 1o just call an us and determine if we were right 1t
wreng. This is a lazy way of educating and not vary intellootually stimulating.

8. yes the debale, guesi speakers (he information each speaker presented was very halplul In the ficld of social wark,

10. Tha content of this course was inteBectually stimulating and important, but the method of leaching was Inalfective. This course raquirements wera
disorganized and axpectations were nat clearly defined, 1t was difficull o understand whal the prolessor wanled Irom the sludents,

1. Nothing | hisve never taken a worse class in my e 5o unorganized teaching thinge in 16 minute section sa you anly gat 142 of whal you rieesd to know
2. The guest speakers and online lecture. And though [t was vary mited. In-class small group work and discussion was helpful
3. the speshers
4. Papers, debale, presentation
5. Tha guest speakers were the biggest contribution fo my kearning along with the group activilies
8. The guest spaakers were very good, They were clear and concise and really knew their tapie they were discussing.

7. Same of the readings wera halplul in underslanding the dilficultias of spacific groups and thalr unique challengas lo davolopmont in kater stages of fe.
One guesl speaker in particular was Impastiul and spoke on currant treatmen and interventions being ized amongs! prolassionals in the private
sectar.

B. Guest speakers and the fingl group project.
9. Dv.Marshal lactures and gues! speakers
10. The tamily systems papar was an Injeresting assignmant and | learned a lol from it

1. She spent mors fime on gimmickle siulf ke dolis and candy and wasted lima lor her 6 15 minute unorginzed projacts a class
2. High expectations from Dr. Marshall without the teaching or organization to meet them. All quizzas had mistakes and errors: prolessor was urwiling

In acknowladge or change:; office hour was difficull 1o uliize for a night studant and dr. marshsl was not flexible, There seemed lo be a profound
disconnect between the professor and the needs of studants. I'm stll unclear on what an evidence basad approach to the course s,

8. the quirres were offen graded incorrectly and an example paper would heive been nioe

4. Not having leedback on papars in a timely manner, spanding too much time in class on proparing In groups whch could have been done outsido of
class, leciures were al limes aubpar-- though onling leclures improved

5. | feal like the class was very chactic. Thers was not enough lime to complate any assignment before another ona was thrown In, Assignments wara
not laked about in class and no class time was given 1o work on assignments. Tests were scheduled on a day Ihers was no class and were limed
which most paople in the class faded. When an assignment is given, the professor shauld take time to grade the papars and not wait until the quarter has
ended to maka tham rewrite i If most of the clags has 1o rewrie the peper, then that shows the professor wis nat allective in \saching the matarial, This
was Iha mast chaolic and stressful class | have ever experienced i & of my collage ife, The-class could iave bean less siressiul i the Profossor wis
more involved with how the students ware doing with thelr assignmants.

© 20112010 |ASystem, Univarsity of Washington Printad: 12/23/18
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B. Professor's lach of organizatian, lass get rushed. The prolessor also had really high expectations but i didnt match what she was putting forth as a
professor. Also sometimas sho made commeants that wodd ba considerod rude and made sludents ool as ihough they wers nol smart and ofien called
people out in class. This made people lass kaly 1o speak up. She was & nice parson but made rude comments and lackod arganization, Her class
would be a lol easler I she was mors clear and students understood whal was expected of hem,

7. Organizationaly it was a mess. Tha sylabus was long snd confusing, and tead many conflicling taske that required waeeskly clarificarion. Infroduction of
material was scatiered and not tied in wall with topics of discussion {handuuts. case studies that had nothing to do will assignmants ). Woekly timed
guizzes with vague questions regarding the readings that wers interpretive al bast. Assignmont expactations poorly outlned as evident by nearly half the
cliss having 1o rewrite a papsr that was submitted In weok 8. Feedback given virbally during week 10 {last week of the quarter) and anly verbaly,
which added to confusion over expeciations.

8. The timad quizzes were dificult to finish on time and the professor would put the same arswer twice. It foft i we were set up 10 fail,

10 The disorganization of assigniments and class time delracted from my learoing. Thers were not clear expectations of whal the professor was looking
for and this made I dificult 1o succeed. The quizzes were dificull dus to question errars and this led 1o confuaion,

1. | dant think you can shed all over the place her speakers where better than hor clisges
2. Better arganization and communication, olarity with regard o tast, quizzes and sesignments.

3. Istan more lo shidants needs. Several of use mentibned the quizzes and the assgmments lacked guidance

4, Ll (o your sludents more. give tham fecdback, i they're struggling, or if Ihoir grades are kow, give them a chance lo make up for it

5. Guest speakers are great. but the professor must provide fime for the students 1o work on the assighments thal aro Qiven, Not providing any time for
assignments or questions leads 1o failure. No student should feel ke the class was el up for them to lail Collsge work is stressful and it is important for
the pratessor ta recognize that students will ave questions aboul the assignmeants, Perhaps If the professor is going to give tests then they shouki not
be limed. Most people in the class could not pass with an 80 percent which Is frusirating and malas peopks focl ke a lalurs,

6. Be more clear and open to students suggestions and inpul, The nlass was so much mare dificull because of the lack of organtzation and students
often feeling ke they didn't know what was expectod and rushad,

7. This professor i not in thair first year of teaching and Is elther not intarested or Incompetant. Immediate removal from this program is exiramaly
nacessary. My understanding ls that the prafessor receives a large amount of grant maney lor research projects and this is the only ressan for kesping
them emplayed as an instruetor, bul this shauld not be the case. Chack the amaunt of siudents who switch out af her class after one session and that
should be all the evidence nesded,

8. | think the professor neads tn focus more on the material we necd 1o be learning in elass - human behavior and development. She needs to educate
the studenis. It we wanted 1o educate eagh other ihen why is she there? | would suggest she gel more organized and ensure she communicate
efleclively. Also. Gilian comes ofl as candescanding and judgemental when studenis ask qucstions one on ane, She docsn’ loster & supportive
environmant far learning. Especially for lirst yoar studerls,

8. Maybe less prompts and maore leclure

10, Clear guidsfines related ingradlrrg and asalgnments. Ba opan and honest with stutents abaut sxpeclalions for papers and projacts. Ba
understanding and lenien! regarding difficulties with courae material and assigniments.

S 2011-2018 |ASystem, Universily of Washington Printed: 12/23/19
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, A Sys fg_ ?11' ) Interpreting /4System Course Summary Reporls

IASystem Course Summary Reports summarize student ratings of a particular course or combination of courses. They provida a rich
perspachive on sludent views by reporling responses in three ways: as frequency disiributions, average ralings, and either
comparative or adjusted ratings. Remember in inlerpreting results that it is important to-keep in mind the number of sfudents who
@valuated the course relative to the lotal course enrollment as shown on the upper right-hand comer ot the report,

Frequency distributions, The percantage of studenls who selecled each rasponss choice is displayed for each item. Percentages
are based on the number of studants who answarad the respective item rather than the number of students who evaluated tha coursa
becauss individual item response s aptional,

Median ratings. [4System raports average ratings in the form of lem madians. Although means are a mora familiar type of average
than medians, they are less accurale in summanzing student ratings. This is becausa ratings distributions tend 1o be strungly skewed.
Thatis, most of the rafings are at the high end of the scals and trall offto the jow end,

The median indicates the point on he raling scale at which half of the studants selactad higher ratings, and hall selected lower,

Madians are compulad to one decimal place by intarpolation.’ in genaral, highar medians refloct more favorable ratings. To interpret
madian ratings, compare the value of sach median o the respeclive response scale; Very Poor, Poor, Fair. Good. Very Good,
Excallent (0-5); NeverNoneMuch Lower. About HaltiAverage, Always'GreatMuch Higher (1-7); Slight, Moderate, Considerable.
Extensive {1-4),

Comparative ratings. IASystem provides a normative comparisan for each ltem by reporting the decile rank of the item median.
Decile ranks compare the median rating of & pariicular ilem 1o ratings of the same ilem over the pravious two academic yearsin all
classes al the institution and within the college. schoal, or division. Decile ranks are shown only for items with sufiicient normative
data.

Decile ranks range from 0 (lowesl) to 9 (highest), For all ilsms, higher medians yield higher decile ranks. The 0 decile rank indicates
an item median in the lowest 10% of all scores. A decile rank of 1 indicatas a median abova the bottom 10% and below the top 80%.
A decile rank of 9 indicates a madian in the top 10% of all scores. Because averaga ratings tend io be high, a rating of "good” ar
"average” may have a low decile mnik,

Adjusted ratings. Research has shown that student ralings may be somewhal influenced by laclors such as class size, axpocted
grade, and reason for anroliment. To corract for this, IASystem raports adjusted medians for summative items {items #1-4 and (hair
combined global rating) based on regression analyses ol ratings over the pravious two academic years in all classes al the
raspective Institution, If large classes at the institution tend to ba rated lower than small classes, for sxample, the adjustad medians for
large clazses will be slightly higher than thair unadjusied medians.

When adjusted ratings are displayed for summative ltoms, relative rank |s displayed for the more spacific (formative) items. Ranki ngs
S@rve as a guide In direcling instructional Improvemen! aliors. The top ranked Items (1. 2, 3, ats.) represent areas that are going well
from a student perspective; whereas the bottom ranked items (18,17, 16, ete.) represant areas in which the instructor may wanl o
make changes. Relative ranks are computed by first slandardizing each ilem (subtracting the overall Institutional average from the
itam rating for the particular course, then dividing by the standard deviation of the ratings across all courses) and then ranking those
standardized scores,

Challenge and Engagement Index (CEI). Several IASystem ileme ask students how academically challenging they found the course
1o be. lASystem calculates the average of these itams and reports them as a single index. The Challenge and Engagement index
fCE]) corralates only madestly with the glabal rating (median of ilems 1-4),

Optlonal ltems. Swdent responses I instructor-supplied itlems are summarizad at the end of the evaluation report, Median
responses should be interpreted In light of the specific tem text and response scale used (responss values 1-8 on paper avaluation
farms).

' For Ihe specilic methad, see, for exampie, Guillord. J.P. (1965). Fundamental statistics in psychalogy and education. New York: MeGraw-Ha Book
Company. pp. 48-53,
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COURSE SUMMARY REPORT University of Washinglon, Tacoma
, A S Ste Hi ) Numeric Rasponses Social Work
N i Wi

Tarm: Autumn 2019

TSOCWF 101 A, Joint with TSOCWE 101 B
Introduction To Soclal Work
Couree type: Face-lo-Face

Taught by: Gillian Marshall
Instructor Evalusted: Gillian Marshall-Assist Prof

Evaluation Delivary: Paper
Evaluation Form: ©

Responses: 33/37 (8% very high)

Overall Summative Rating represents the combined responses of siudents 1o the four global summative
items and is prasentad to provide an overall index of the class's quality:

Challenge and Engagement Index (CEl) comibines shudent responses o several AS8ysiem items relating
to how academically challenging students found the course to be and how engaged they were:

SUMMATIVE ITEMS

The course as a whole was:

The course content was:

The Instructor's contribution to the course was:

The instructor's effectivenass in teaching the subject matter was:

Combined Adjustod
Mad|an Combined
Meadian
4.0 4.1

(D=lowesi; S=highest)

CEl: 4.8
(t=lowest: 7=highesf)

a3 | 24%  45% 4%

8% 3% 3.8 4.0
aal 0% 45% 15% 8% 3% 39 | 4.1 42
53 89% 4% 2%  B% 3% 3% | 4 | 42

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Dnrnuaxpmtywmhﬂ'dnrmmlube;

Tha intellectual challenge presented was: 32 6% 28% 25% 81% 3% 6% ‘ a9

The amount of effort you put into this course was: 32 | 12% 3\/% 22% 22% A% % 55

The amount of effort to succeed in this course was: 32 9%  41% 25A 16w 3% 3% 3% 5.5

Your involvement in course (doing assignments, aitending classes, ate.) 32 | ZEw. 38Y%  16%  19% 58

was: |

On averaga, how many hours per week have you spant on [his course, Class median: 5.9 Hours per credit: 1.2 (N=20)
including attending classes, doing raadings, reviewing notes. writing

papers and any ather course relaled work?

Under 2 23 45 &7 84 1011 1213 14-15 1617 1819 2031 22 or mors
e % 3% 28% ) % T A% 3%
From the total average hours above, how many do you consider wara Class median: 5.1 Hours per credit: 1 (N=32)

valuable n advancing your education?
Under 2 23 45 67 i 1011 1213 1415 16847 1819 20-21 22 or more
e 12% 34% 12% B% I B% o 3% 3% 3%
What grade do you axpact In this course?

A A- Bs B B e+ [+
(3.94.0) (3538 (32-24) (29-0.1) (LEDE)  (2224) (1827
12% 247 24% 18% 12% 6% %

Class median: 3.3 (N=33)
[+ 2% D 0= E

(LE-LEB  (1.2.4)  (0.80.9) (D708 (0.0} Pass  Credlt  Ha Gredit

In regard to your academic program, ks this coursa best describad as:

{N=29)
A coraidistribulion
In yaur major requirement An lestive In your minor A program requlrement Othas
10% 109 48% 3% P 3 21%
O 2011-2018 IASystem, Universlty of Washington Printed: 12/23/18
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IASystern)

COURSE SUMMARY REPORT
Numene Responses

University of Washinglon, Tacoma
Social Work
Tarm: Autumn 2019

33 2% 12% 3% | az g
Instructor's preparation for class was: 33 3% % % 38 18
Instructor as a discussion kader was: az 19% 6% 6% 4.0 8
Instructor’s contribution to discussion was: ki & 6% 5% 3% | 43 4
Conduciveness of class atmosphere to student learning was: 33 2% 12% 3% 4.4 6
Quality of questions or problems ralsed was: a3 % 12% 8% 38 17
Studant confidence in instructor's knowledge was: 33 21%  B% 6% 4.0 14
Instructor's enthusiasm was: aa % 6% 45 1
Encouragement given students to express themsehves was: 32 1% #1% 22 6% 4.0 13
Instructor's openness to siudent views was: 32 M 3% 8% e 3% 4.2 1
Interes! kevel of class sessions was: 33 | 3% % 21% 8% 3% 4.0 2
Use of class time was: 33 3% 1% 2 2% | 38 15
Instructor's interest in whather students learned was: 33 42% 33%  18% g% g% 43 5
Amount you learnad in the course was: 33 4% 3% 7% g% 3% a8 10
Ralevance and usefulness of course content wera: 32 | 41% 4% 16% 8% 4.2 < |
Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, papers, projects, elc.) were: 92 | 19% 3% 25% 6% 3% 6% | 35 | 18
Feasonableness of assigned work was: 32 34%  28% 2P%  16% 3.9 I
Clarily of student responsibilties and requirements was: 32 | 28% 28% 2% 9% 12% a7 12

1262
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I A SX.? t E_H#'I ;> Interpreting IASystem Course Summary Reports

IASyslem Course Summary Repons summarize siudent ralings of a particular course or combination aficourses, They provide a rich
perspective on sludent views by reporling responses in thige ways: as frequency distributions. average ratings. and either
comparalive or adjusted ratings. Remamber in interpreting results that it is impartant 1o kisp in mind the number of studenls who
evaluated the course relative 1o the total course enroliment as shown on the upper rght-hand comear of the repot.

Frequency distributions. The percentage ol students who selected each response cholce is displayed for each itlem. Percentages
are based on the number of studanis who answerad the respeclive item rather than the number of sludents who evaluated the course
because individual llem response is aptianal,

Median ratings, IASysiem reports average ralings in the farm of lem medians, Although means are a mora familiar lype of average
than medians, thay are less accurala in summarizing sludent ratings, This is becausa ratings distributions tend 1o be strongly skewed.
Thatis, most of the ratings are atthe high end of the scale and Irail aff to the low end,

The median indicates the point on the raling scale atwhich half of the siudenis seleclad highar ratings, and half selacted lowar.

Medians are computed to one decimal place by interpalation. In general, higher madians reflect more favorable refings. To interpral
median ratings, compare the value of each median to the respeclive response scale: Viery Foor, Foor, Fair, Good, Very Good,
Excailent (0-5); NeverNaneMuch Lower, About HaltAverage, Always:GreatMuch Higher (1-7); Slight, Moderate, Considerable,
Extansiva (1-4),

Comparative ratings. IASystem provides a normative comparnson for each ltem by reporting the decile rank of the item median.
Decile ranks compare the madian rating of a particular item to ralings of the same item over the pravious two academic years in all
classes at the institlution and within the college. school, ar division. Dacile ranks are shown only for items with sufficlent normative
data.

Dacile ranks range fram O (lowssl) to 9 (highest). For all items, higher medians yield higher dacila ranks. The 0 decila rank indicates
an item median in the lowest 10% of all scores. A decile rank of 1 indicales a median above the botlom 10% and below the lop B09%.
A daclle rank of 8 indicates a median in the top 10% of all scores. Bacausa avarage rafings tend to be high, a rating of “good® or
"avarage” may have a low decila rank.

Adjusted ratings. Resaarch has shown thal student ratings may be somewhat Influenced by laclors such as class size, expactad
grade, and reason for enroliment. To correet for this, IASystem reports adjusted medians for summalive items (ltems #1-4 and thair
combined global rating) based on regression analyses of ratings over the pravious two academic years in all classes al the
respactiva institution. if large classes at the institution tend o be raled lower than small classes, for example, the ad|usted medians for
larga classes will be slighily higher than thair unadjusted medians.

When adjusted ratings are displayed for summative items, relative rank is displayed for the more specific (formative) items. Rankings
serve as a gulde In direcling instructional improvement efforts. The top ranked itams (1, 2, 3, eic.) represent ammas (hat are aaing well
from a student perspective; whereas the botiom ranked items (18,17, 16, eic.) represent araas in which the Instructor may want to
make changes. Relative ranks are computed by first slandardizing aach item (sublracting Iha averall Instilutional avaraga from the
item rating for the particular course. then dividing by the standard deviation of the ratings across all courses) and then ranking those
slandardized scores.

Challenge and Engagement Index (CEI). Saveral (ASystem itoms ask siudants haw academically challenging thay faund the courss
to be. ASystem calculates the averaas of these Items and reporls them as a single index. The Challenge and Engagemant Index
{CEl) correlates only madesily with the global rafing (median of items 1-4}.

Optional ltems. Student responses 1o instructor-supplied items are summarizad at the end of the evaluation report. Median
respanses should ba Intarpratad in light of the speaific itam taxl and response scale used (response values 1-8 on paper evaluation
farms).

! For tho spacitic method, see, for example, Guillord, J.P. (1968). Fundamental siatistics in psychalogy and aducation, New York: McGraw-HE Book
Company. pp, 48-53,
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Faculty Advisor

2015-2016| 2016-2017

2017-2018

2018-2019

Redacted for privacy of students

Junior
BASW's

Junior BASW's

Junior BASW's

lunior BASW's

Junior BASW's

Redacted for privacy of students
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6/29/2020 Mail - Gillian L Marshall - Outlook

Invitation to NIH SSPA review meeting - Early Career Reviewer program

Ryan, Suzanne (NIH/CSR) [E] <ryansj@csr.nih.gov>
Wed 12/11/2019 1:33 PM

To: Gillian L Marshall <geegee@uw.edu>

Dear Dr. Marshall,

I am the Scientific Review Officer in charge of the NIH Social Sciences and Population Studies Study Section A
[SSPA] review group. | am writing to invite you to participate as a reviewer for the February 6-7 SSPA study section
panel, as part of our Early Career Reviewer program. Your expertise would be very valuable to the panel.

The review meeting will be held in Denver, CO on February 6™ and 7%, finishing by noon on the 7th, (We are meeting
in Denver because once a year we travel outside Washington, DC for our panel meeting.)

As part of NIH’s Early Career Reviewer program, you would receive a light review load to introduce you to the review
process. You would be assigned only 2 applications to review (rather than the typical 9 applications), but would be a
participant in the entire meeting, with an equal role as everybody else for discussing the applications and voting on final
scores for all the applications (including the ones you are not assigned to). The goal is to expose new reviewers to the
review process without overwhelming them with too many assignments. Participating in a review meeting is not only
intellectually stimulating, but it also is one of the best ways to learn how to improve one’s own grant applications. Given
your impressive record of early scholarship, you would be a great addition to the review panel.

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to ask.

Thanks very much for your consideration,
Suzanne

Suzanne Ryan, Ph.D.

Scientific Review Officer

Social Sciences and Population Studies A (SSPA) study section
Behavioral Genetics and Epidemiology (BGES) study section
Population Sciences and Epidemiology (PSE) Integrated Review Group
Center for Scientific Review

National Institutes of Health

6701 Rockledge Drive, Room 3138, MSC 7770

Bethesda, MD 20892-7770 (use 20817 for Fed Ex/delivery)
ph: 301-435-1712

fax: 301.480.0940

e-mail: ryansj@csr.nih.gov

New for Grantees: Expectation for Service on Study Sections and Peer Review Advisory Groups

Doing human subjects research? New policies will impact you! Learn more.

Updated application forms (FORMS-E) are required for due dates of January 25, 2018 and beyond — includes new
Human Subject and Clinical Trial Information Form. Take a tour of the new form.

https://outlook.office.com/mail/search/id/AAQKAGI2Y]jQ1ZTdmLTEOMTktNGEWMS04ZjJKLTZIZmUXNWZIZmE2YWAQAAGmM3HWLKKSfrTTF52tQBtY%3D  1/2
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6/29/2020 Mail - Gillian L Marshall - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/search/id/AAQKAGI2Y]jQ1ZTdmLTEOMTktNGEWMS04ZjJKLTZIZmUXNWZIZmE2YWAQAAGmM3HWLKKSfrTTF52tQBtY%3D  2/2
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Date: May 11, 2017

To: Dr. Melissa Lavitt, Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
From Dr. Tom Diehm, Acting Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program
Re: Reappointment Review for Dr. Gillian Marshall

I am writing to recommend a postponement for one year of the decision to reappoint Gillian
Marshall. Dr. Marshall is in her second year with our program at UWT and went through her
reappointment review process this spring.

The Reappointment Review committee note that Dr. Marshall’s scholarly productivity is high
and her trajectory strong. She is the recipient of a KO1 award, and so is able to devote nearly all
her time to scholarly pursuit. They note significant concerns with Dr. Marshall’s teaching
performance to date, particularly at the graduate level, and make eight separate recommendations
in this regard. Service is also an area for improvement noted by the committee. They specifically
note that she needs to increase service to the UWT campus and to engage in more community
service opportunities.

I concur with the committee’s observations in all three areas of focus: teaching, scholarship,
service. One would expect strong scholarly productivity given the amount of time Dr. Marshall
has to dedicate to it, and she has, indeed, met expectations. Thus far, she has taught only two
classes, and received very low student evaluations on one of them, with accompanying
comments about disorganization, lack of preparation, and unclear expectations. She seems to
lack real engagement with students and the curriculum. Her service to the program and campus
has been minimal relative to same-rank peers and department expectations, both in number of
service commitments and actual engagement with the work.

The voting faculty voiced wide variance their conclusions. Of the six voting faculty, one voted to
renew the appointment, two voted to postpone the decision for a year, and three voted not to
renew the appointment.

Given the discrepant recommendations of the review committee and the voting faculty, I am
recommending that Dr. Marshall be given another year in which to address the issues noted by
the committee and voting faculty. She should engage in the reappointment review process again
in Spring of 2018. Please let me know if you have any questions.
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June 12,2017

Gillian Marshall

Assistant Professor

Social Work and Criminal Justice
Campus Box: 358425

Dear Dr. Marshall:

The University's Faculty Code (Chapt 24-41) calls for the dean or chancellor to conduct
a review in the second or third year of an assistant professor's appointment. The
tenured faculty and the director of Social Work & Criminal Justice have provided their
reviews. Unfortunately, due to the equivocal findings of that review, your
reappointment was not supported. Instead, it is my recommendation that your
reappointment be postponed by one year in order to address what appear to be
shortcomings in your progress toward tenure.

Therefore, there are two purposes served by this review: overview of your professional
contributions to date, and evaluation of your progress toward promotion and tenure.
Below is my assessment of your teaching, research and service for the purposes of this
review.

TEACHING

Because of the effort commitment required by her KO1 award, Dr. Marshall's teaching
load is significantly reduced. She has taught two courses: one graduate and one
undergraduate. The latter was quite successful, and students positively evaluated their
learning experience in Dr. Marshall's class.

Unfortunately, the graduate class did not go as well (2.8 overall rating). Students found
the assignments to be unclear and the grading criteria opaque. All faculty, regardless
of experience, often struggle when teaching for the first time in a new institution. With
fewer opportunities to teach and improve her instructional skill, reviewers only see
widely divergent evidence of adequate progress toward tenure relative to fostering
student success.

RESEARCH
Box 358430 1900 Commerce Street Tacoma, WA 98402-3100

253.692.5646 fax 253.692.5643 tacoma.uw.edu/academic-affairs
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This is an area of strength for Dr. Marshall. She has been a very productive scholar
and her work is supported by external federal funding. She has several publications in
strong journals as well as a number of works under review and in the pipeline. Her
K01 award has provided the time and resources to ensure that she is on track for
tenure relative to her scholarly output.

SERVICE

Dr. Marshall has provided some service to the academic unit, with limited service at
other levels — campus, community and the profession. Because her research award
bought out a large percent of her effort, there has been limited capacity to engage in
service.

In conclusion, it is my recommendation that Dr. Marshall's reappointment decision be
postponed for one year. During academic year '17-'18 she should address the
concerns raised about her teaching and service. Although Social Work teaching
assignments have already been made, it is critical that her record reflects additional
evidence of supporting students. This can be accomplished in a variety of ways such
as involving students on her research, supporting students’ independent study, or
providing a first year seminar. In addition to providing more evidence relative to
student success, it is also recommended that Dr. Marshall increase her engagement
with the academic unit through service and other evidence of supporting various
initiatives in Social Work and on campus.

| believe that Dr. Marshall has the potential to be a productive member of Social Work
& Criminal Justice. | sincerely hope that, with additional time and evidence, she will be
reappointed as affirmation of her progress toward tenure.

Sincerely,

/W @ g’zﬂml

Melissa R. Lavitt
Executive Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs

cc: Tom Diehm, Acting Director Social Work & Criminal Justice
Alison Hendricks, Director Academic HR
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To: Tom Diehm, PhD, Acting Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program

From: Marian S. Harris, PhD, (Chair), Charles Emlet, PhD, and Karina Walters, PhD,
Reappointment Review Committee

Re: Gillian Marshall, PhD, Assistant Professor, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program
Date: April 28, 2017

The Reappointment Review Committee for Dr. Gillian Marshall met on April 25, 2017 to discuss
her application for reappointment. We considered her record in the areas of research, teaching,
and service. The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with a summary of our
discussion.

Research

The committee noted that Dr. Marshall has a well-focused research trajectory that is
congruent with the expectations in the Social Work and Criminal Justice Program and consistent
with the University of Washington tenure and promotion policy. She is the Principal Investigator
for a KO1 award and the principal investigator for an NIF/NCI Diversity Supplement. These
awards have allowed her mentoring and other support to help her develop a solid track record as
a researcher. She is enhancing her research knowledge and skills to conduct research
independently and be competitive for major grant support. Her research agenda consists of four
main areas: (1) socioeconomic status; (2) life course frameworks i.e. the stress process,
cumulative advantage and disadvantage; (3) stressful life events; and (4) social networks. The
objectives of Dr. Marshall’s research are to understand the relationship between financial
hardship, debt and health while expanding indicators of SES; and to identify where to intervene
using longitudinal data to model long-term trajectories of stress and stressors such as financial
hardship and its impact on mental and physical health associated with changes over time.

Dr. Marshall has 4 publications in peer-review journals since her appointment to the
faculty at UW Tacoma in September 2015 and 7 publications since her appointment in 2013 as
an Assistant Professor at Case Western Reserve University. She is the sole author for 2
publications and the first author for 7 publications. Dr. Marshall has 5 publications that are

~currently under review and 3 publications in progress. She has presented her work at 7 refereed
conferences since coming to UW Tacoma. The committee was impressed with Dr. Marshall’s
solid and well-planned approach for future publications based on her funding awards.

The committee recommends the following:

Continue funded/planned research studies.

Complete and submit manuscripts in progress to peer-review journals; continue to submit

manuscripts to peer-review journals.

Continue to work with mentor.

Continue to submit abstracts to refereed conferences for future presentations.

Box 358425 1900 Commerce St. Tacoma, WA 98402
VM 253.692.5820 fax 253.692.5825 www.tacorr;a.uw.edu!social-work
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Teaching

The committee noted that Dr. Marshall has taught 2 courses at the University of
Washington Tacoma (Introduction to Social Work and Human Behavior and the Social
Environment). Her teaching evaluation for the undergraduate course, Introduction to Social
Work was very positive (4.8 overall rating from student teaching evaluation) and certainly meets
the expectations of the program with regard to teaching effectiveness at the undergraduate level.
Her teaching evaluation for the graduate level course in Human Behavior and the Social
Environment was extremely low (2.8 overall rating from student teaching evaluation). This low
rating is not as strong as the typical rating for faculty who teach Social Work graduate courses.
Students commented about the lack of clarity regarding assignments and grading as well as the
instructor being unprepared for class. They felt that course material was not posted or made
available in a timely manner. The committee noted that there seemed to be some organizational
and communication issues in the graduate class as well as a lack of attention to detail. The
committee noted that the peer evaluation of Dr. Marshall’s teaching was quite favorable. Dr.
Marshall has been the faculty adviser for 11 BASW students and 13 MSW students. The
committee recommends the following:

¢ Have an annual peer evaluation of teaching by senior faculty from the Social Work and

Criminal Justice Program.

Get informal assessment of teaching from students at mid-term each quarter.

Be proactive in developing syllabi, assignments, experiential activities, grading rubrics,

etc. in preparing to teach at a higher level.

e Be attentive to detail in developmg syllabi and other written material utilized in the
classroom.

Meet with mentor on a regular basis to discuss ways to improve teaching.

Attend seminars, workshops, training, etc. to engage in activities to assess and improve

teaching at the graduate level.

¢ Enlist the help and advice of senior faculty to have taught the assigncd course for a period
of time for suggestions.

e Develop assignments that are clear and understandable to students w1th accompanying
clear and concise grading rubrics.

Service

Dr. Marshall has engaged in some service since her arrival at the UW Tacoma. She is the
representative for UW Tacoma on the BASW Degree Committee at the University of
Washington, School of Social Work. She has also served on the BASW and MSW Admissions
Committees at UW Tacoma. She has been a guest lecturer at Seattle University, University
House Wallingford, University of Washington, and University of Washington Tacoma. Dr.
Marshall has also reviewed manuscripts for several journals (Behavioral Medicine, Journal of
Epidemiology and Community Health, Journal of Gerontology, Journal of Gerontological Social
Work, International Journal of Aging and Human Development, and Research on Aging. The
committee feels that her service to the program, campus and university should be increased over
the next contract period. In particular opportunities to engage in service at the campus level
should be considered.
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We recommend Dr. Marshall:
e Work with mentor and program director to identify additional opportunities for service.
¢ Engage in community service opportunities that are consistent with research trajectory.

Recommendation

The Reappointment Review Committee recommends renewal of the appointment for Dr.

Gillian Marshall for a period which extends through the academic year in which a decision on
promotion (and tenure) is required. The review committee feels that there is every reason to
believe that Dr. Marshall will continue to be a productive scholar, continue her excellent
teaching at the undergraduate level as reflected in her teaching evaluation and improve her
teaching at the graduate level. It is anticipated that there will be a balance between research and
teaching at the end of her K01 award. Dr. Marshall should also expand her service to the
program, community, and profession.
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May 14,2018

Dr. Jill Purdy
Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
University of Washington Tacoma

Dear Dr. Purdy,

I am writing to provide my independent recommendation regarding the tenure track reappointment
of Dr. Gillian Marshall. In addition, I provide a summary of the concerns expressed by the voting
faculty and the outcome of their vote. In addition to touching on this year’s Review Committee’s
recommendations, I summarize important information related to last year’s reappointment review, in
order to provide context for this year’s review. Dr. Marshall is in her third year with the Social
Work and Criminal Justice Program and went through the reappointment review process for the
second time this spring. At the conclusion of her reappointment review last year (2017), the
EVCAA made the decision to postpone Dr. Marshall’s reappointment decision until the third year.
In brief, my recommendation is that Dr. Marshall not be reappointed, and I will explain my reasons
in this letter.

Last Year’s Review

I was on leave during Dr. Marshall’s reappointment review last year and thus Dr. Tom Diehm,
Social Work and Criminal Justice (SWCJ) Program Acting Director, provided a recommendation to
the EVCAA. The Review Committee, Chaired by Dr. Marian Harris, recommended reappointment
and provided specific recommendations by which they felt Dr. Marshall could improve her
(graduate) teaching and strengthen her service. Dr. Marshall is released 75% time for grant activities
due to a KOl-award from the National Institutes of Health. The Committee did not express any
concerns with her scholarship/research. As noted in Dr. Diehm’s memo to the EVCAA last year, he
recommended postponement of the reappointment decision noting the concerns in teaching and
service. The reason he cites for recommending postponement is the discrepant recommendations of
the Review Committee and the Voting Faculty. In his memo, he reported the faculty vote as
follows: one to renew, two to postpone, and three not to renew Dr. Marshall’s appointment. Dr.
Lavitt, the EVCAA, made the decision to postpone the reappointment ‘decision until the next year.
She recommended that during the 2017-2018 year, Dr. Marshall address the concerns raised about
teaching and service.

This Year’s Review

This year’s Review Committee, Chaired by Dr. Lavitt, recommended reappointment by a split vote:
two in favor of reappointment and one opposed. The Committee once again expressed no concerns
with Dr. Marshall’s scholarship, believing it to be a clear area of strength. The Committee noted
significant concerns with Dr. Marshall’s teaching and improvements needed in teaching and service.
The Committee recommended a paid (compensated) teaching mentor from outside SWCJ, ideally a
faculty member of color, to actively work with Dr. Marshall in and out of the classroom to “identify,
target, and plan an intervention that improves her teaching” (Review Committee letter, dated April
16, 2018, pp. 2-3). At this time, the Committee finds that “her teaching is not on track for tenure”
(Review Committee letter, p. 4).

Box 358425 1900 Commerce Street Tacoma, WA 98402-9947
253.692.5820 fax 253.692.5825 tsocial@uw.edu www.tacoma,uw.edu/social-work
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Voting Faculty Recommendation

The senior voting faculty were convened by me on May 4, 2018, to discuss the recommendation for
renewal and to vote on reappointment. All seven eligible voting faculty members were present in
person or via conference call. The senior faculty noted significant concerns with Dr. Marshall’s
teaching and to a lesser extent her service. Very little discussion focused on her research. The
majority sentiment conveyed was that even with great research, extremely poor teaching and
minimal service do not serve our students, program, and campus. In the majority faculty view, great
scholarship does not outweigh poor teaching and service outcomes. A dissenting view expressed by
one faculty member was that there are not many teaching data points available and that Dr. Marshall
received a good course evaluation on the undergraduate course she taught. More time to work on
graduate teaching might be beneficial. The voting faculty disagreed that Dr. Marshall has worked
hard to improve teaching. They provided examples of significant supports offered that she has not
utilized. One stemmed from a recommendation of last year’s Review Committee - enlist the help of
senior faculty very familiar with the course. The senior faculty member most knowledgeable about
the course reported that she had one phone call from Dr. Marshall and this seemed perfunctory. The
other example is support offered by Dr. Marshall’s assigned faculty mentor, Dr. Charles Emlet. (Dr.
Marshall requested him as mentor after meeting him and when arriving at UW — Tacoma, following
our normal practice of pairing junior and senior faculty for mentorship.) Dr. Emlet, by his own
report, has attempted to work with her for almost three years now, but Dr. Marshall does not initiate
contact with him or bring topics for discussion when he suggests they meet. Dr. Emlet informed me
that, regardless of the reappointment outcome, he will discontinue his role as mentor to Dr. Marshall,
believing he cannot assist someone who does not seek assistance. What is unfortunate is that these
supports are offered by faculty members who know our students and have taught them successfully
for years, one with a long track record in the same course Dr. Marshall struggles with. In addition,
they are experienced and sought after by mentees, and mentees have found them helpful.

As to service, the voting faculty provided examples of disengaged and perfunctory service, citing
lack of attendance, lack of engagement when present, and lack of knowledgeable representation to
and on behalf of the Program even when that is the service role. In addition, Dr. Marshall’s level of
service is viewed as considerably lower than that of other junior faculty members who have been
here a similar amount of time. After an approximately hour-long and thorough discussion with all
eligible faculty members participating, Dr. Marshall received five negative votes and two positive
votes for renewal (out of 7 possible votes). (Drs. Lavitt and Emlet, two members of the Review
Committee, are included in this vote count. Dr. Emlet was the dissenting vote on the Review
Committee this year and the only faculty member on the Review Committee both years. The third
member of the Review Committee is a faculty member of the School of Social Work in Seattle and
is not a voting member of our faculty.)

Director’s Independent Recommendation

As for my own recommendation, I concur with the voting faculty. Irecommend non-renewal of Dr.
Marshall’s reappointment. I do not believe that Dr. Marshall meets the expectations and needs of the
Tacoma campus in teaching and to a lesser extent service. These concerns are not outweighed by

Dr. Marshall’s successful scholarship. Most of all, she does not demonstrate a diligence or
willingness to address the concerns. I think it is important to consider Dr. Marshall’s performance
within the context of the Tacoma campus and the teaching expectations that we hold within our
Program. The SWCJ Program has other fulltime, tenure track faculty who struggle to be good

2
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teachers, although even their course evaluation scores are considerably higher than Dr. Marshall’s
latest score. What is notably different in their response to poor student course evaluations or student
complaints is that they take them to heart and actively seek solutions. They seek mentorship from
colleagues and discuss teaching with me as Director. They try out different teaching approaches and
then evaluate the results, adjusting what they do based on them. They are able to describe what they
have done, what they have learned from those approaches, and what they will do differently next
time. They persist and make improving teaching a priority. Noticeably absent in Dr. Marshall’s
response to her course evaluations is this type of response. There is no indication that she would
genuinely welcome a teaching mentor’s assistance as suggested by this year’s Review Committee.
Although she has limited opportunity to test out new approaches, her narrative lacks a discussion of
what she believes went wrong this year and what she might do differently based on the qualitative
comments. She suggests that external factors might be contributors to her low scores, but does not
include what they might be or what she might do to make changes to mitigate other factors (p. 16).

Dr. Beth Kalikoff’s review of Dr. Marshall’s teaching (dated March 24, 2018) is clearly positive. In
her review she addresses the discrepancy between the course evaluation scores and what she viewed
in the classroom on February 27. The explanations she suggests are 1) that students may prefer
traditional lectures rather than evidence-based teaching and 2) that students may be acting on biases,
such as those based on gender and race. 1, as well as the voting faculty, believe racial and gender
bias in student course evaluations are real. In addition, expecting one thing and getting another in a
classroom can lead to student dissatisfaction. Other indicators, however, do not suggest that these
are primary problems in the graduate level course where Dr. Marshall receives poor course
evaluation scores. Dr. Marshall’s course evaluation score this year, 1.3 adjusted combined median,
is the lowest course evaluation score I have seen by far in six years as director. If bias is operating,
it is unlikely to yield this severe a result. I see no themes in the students’ qualitative course
evaluation comments that indicate bias. (Looking for these themes is suggested when bias is
suspected according to the “Guide to Best Practice in Evaluating Teaching” document recommended
in Dr. Kalikoff’s review.) Also, our graduate students are taught using a variety of teaching
approaches; students likely do not expect solely traditional lectures. Finally, some of the critiques
students express such as condescending attitude, disorganization, and lack of or unclear
communication, ring true to faculty and staff interactions with Dr. Marshall. These behaviors are
exhibited by Dr. Marshall in Program or other committee meetings and in response to requests from
staff members and administrators. These same attributes impede the quality of her service
contributions. In that sense, student comments such as these do not come as a surprise.

Dr. Marshall has now had three years to demonstrate her commitment to the SWCJ Program and the
UW — Tacoma campus. Feedback to her about teaching and service performance has been consistent
since the beginning and has increased in urgency as time has gone by. In her first annual conference
with me as Director (dated May 20, 2016), which was primarily positive, she was cautioned to find
ways to demonstrate that she is a capable instructor to undergraduate and graduate audiences. We
do not have distinct undergraduate and graduate faculty. All fulltime faculty, especially those
competitively hired, are expected to teach well with both types of students. Then, last year, Dr.
Marshall was found non-meritorious by the voting faculty and the Acting Director. She was
encouraged to pursue consultation with her mentor or other senior faculty members in our Program.
'_1"0 my knowledge she did not do so. UW — Tacoma is quite distinct from the School of Social Work
in Seattle and perhaps other programs elsewhere where Dr. Marshall seeks advice. She had teaching

3
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experience and taught similar content prior to coming to UW — Tacoma. Learning who our students
are, improving teaching to this audience, and actively engaging in service to benefit one’s home unit
and campus are basic to doing well here and are minimal expectations of all fulltime faculty
members. These have not been met.

Conclusion

Given the Review Committee’s split recommendation, the Senior Faculty's majority
recommendation not to renew, and my own assessment of Dr. Marshall’s performance, I thus
regretfully recommend that Dr. Marshall’s reappointment not be renewed.

Sincerely,

D) <
Lo A :/Qu..::]
Dr. Diane S. Young
Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program

University of Washington - Tacoma
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June 20, 2018

Dr. Gillian Marshall

Assistant Professor

Social Work and Criminal Justice
Campus Box 358425

Dear Dr. Marshall:

The University's Faculty Code (Chap 24-41) calls for the dean or chancellor to
conduct a review in the second or third year of an assistant professor's
appointment. A review was conducted during the second year of your appointment,
at which time the review committee recommended reappointment, the faculty vote
was split between non-reappointment and postponement, and the acting director
recommended postponement. The EVCAA supported postponement by one year in
a letter dated June 12, 2017, noting, “it is critical that her record reflects additional
evidence of supporting students” and recommending increased engagement in
service to your unit.

Consequently, a review was conducted in the third year of your appointment, and
the voting faculty and the director of Social Work and Criminal Justice have
recommended that you not be reappointed to a second three-year term as
Assistant Professor. In response, | carefully reviewed the materials you submitted
as well as the advice of your unit. | have concluded that you should be reappointed
as an Assistant Professor for a three-year term, with mandatory promotion and
tenure review occurring in 2020-2021. Below | provide a summary of your
professional contributions in teaching, research, and service, and an assessment of
your progress toward promotion and tenure.

TEACHING

Due to the responsibilities of your grant, your teaching responsibilities are reduced
from a six-course annual load. You taught an undergraduate course in your first
year (TSOCWF 1010) and a graduate course in your second and third years (TSOCW
503), all in a face-to-face format. Student evaluations for the undergraduate course
were solid; however, evaluations for the graduate course were poor and showed
significant decline between the first and second time you taught the course. In

Box 358430 1900 Commerce Street Tacoma, WA 98402-3100

253.692.5646 fax 253.692.5643 tacoma.uw.edu/academic-affairs
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2017, a peer evaluation conducted by a tenured faculty member in the School of
Education positively assessed your use of equity-based inclusive teaching practices.

Your narrative indicates that during the past year, you consulted the Center for
Teaching and Learning and a social work colleague regarding teaching. This
resulted in revisions to the TSOCW 503 course including readings, class activities,
and assignments as well as a revised grading scheme for the course. In 2018,
students expressed confidence in your expertise yet raised substantial concerns
about the organization and quality of the course. A peer evaluation conducted by
the Center for Teaching and Learning positively assessed the quality of class
discussion. That reviewer offered possible explanations for low student ratings
including the active learning approach used and rating biases experienced by
women of color. In 2018, faculty in the unit noted concerns that you have not
sought teaching support from those most familiar with the course and have not
engaged meaningfully with your assigned mentor at UW Tacoma to address
teaching improvement.

The effectiveness of UW Tacoma faculty in supporting student learning is central to
our urban-serving mission. Appointment to the rank of associate professor requires
a record of substantial success in both teaching and research. The 2018 review
committee notes that your teaching is not on track for tenure and promotion. Given
your grant commitments, you will have very limited opportunities to demonstrate
strong teaching capability prior to promotion and tenure review.

SCHOLARSHIP

Your scholarly record includes fifteen peer-reviewed publications, eight of which
were completed while in rank as Assistant Professor. In addition, you have received
external funding for three projects including a prestigious KO1 grant from the
NIH/National Institute of Aging. You have disseminated your work through refereed
and invited presentations, and your scholarly work addresses relevant questions
that may have significant implications for public health. While taking the lead role in
several projects, you have successfully collaborated with a variety of research
partners. These accomplishments provide a strong foundation for your research
portfolio and demonstrate substantial progress toward meeting the expectations of
promotion and tenure with respect to scholarship.

SERVICE

Your record of service at the unit level includes past membership on unit level
admissions committees and current service on the Seattle/Tacoma BASW degree
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committee. Your narrative notes that you additionally served on a faculty search
committee during the past year. At the campus level, you served on the Faculty
Affairs and Public Lectures committees. You have also mentored three doctoral
students and provided several guest lectures in the School of Social Work at UW
Seattle. In service to your profession, you are an ad hoc reviewer for six journals
and are a member of numerous professional organizations.

Faculty in your unit have expressed concern that your service activities are notably
lower than other junior faculty members, and that your level of engagement and
representation in those activities is lower than expected. Of particular concern is
the level of internal engagement with students and activities in your unit.
Competence in service does not carry the same level of importance in promotion
and tenure review as teaching and scholarship do, yet internal and external service
are important responsibilities of UW faculty and are integral to the University’s
mission.

In conclusion, | encourage you to attend to the concerns outlined here as you
advance toward promotion and tenure review. | stand ready to support your
ongoing development as a teacher, scholar and colleague.

Sincerely,

Jill M. Purdy
Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

C: Diane Young, Director of Social Work and Criminal Justice
Mark A. Pagano, Chancellor
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April 16, 2018
To: Diane Young, Director — SW&CJ, UWT M

Fr: Melissa Lavitt (Chair), Charles Emlet, and Taryn Lindhorst
Reappointment Review Committee
Re: Reappointment of Gillian Marshall

The three-member review committee met on April 11, 2018 on the Seattle campus. We discussed, at
length, Dr. Marshall's 339-page file. Earlier, we received and reviewed the memo from last year's
reappointment committee. The 2017 reappointment decision was postponed until this year. This
memorandum will summarize our deliberation as well as our recommendations.

Research:

Clearly research is Dr. Marshall’s area of strength. As documented in last year's report, Dr. Marshall's
research - both in quality and quantity - is outstanding. She has enjoyed tremendous and on-going
success in securing external funding including a KO1 award, and an NIF/NCI Diversity Supplement. Dr.
Marshall has 15 publications, including eight that were completed at UWT. Her research on older adults,
stress, financial hardship and health provides a rich and fruitful foundation for future work. There is no
doubt that Dr. Marshall is building a reputation as a leading scholar in this area.

Dr. Marshall's success as a researcher is unequivocal. Her scholarship is on a trajectory for increasing
productivity and impact in an under-explored and critical area of inquiry. If this were the sole
requirement for reappointment, then the decision would be an easy one. Unlike many junior faculty
who may struggle to establish a research agenda and track record, Dr. Marshall's research file more
closely resembles that of a more senior scholar. The previous reappointment postponement and the
current decision hinge more specifically on her teaching and service. Therefore, the remainder of this
summary will focus on these two aspects of her file with particular emphasis on teaching.

Teaching:

Dr. Marshall's K01 award requires the institution to provide her 75% release time to devote to her
research. This leaves only 25% effort divided (unequally) between teaching and service commitments.
This was the agreement under which Dr. Marshall was hired; however, teaching only one course per
year provides few data points to demonstrate one's teaching effectiveness. To date, Dr. Marshall has
taught three classes: Intro to Social Work (TSOCW 101) and the second HBSE class (TSOCW 503). Based
on last year's recommendation, Dr. Marshall gave up her research quarter (W'18) to teach HBSE againin
an effort to demonstrate an improved experience for students.

To summarize, with only three classes and three sets of evaluations there is limited and contradictory
evidence of teaching excellence. Her evaluations in the undergraduate TSOCW 101 were strong and on
track, but her teaching evaluations in the graduate HBSE classes have been poor. In her last review, Dr.
Marshall was provided with several suggestions for obtaining consultation to improve her teaching and
she followed through on these recommendations made by last year's committee. Specifically, she
sought out help from experts in Seattle's Center for Teaching and Learning, made extensive revisions to
the syllabus for TSOCW 503, attended teaching workshops at CSWE, and described a variety of other
strategies to demonstrate her commitment to quality teaching. In spite of these efforts, students rated
their overall experience this year as 1.3, down from last year's score of 2.8, combined median and 3.3
adjusted median. The most recent score (both adjusted and unadjusted median) is an extraordinarily
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low score for SW&CJ faculty and a surprising trend downwards given the effort that Dr. Marshall made
to improve her teaching performance.

It should be noted that student evaluations are only one measure of teaching effectiveness, and as the
research suggests, these represent an imperfect measure at best. As we know, and Dr. Kalikoff's letter
confirms, student evaluations are subject to gender and racial biases similar to those found in the
general public. We assume that Dr. Marshall’s evaluations reflect similar biases. In spite of her extensive
planning (see rubrics, outlines, class discussion questions, etc. found in the portfolio) students
complained that the course and the instructor were "disorganized.” It is difficult to understand the basis
for the students' critique, and we believe that bias does provide some explanation. Dr. Kalikoff notes
that some students are also unprepared for an active learning classroom in which they are expected to
have high levels of participation, such as the kind of teaching strategy that Dr. Marshall employs. There
is evidence of this belief in the student evaluations where they stated that they would have preferred
traditional lectures over experiential learning exercises. Without more evidence (i.e., similar evaluations
in courses other than TSOCW 503) we are unsure if these two factors (racial/gender bias and active
learning teaching) completely account for the students’ negative assessment.

While student evaluations are but one measure of classroom effectiveness, social work faculty on this
campus, in general, receive much higher scores. It should be noted that two collegial assessments of
Gillian's teaching positively evaluated her classroom performance and were particularly impressed with
the high level of preparation and attention to equity that they observed. The committee acknowledges
the role of bias in student assessments of faculty, and this bias requires, unfortunately, that affected
faculty develop strategies to address negative predispositions that students may hold. This is the
essence of the challenge that Dr. Marshall must face: with limited workload effort devoted to teaching,
how can she develop a specific plan, based on more targeted feedback, in order to create a more
successful teaching experience for her students?

The steps that Dr. Marshall took last year based on the committee’s recommendations are laudable, but
clearly failed to produce the desired results. Therefore, we recommend that Dr. Marshall have the
opportunity to work in an on-going manner with one of UWT's talented instructors. Ideally, this
individual has tenure outside of Social Work and is experienced in facing obstacles similar to those that
Dr. Marshall must endure. For example, there are several women faculty of color who have won
teaching awards and would be outstanding teaching mentors for Dr. Marshall. In order to avoid further
exploiting faculty of color with an additional unpaid "mentoring" assignment, we recommend that the
Director of Social Work confer with the EVCAA and identify institutional resources to support this level
of teaching support.

Recently, the Office of Equity and Inclusion surveyed faculty of color. Unfortunately, respondents
reported multiple experiences of bias and discrimination. We believe that the institution has an
obligation to retain and support all faculty, particularly faculty of color who have not fared well at UWT.
The cost of a course release and replacement for this level of individualized teaching support is far less
than the cost of losing Dr. Marshall and searching for a replacement. Dr. Marshall is mastering the
research skills needed to be a successful faculty member; given the emphasis at UW-Tacoma on a similar
level of teaching mastery, it is incumbent upon the institution to invest further in helping Dr. Marshall
develop her expertise in the classroom.

We recommend that the assigned and compensated teaching mentor spend more time observing and
actively working with Dr. Marshall - both in and out of the classroom - in order to identify, target, and
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plan an intervention that improves her teaching. The single snapshot provided by the collegial reviews is
insufficient to making an informed judgment on the reasons for Dr. Marshall’s low student evaluations.
A complex and nuanced problem such as classroom expressions of institutionalized racism requires a
more in-depth examination and analysis in order to achieve better results. Working in an on-going
manner with someone who has successfully conquered such hurdles will hopefully have a positive
impact. We suggest that Dr. Marshall, the Director, Dean Bartlett (if an SIAS faculty is selected as
mentor), and the EVCAA work collaboratively to develop a specific plan with the assigned mentor that is
focused on improving Dr. Marshall’s teaching skills as evidenced through her students’ evaluations.
Rather than a checklist of things to try, we envision a detailed intervention plan that "diagnoses" and
addresses any perceived threats or challenges to Dr. Marshall’s teaching success. As her tenure clock
ticks down, with limited opportunities to teach because of her assigned research effort, we believe that
Dr. Marshall should be afforded additional resources to see if her teaching performance can be
improved.

Service:

Dr. Marshall's record of service is limited given the constraints imposed by her externally funded
research. That said, at the advice of last's year review committee she added new service commitments
to her load. Thus, her record reflects service at multiple levels: department, campus, profession and
community. It is understandable that these commitments remain limited. Therefore, we urge Dr.
Marshall to consider how she uses her limited time for service work. Specifically, we note that she
serves as a mentor to doctoral students at UW Seattle. While this is laudable we suggest that she
strategically evaluate all service requests in order to better position herself for a positive tenure
outcome on the Tacoma campus. It is the UWT faculty and campus that need to observe and evaluate
her role as a campus citizen. Additional service, particularly activities that benefit Seattle's doctoral
students, should be of a lower priority. With a restricted bandwidth for "extra” work, Dr. Marshall is
advised to focus her service commitments within the UWT department, university and larger Tacoma
community. We urge Dr. Marshall to keep in mind that her portfolio in regards to service should provide
evidence that allows the Tacoma faculty to assess her service contributions.

Recommendation:

By a vote of 2 to 1 (2 yes, 1 no), the committee supports Dr. Marshall's reappointment as an assistant
professor. The negative vote reflects concerns about Dr. Marshall's future success teaching on the
Tacoma campus.

The support for Dr. Marshall's reappointment also acknowledges that her teaching, unlike her research,
is currently not on track for a positive tenure vote. Unless significant improvement in her teaching
occurs, it is unlikely that Dr. Marshall will be successfully promoted as a tenured member of the faculty
on a teaching-intensive campus. We applaud the previous efforts that Dr. Marshall has made to address
her teaching. Unfortunately, these have proved insufficient. Therefore, we now recommend that an
assigned and compensated faculty person be identified to provide more direct support and guidance.
Ideally this would be another female faculty person of color outside of Social Work. We believe that this
needs to be someone who does not vote nor weigh in on a future tenure decision. Furthermore, we
strongly recommend that the Office of Academic Affairs/Chancellor's Office use this as an opportunity to
demonstrate the institution’s commitment to retaining faculty of color. We will be unable to recruit
faculty of color in the future if we are unable to improve our retention rates for current faculty.

In conclusion, after a thorough review and discussion of Dr. Marshall's file, we commend her record of
outstanding research, and note improvements needed in teaching and service. By a vote of 2 to 1, we
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recommend her reappointment. Because her teaching is not on track for tenure, we strongly urge the
Director to implement the mentoring suggestion made by the committee.
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON

February 7, 2020

Gillian Marshall

geegee@uw.edu

Dear Gillian:

I’m pleased to inform you that your Adjunct Assistant Professor appointment has been renewed
from September 16, 2020 through June 15, 2021.

I hope that there are ways for increased collaboration in the future. Please contact me if you
have any questions. Best wishes for 2020.

Sincerely,

Edwina S. Uehara, PhD, MSW

Professor and Ballmer Dean in Social Work

4101 15th Avenue NE
Box 354900 Seattle, WA 98195-4900
tel 206.543.5640 fax 206.543.1228 socialwork.uw.edu
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA
SOCIAL WORK PROGRAM 3 — e

Memao To: Gillian Marshall, Assistant Professor

From: Diane Young. Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program
Re: End-of-Year Conference with Faculty

Date: May 20, 2016

This memo is to document my annual meeting with vou on May 16, 2016, for the purposes of
discussing: 1) your accomplishments this year in the areas of scholarship, teaching and service,
2) shared goals for the coming year in these areas, in light of departmental needs, and 3) a shared
strategy for achieving these goals. The 2015-2016 Faculty Activity Report that yvou submitted
will be appended to this memo. 1t provides detailed information related to this year’s
accomplishments,

This is your first year at UW Tacoma and besides adjusting to a new campus and program, vou
have been actively working on the S-year K-01 research grant awarded by the National Institutes
of Aging. This time-intensive grant for which you are the Principal Investigator provides 75%
release time from teaching and service. You also brought with you to UW Tacoma a supplement
grant from the National Cancer Institute, subcontracted from Case Western University. Your K-
award has generated positive publicity via UW media outlets and the Puget Sound Business
Jaurnal, Tt is wonderful to see this recognition of vour work. Indeed. [ believe you are the first
faculty member to receive a K-01 award in the history of our program and on this campus. In
addition, you have had two peer-reviewed manuscripts accepted for publication, with two more
under review.

Given the course buyout you received from your grants and the course reduction you received
for new faculty, you taught one course this year. The student course evaluations from this
course, Introduction to Social Welfare, were very positive. Next year you are taking on a new
course preparation, Introduction to Research Methods. Although vou would prefer not to teach
in this area at this time, doing so fills an important program need. | appreciate your stepping in
to this area. Because you will understandably have taught far fewer courses by the time of
promotion and tenure than other faculty members typically do, finding ways to demonstrate that
vou are a capable instructor in a variety of substantive arcas and to different student audiences
{undergraduate and graduate) will strengthen the teaching portion of your promotion and tenure
application. 1 know that you would really like to teach practice courses, and 1 will keep this in
mind going forward. Given how many faculty members we have who are skilled and like 10
teach in this area, this curricular area must be shared, Finding additional opportunities (o
demonstrate instructional ability would also be helpful for promotion and tenure, and one
possibility we discussed is to cultivate opportunities to provide guest lectures within our program
and on the U'W Tacoma campus within vour areas of expertise, similar to what you have done on
the Seattle campus.

Similar to teaching, service expectations are also reduced because of your grant responsibilities,

You will discuss with your mentor some possible service opportunities. 1 encourage you to find
a serview regponsibility. particularly within the program. that vou could take on that fits within

fos VRRAZS 1000 Cammaroe St Taeoma, WA DEL0-3400

153692 SBX0  fan 253 652 5835  ww tEromE washingtion powiecial
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your time constrainis, Engaging in service within the program will create greater visibility and
connections with your faculty peers while also fulfilling a program need.

Al my request for a third party presence at our meeting, and by vour selection, Melissa Lavitt,
Executive Vice Chancellor, joined us for our end-of-year meeting. Although at our meeting we
did not discuss the plan for a third party presence at our meetings going forward, this is
something we will need to take up at a later date,

During your second year, you will have your re-appointment review. This will help you get a
good sense of how well you are progressing toward tenure. Thank you for your contributions to
our program and our students this year.

ce. Faculty File
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W UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA
SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM

Date: September 12, 2016

To: Gillian Marshall
ASSISTANT PRO FESSOR

From: Thomas M. Diehm O‘&

Interim Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice
Re: 2016 Faculty Merit Increase

The University of Washington is proceeding with fiscal year 2017 merit salary increases. A
salary pool of 4% was made available for faculty merit salary adjustments, effective September
1, 2016,

All faculty members who were determined to be meritorious received a minimum 2% merit
salary adjustment unless they received a prior salary adjustment that precluded further
adjustment (i.e. retention increase). There was also 2% available for additional merit.
Distribution of the additional merit pool factored in tompression, equity, and merit jssyes.

Your performance during the past year was deemed meritorious and a merit salary increase
has been approved.

I am pleased to inform you that your salary was increased to $8,231 monthly (based on 1.0
FTE), an increase of 2,99, This salary increase was effective September 1, 2016, and will
appear on your paycheck of September 25 (for 12-month appointment) or October 10 (for 9-
month appointment), 2016.

Thank you for your many contributions during this last year and best wishes for continued
success. If you have questions about Your increase, please let me know.

Cc: Melissa Lavitt, Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

Box 358425 1900 Commerce 5t Tacoma, Wa 2402
VM 253.692.5820 fax 2536925825 www.iacama uw.edu/social-work
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE
UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

To: File — Gillian Marshall, Assistant Professor

From: Marcie Lazzari, Interim Co-Director, School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
Re:  Missing Regular Conference

Date: June 1, 2020

Dr. Gillian Marshall did not have a Regular Conference with the Director of the School of Social
Work and Criminal Justice at the end of the 2016-2017 academic year or at the end of the 2017-
2018 academic year as she had just completed reappointment review processes in June of 2017
and June of 2018.

Box 358425 1900 Commerce Street Tacoma, WA 98402-9947
253.692.5820 fax 253.692.5825 swcj@uw.edu tacoma.uw.edu/swcj
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM

June 5, 2017

Dear Gillian,

| am writing to inform you that your senior colleagues, pursuant to Section 24-55 of the Faculty
Code, made a recommendation of non-meritorious regarding your performance for the 2016-
2017 academic year.

I have passed this recommendation on to the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
who will make a final determination of merit.

I look forward to our continued work together within the Social Work and Criminal Justice
Program.

Sincerely,

—So

Tom Diehm
Acting Director

Cc: Personnel file

Box 358425 1900 Commerce 5t Tacoma, WA 98402
Vi 253 692 5820 fax 253.692.5825 www.tacoma.uw.edu/social-work
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM

Date: September 11, 2017
To: Gillian Marshall
From: Diane Young |

Director, Social Work & Criminal Justice

Re: 2017 Faculty Merit Increase

The University of Washington is proceeding with fiscal year 2018 merit salary increases. A salary
pool of 2% was made available for faculty merit salary adjustments, effective September 1, 2017.

All faculty members who were determined to be meritorious received a minimum 2% merit salary
adjustment unless they received a prior salary adjustment that precluded further adjustment (i.e.
retention increase).

Your performance during the past year was deemed non-meritorious and you will not receive a
merit salary increase.

If you have questions or want to discuss your work and expectations for the coming academic
year, please let me know. | hope that you have a successful year.

Cc: Jill Purdy, Interim Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

Box 358425 1900 Commerce 5t Tacoma, WA 92402
WM 2536925820 fax 353.692.5825 www.tacoma.uw.edu/soclal-werk
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/ UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM

Date: September 13, 2018
To:  Gillian Marshall

From: Diane Young ;y.bﬂ}
Director, Social Work & Criminal Justice

Re: 2018 Faculty Merit Increase

The University of Washington is proceeding with fiscal year 2019 merit salary increases. A
salary pool of 2% was made available for faculty merit salary adjustments, effective September
1,2018.

All faculty members who were determined to be meritorious received a minimum 2% salary
adjustment unless they received a prior salary adjustment that precluded further adjustment (i.c.
retention increase).

Your performance during the past year was deemed non-meritorious and you will not receive a
merit salary increase.

If you have questions or want to discuss your work and expectations for the coming academic

year, please let me know. I hope that you have a successful year.

Ce: Jill Purdy, Interim Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

Box 358425 1900 Commearce 51, Tacoma, WA 98407
VM 253 652 5820 fax 253.602.5825 www.tacoma.uw edu/social-work
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM

June 15, 2018
Dear Gillian,

I am writing to inform you that your senior colleagues, pursuant to Section 24-55 of the Faculty
Code, made a recommendation of non-meritorious regarding your performance for the 2017-
2018 academic year. I concur with this recommendation.

Because this is your second consecutive annual rating of no merit, there is a review process
dictated by the Faculty Code, Section 24-55 H, which we will follow. 1 will appoint an ad hoc
committee of faculty higher in rank than you from within our Program to meet with you and
review more fully your record and merit. [ will be in touch with you to consult about the makeup
of this review committee.

Sincerely,

D A

Diane S. Young,
Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program

ce. Personnel file

Box 358425 1900 Commerce St,  Tacoma, WA 98402
WM 253.692 5820 fax 253.692.5825 www tacoma uw.edulsocial-work
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UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON | TACOMA

SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM

Date: September 13, 2018
To:  Gillian Marshall

From: Diane Young
Director, Social Work & Criminal Justice

Re: 2018 Faculty Merit Increase

The University of Washington is proceeding with fiscal year 2019 merit salary increases. A
salary pool of 2% was made available for faculty merit salary adjustments, effective September
1,2018.

All faculty members who were determined to be meritorious received a minimum 2% salary
adjustment unless they received a prior salary adjustment that precluded further adjustment (i.e.
retention increase).

Your performance during the past year was deemed non-meritorious and you will not receive a
merit salary increase.

If you have questions or want to discuss your work and expectations for the coming academic
year, please let me know. I hope that you have a successful year.

Cc: Jill Purdy, Interim Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

Box 358425 1900 Commerce 5t Tacoma, WA 98402
WM 2536925820 fax 253.692,5825 www tacoma.uw.edu/social-work
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December 11, 2018

To: Gillian Marshall, Assistant Professor of Social Work and Criminal Justice
Diane Young, Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice

From: Erin Casey, Professor of Social Work and Criminal Justice, and
Chair — Merit Review Committee

RE:  Merit Review Committee Findings

Purpose and scope of committee:

Section 24-55 of the University of Washington Faculty Code dictates that, “in the event of two
consecutive annual ratings of no merit,” for a faculty member, a committee of departmental
faculty senior to that person is convened to “review more fully the record and merit of that
faculty member.” Dr. Gillian Marshall received consecutive ratings of no merit in the 2016-
2017, and 2017-2018 academic years. Accordingly, a merit review committee was convened in
late October, 2018 to review the merit record for these years. This committee was comprised of
myself, Michelle Garner, Associate Professor; Melissa Lavitt, Professor; Eric Madfis, Associate
Professor; and Randy Myers, Associate Professor. All committee members are appointed to the
Social Work and Criminal Justice (SWCJ) Program. The purpose of this memo is to detail the
process and outcome of this committee, and all committee members have reviewed this
document.

The charge of the committee was to review the process and content of Dr. Marshall’s merit
reviews for the specified academic years, to identify “what actions, if any, should be undertaken
to enhance the contributions and improve the merit ranking of this colleague, or to rectify
existing misjudgments of his or her merit and make adjustments to correct any salary inequity.”
The scope of the committee is limited to the merit review policy and relevant procedure
documents approved by the faculty and in place at the time of the 16-17 and 17-18 academic
years.

Process of merit review committee and materials considered:

The merit review committee convened three times; on November 2, 2018 to review the charge
and process of the committee, on November 30, 2018 with Dr. Marshall to gather her input on
the merit reviews in question, and on December 7, 2018 to discuss findings.

Several documents were considered in the merit review committee’s work. These included
policy and reporting documents outlining the SWCJ Program’s merit review process (inclusive
of the Tenure-Track Faculty Criteria for merit, Example Faculty Activities, and template Merit
Rating Ballot documents), Dr. Marshall’s Faculty Activity Reports (FARs) for the 16-17 and 17-
18 academic years, and the merit ballots containing faculty ratings and comments pertinent to Dr.
Marshall for the specified years. Dr. Marshall also submitted four pages of written comments
which the committee considered. In the document, Dr. Marshall describes events during the
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entirety of her time in the department which she experienced as “significant impediments to my
success, which | have no doubt is owing to my race.” In the document, Dr. Marshall reports that
“l have experienced biased, unfair treatment and hostility which I believe accounts for an
undeserved rating of non-meritorious.” In the document, Dr. Marshall also provided a re-cap of
activities in teaching, service, and scholarship for the years in question, noting her perception
that the ratings of no merit were unjustified for these years.

Finally, the committee considered Dr. Marshall’s verbal comments from the November 30
meeting with the full review committee. In this meeting, Dr. Marshall noted that she did not
have additional information to add beyond the documentation she submitted, and noted that it
was unclear to her why she received a rating of no merit in the specified years. Dr. Marshall
noted that she did not receive feedback or an explanation regarding those merit decisions. She
also noted that without information regarding the nature of the concerns that led to the no-merit
decisions, it was difficult to describe what information, resources, or supports would be most
useful to her moving forward.

Findings of the review committee:

The unanimous assessment of the review committee is that the merit review process, as specified
in program policy and procedure documents at the time, was followed in Dr. Marshall’s case in
both the 16-17 and 17-18 academic years. The evidence for this decision is described by
academic year below.

16-17 Academic Year

The SWCJ merit review policy asks faculty to rate colleagues on a scale of 0-6 in each of the
domains of faculty responsibility. A rating of O or 1 is operationalized in the merit documents as
“non-meritorious” and a ranking of 0 or 1 in any single area results in an overall assessment of
non-meritorious for the faculty member being evaluated.

In this year, faculty were nearly unanimous in assessing both Dr. Marshall’s teaching and her
service as non-meritorious (4 out of 5 faculty provided ratings, and all 4 scored Dr. Marshall
with a 0 or 1 in both of these domains). All faculty rated Dr. Marshall’s scholarship ata ‘3’ or
higher (4-6 is considered *“extra meritorious”). Consistent with policy, all faculty who gave Dr.
Marshall an overall rating of non-meritorious provided comments explaining their decisions.
These comments noted significant concerns with both teaching and service. All comments from
faculty are listed below:

“Gillian taught one course with very poor evaluations. Her scholarship was fine, and commensurate
with the amount of buyout and support she has. Her service was minimal, and below that typically
expected of a second year AP. She has not shown engagement with the program, has not attended
program events such as orientation, and does not report back to the faculty as a whole about her minimal
service commitments. She creates the impression that she is not remotely committed to this program.”

**Strong research, but as expected with mentored and protected time. Very limited teaching is marked by
troubling disengagement and lack of preparation; service is very limited. All SW faculty are part of
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degree committee and student application reviews. Program/campus service lacks investment/
engagement.”

*“The faculty member did not in her FAR indicate her scoring NOR whether she felt she was meritorious
or something else. My opinion is meritorious.”

“Teaching unacceptable. Service contributions are exceedingly poor. She totally disengaged from
service contributions, and the contributions she makes are poor.”

The merit review committee also considered Dr. Marshall’s FAR for this year, as well as the
supplemental written comments she provided to the committee, and did not find evidence of
activities that were overlooked by the voting faculty. It should be noted that guest lectures are
listed under “teaching” in the Example Faculty Activities document and are not considered
evidence of service. Additionally, all Social Work faculty review MSW and BASW admissions
files and attend degree program meetings as core functions of their appointment to the
department, and this work is not considered serving on committees. Dr. Marshall listed guest
lectures and admission file reviews as evidence of service on her FAR for this year.

It should also be noted that, inconsistent with the directions on the merit ballot, one faculty rated
Dr. Marshall’s teaching and service as non-meritorious, but awarded an overall, summative
rating of “meritorious,” resulting in the following overall merit vote for that year: Non-
meritorious: 3; Meritorious: 2. Had the directions in the policy been followed, the overall ranking
results would have been Non-meritorious: 4, Meritorious: 1. Based on the totality of evidence
and the consistency of faculty members’ ratings and comments, it is the opinion of the
merit review committee that the merit review process was upheld in the 16-17 academic
year.

2107-2018 Academic Year

In this year, faculty who provided scores were unanimous in assessing Dr. Marshall’s teaching
record as non-meritorious (4 out of 7 faculty provided ratings, and all 4 scored Dr. Marshall with
a 0 or 1 in this domain). All faculty rated Dr. Marshall’s scholarship at a ‘3’ or higher. Faculty
appeared to take note of Dr. Marshall’s membership on a greater number of committees this
year, with most scores in this domain sitting at 2 or higher. Consistent with policy, all faculty
who gave Dr. Marshall an overall rating of non-meritorious provided comments explaining their
decisions. Two faculty who ranked Dr. Marshall as meritorious also included comments. These
comments noted significant concerns with the pattern of teaching and a continued perception of a
lack of meaningful engagement in service obligations. Again, all comments from faculty are
listed below:

“Very poor teaching. Limited service and disengagement to the point of failing to perform service to the
detriment of the Program.”

“Gillian’s teaching and ACTING engaged service needs to increase/improve.”

*““Significant concerns related to teaching.”
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“Very poor teaching evaluation and poor quality service.”

*“This is because criteria say that NO element can be below 2 and her teaching does not warrant
meritorious ranking.”

The merit review committee also considered Dr. Marshall’s FAR for this year, as well as the
supplemental written comments she provided to the committee. The committee noted the
increase in Dr. Marshall’s service activities in the 17-18 academic year, and the concomitant
increase in faculty merit ratings in the service domain.

It should also be noted that, inconsistent with the directions on the merit ballot, two faculty rated
Dr. Marshall’s teaching as non-meritorious, but awarded an overall, summative rating of
“meritorious,” resulting in the following overall merit vote for that year: Non-meritorious: 4;
Meritorious: 3. Had the directions in the policy been followed, the overall ranking results would
have been Non-meritorious: 6, Meritorious: 1. The committee did not find evidence of activities
reflected in the merit documents that were overlooked by the voting faculty. Based on the
totality of evidence and the consistency of faculty members’ ratings and comments, it is the
opinion of the merit review committee that the merit review process was upheld in the 17-
18 academic year.

Recommendations for Dr. Marshall:

Pursuant to the merit review committee’s charge, and based on faculty comments from the merit
ballots from the years under consideration, we offer the following recommendations to Dr.
Marshall as she anticipates future merit reviews.

Teaching:

e We recommend that Dr. Marshall take full advantage of teaching mentoring opportunities
offered to her, and that she describes these efforts in future FARs and appointment,
promotion, and tenure (APT)-related documents.

e We recommend that Dr. Marshall work toward a consistently upward trajectory in
student teaching evaluations.

e We recommend that, in the event of future classes in which Dr. Marshall views student
teaching evaluations as unfavorable or unfair, that she addresses this explicitly in FARs
and other APT-related documents. This may include describing efforts to enhance
teaching in the course and her perceptions of reasons for the student evaluation scores.
Dr. Marshall is also encouraged to submit documentation that helps to contextualize
student evaluations — faculty are allowed to submit supporting documentation with FARs,
and this can provide voting faculty with a more complete account of teaching efforts and
sources of evaluation beyond student evaluations of teaching.

Uwo00013043



Service:

e We recommend that Dr. Marshall demonstrate consistent engagement with programmatic
and campus committees to which she is a SWCJ representative. This means providing
regular reports to the program regarding the activities of those committees, soliciting
SWCJ staff and faculty feedback to take back to those committees, and then reporting
back to the faculty regarding the results of that feedback being shared.

e We recommend that Dr. Marshall demonstrate consistent engagement with the SWCJ
Program by participating in the required minimum number of program events including
but not limited to new student orientations, MSW Hooding, the Capstone Fair, Phi Alpha
Induction events, and Commencement. On an annual basis, 4-6 events are required of all
faculty.

e We recommend that Dr. Marshall prioritize SWCJ program and UWT campus service
opportunities when selecting service obligations.

Recommendations to the SWCJ Program:

The committee’s review of the SWCJ merit review process also revealed areas that warrant
clarification or revisiting. The committee takes seriously the possibility that racial bias can play a
role in teaching evaluations and in the merit review process. The committee also notes that there
Is an emerging campus-wide discussion about merit review policies and about the role of student
teaching evaluations that may result in changes to policies in the future. Given the retrospective
nature of this committee’s scope and charge, the committee is limited to commenting on the
degree to which merit review policies and procedures that were in place at the time were upheld.

Nonetheless, moving forward, the committee recommends that the SWCJ revisit its merit
policies and documents and address the following points:

e The merit review policy, procedures, and supporting documents should be reviewed for
points at which bias may enter merit processes and outcomes. The merit review
committee recommends that the relevant policies and documents be reviewed by the
Social Work and Criminal Justice Equity and Inclusion committee for such sources of
bias.

e Dr. Marshall noted that she did not receive feedback regarding the reasons for her
rankings of non-merit. While the committee notes that it has been practice in the SWCJ
program that faculty can request information about the feedback on merit ballots (and
members of the committee have themselves used this practice), it is also clear that this
practice is not formally codified and perhaps not universally known. The committee
recommends that merit review policies be updated to require automatic feedback to
faculty who are rated non-meritorious, or whose rating differs from their self-
assessment. This automatic feedback should include the opportunity for faculty to read
the exact ratings and qualitative comments from the colleagues who evaluated them.
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e The committee notes that Dr. Marshall is in a unique position because of the magnitude
of the course release afforded by her National Institutes of Health KO1 award. The
committee notes that there is not currently an overt mechanism within the merit review
policy or procedures to specify how expectations are shifted in each of the three domains
for faculty members who have course releases for research or for administrative
appointments. The committee recommends that merit review policies be updated to create
transparency about baseline expectations in each domain for faculty with a workload
configuration that differs from the standard 6-course per year load. It is expected, for
example, that course release would result in a decrease in teaching load expectations, but
an increase in scholarly or administrative productivity expectations, depending on the
nature of the source of the buy-out.

e The committee notes the on-going conversations in the UW, Tacoma Faculty Assembly
Executive Council regarding merit policies across campus, and the role of student
teaching evaluations in assessing faculty teaching. The committee recommends that the
SWCJ actively monitor these conversations and initiate a relevant review of the merit
procedure and documents should new policy or guidance be approved by the voting
faculty.

e Finally, the committee notes inconsistency in the degree to which faculty followed the
policy that a non-meritorious rating in any single domain of colleagues’ responsibilities
necessarily results in an overall non-meritorious ranking. More closely adhering to this
directive would have resulted in even more non-meritorious votes for Dr. Marshall in
both years under consideration. The committee recommends that this aspect of the merit
review policy be revisited and either affirmed or modified.
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SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON | TACOMA

Memo To: Gillian Marshall, Assistant Professor

From: Diane Young, Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program ‘56}
Re: End-of-Year Conference with Faculty

Date: June 19, 2019

This memo is to document my annual meeting with you on May 28, 2019, for the purposes of
discussing: 1) your accomplishments this year in the areas of scholarship, teaching and service,
2) shared goals for the coming year in these arcas, in light of departmental needs, and 3) a shared
strategy for achieving these goals. Dr. Deirdre Raynor from the School of Interdisciplinary Arts
and Sciences (SIAS) and Casey Byrne, Director of Academic Personnel, were present during the
meeting. The 2018-2019 Faculty Activity Report that you submitted will be appended to this
memo. It provides detailed information related to this year's accomplishments,

This is your fourth year at UW-Tacoma. You are also completing your fourth year on the five-
year K-01 research grant awarded you by the National Institutes of Aging (NIA). Your research
foci are important, and it is admirable that you have been so successful in obtaining federal
external funds to advance your work. This grant for which you are the Principal Investigator
provides 75% release time from teaching and service and returns 75% of your salary and benefits
to the Program. By your own report, you have focused your efforts this year on strengthening
your quantitative methods skills through coursework and have continued to make progress on a
Masters in Public Heath degree. You also have a Supplement from the NIA that started last
summer. At your request, you received an additional one-course release by way of a research
quarter leave for junior faculty this spring quarter, providing more time for scholarly activities.
The research grant and supplement are managed through the School of Social Work (SSW) at
UW-Seattle with indirect cost recovery retained by UW-Seattle and the SSW. This year you had
one co-authored peer-reviewed manuscript published and have an additional four manuscripts
currently under peer review, including two for which you are first author. In addition, you
presented papers at two conferences internationally. In future FARSs, T recommend that you
provide more details about your grant activities across the year given that these encompass so
much of your time and workload.

Looking ahead, you are preparing to submit an R21 grant application to the National Institutes of
Health. You have been in conversation with the Associate Dean of Research at the SSW
regarding submitting this grant through the SSW where you will receive robust pre- and post-
award support. While doing so, the Associate Dean of Research at the SSW, the EVCAA at
UW-Tacoma, individuals from the UW-Tacoma Office of Research, and the Interim Director for
our Program plan to meet and discuss how the grant might be supported by both the SSW and
UW-Tacoma, thus resulting in shared indirect cost recovery. This seems a very good solution
for providing the grant support you need, giving UW-Tacoma time to strengthen Campus
services that support externally funded research, and allowing some financial return (beyond
your salary and benefits) to the campus where your faculty appointment is located. You prefer to
continue this conversation after June 30 when the Interim Director will be in place.

Given the course buyout you received from your grant and the research quarter course reduction,

you taught one course this year. You were given a teaching mentor from the SIAS, specifically
secured to work with you to identify and plan an intervention that improves your teaching. This
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was recommended by your reappointment review committee in spring 2018 following their
determination that your teaching is not on track for a positive tenure vote. When we met, you
indicated that this arrangement did not work out, The student course evaluation unadjusted
combined median score for the course you taught this winter (T SOCW 503) was a 1.9. This is
significantly below an acceptable score within our Program. As you point out, it is better than
last year’s unadjusted combined median score (1.3), but still lower than two years ago
(unadjusted combined median of 2.8) when you taught the same course for the first time.
Student course evaluation scores are only one indicator of teaching performance. Yet, because
they are typically the only systematic opportunity that students have to provide feedback about
courses, the faculty in Social Work and Criminal Justice seriously consider them when
evaluating instructional performance. You describe your teaching approach as evidence-based
and indicate that you continue to work on teaching suggestions from your reappointment review.
It is concerning that the mentor arrangement did not work out and that your efforts have not
resulted in satisfactory teaching at the graduate level,

Looking ahead, you will teach one undergraduate course next year, a course you taught in your
first year at UW-Tacoma with good results (as indicated by an unadjusted combined median
score 0f 4.7). You indicate that you enjoy teaching undergraduate students. This will be the last
course you are scheduled to teach prior to your tenure application. In an email you sent as
follow-up to our meeting, you stated that you would welcome suggestions I have for your future
growth and development. Ihave previously given suggestions, such as teaching to the full extent
allowed by your K-Award. This would give you more opportunities to strengthen your teaching,
especially at the graduate level. Teaching well at both undergraduate and graduate levels is an
expectation of all social work faculty. Citing the demands and responsibilities of your research
grant, you chose not to go this route. Other suggestions previously made were to have a faculty
mentor from within our Program and collegial reviews of teaching done by senior colleagues
from the unit. You are open to having an institutional mentor from outside our unit in the future,
however faculty members with strong instructional skills internal to the Program can best convey
the expectations and instructional contexts relative to our Program, social work students, and
curricular areas.

Program service this year consisted of serving as our representative on the UW-Seattle’s SSW
BASW Program Committee. Thank you for the time you gave to this; it is a contribution to the
Program. Going forward you are interested in continuing this kind of service (representative on
SSW committees). In the arca of professional service, you provided manuscript reviews for
several journals. Due to the limitations of your grant, your service load is significantly reduced.
However, you state that no service is required because of the release time associated with your
grant and characterize the service you do as above and beyond expectations. 1 do not believe this
1s accurate, given that your teaching load does not fill the non-released 25% of FTE. We met
earlier this year with Dr. Jill Purdy, EVCAA, in part to clarify the workload percentage allocated
to scholarship/research, teaching and service. As yet, we have not been able to reach agreement
on this issue.

All social work faculty, regardless of workload configuration and unless on research
leave/sabbatical, are expected to sign-up for and participate in student events annually, as
discussed at the Program retreat. You did not sign up for any events and attended only one plus
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a portion of another event this year. Committee service, within the Program and on the Campus,
as well as community and professional service activities that comprise our merit rubric are on top
of this standard expectation. Admissions reviews and advising undergraduate and graduate
students are examples of other standard expectations of all social work faculty.

As you approach the point of tenure and promotion application, T commend you on the diligence
you give to your scholarly pursuits. I strongly encourage you to greatly strengthen your teaching

and to a lesser extent your service contributions to the Program. There have been and continue
to be senior colleagues within the Program who would be willing to assist you in these areas.

cc. Faculty File
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June 11, 2019
Dear Gillian,

I am writing to inform you that your senior colleagues, pursuant to Section 24-55 of the Faculty
Code, made a divided recommendation with the majority heing meritorious regarding your
performance for the 2018-2019 academic year. I made a recommendation of non-meritorious to
the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

Because non-meritorious recommendations were made by the senior voting faculty, all faculty
comments will be provided to you as per our policy.

Sincerely,

"f j
Diane S. Young,
Director, Social Work and Criminal Justice Program

cc. Personnel file
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2018-2019 Merit Review
Merit Review Comments by Senior Faculty for Gillian Marshall:

“Problematic teaching.”

“Does not meet minimum amount of committee service as stated in the rubric, and FAR does not show
evidence of other significant service contributions.”

“No clear evidence of actual quality teaching. Does not actually engage in some of the service listed.
Low quality service contributions.”

“I am surprised of the few peer reviewed manuscripts submitted by this faculty member. Many of those
in progress are 2* or 3 author. Where is the data from all this rescarch? Service is sub-par. The faculty
member did not supply the number of students in the one class (enrollment is asked for) nor did she
provide evaluation information (not required but helpful considering previous problems with teaching).”

“Gillian’s FAR is exceedingly close to non-meritorious. Her same-rank colleagues are teaching far more,
doing vastly more service, AND publishing much more than Gillian did this year. | understand that she
has significant buyout, and I am not penalizing her for the reduced teaching load or service expectations.
However, I would expect this to equate to vastly increased scholarly productivity relative to others in the
department and particularly others at her rank. She only had one peer-reviewed piece accepted for
publication as fifth author this year. She does not indicate where her other publications are “under
review.” It really is not clear how she spent her significant research-protected time, and her same-rank
colleagues appear to be doing a vastly inequitable share of departmental work. A similar FAR next year
will result in a NM vote from me.

Additionally, there are functions of simply being a faculty member here that are not service, but are a core
part of the job. This includes attending at least 6 events per year, like all other faculty (attending one
orientation is not “service,” as she indicates on her FAR, it is part of the job).”
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SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK & CRIMINAL JUSTICE

Date: September 10, 2019

To: Gillian Marshall
Assistant Professor

e

PR T B,
H !

it
From: leff Cohen and Marcie Lazzari
Interim Co-Directors, School of Social Work & Criminal Justice

Re: 2019 Faculty Merit Increase

A merit salary increase has been approved to recognize your performance during the past year.
I am pleased to inform you that your monthly salary has increased to $8396 (based on 1.0 FTE),
an increase of 2%, This salary increase is effective September 1, 2019, and will appear on your
paycheck of September 25 (for 12-month appointment) or October 10 (for 9-month
appointment), 2019,

All merit salary increases were based on a salary pool of 2% that was made available for faculty
merit salary adjustments. Eligible faculty who were determined to be meritorious received a
2% merit salary adjustment.

Thank you for your many contributions during this last year and best wishes for continued
success. |f you have questions about your increase, please let me know.

Cc: Jill Purdy, Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs

Casey Byrne, UW Tacoma Director of Academic Personnel

Box 35842% 1900 Commerce St.  Tacoma, WA 984032
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To:  Gillian Marshall, Assistant Professor

From: Marcie Lazzari, Interim Co-Director, School of Social Work and Criminal Justice
Re:  End-of-Year Conference

Date: June 3, 2020

This memo is to document my annual meeting with you on June 3, 2020, for the purpose of
discussing: 1) your accomplishments this year in the areas of research, teaching, and service, 2)
shared goals for the coming year in light of our School’s needs, and 3) a shared strategy for
achieving these goals. The 2019 — 2020 Faculty Activity Report (FAR) that you submitted will
be appended to this memo. It provides detailed information related to this year’s
accomplishments. I am noting that Dr. Raynor was present during our meeting.

You are most proud of your K01 award which has been funded for all five years. This has
allowed you to delve into your research and to publish. You have three papers in press and four
under review. To your knowledge, you are the only person at UW Tacoma who has received a K
award. Your research agenda is robust and your research trajectory is strong. Additionally, you
have been invited by the National Institute of Health (NIH) to serve as an early grant reviewer
for a study section which speaks to the high visibility of your work. Congratulations!

You enjoyed your teaching (Introduction to Social Work) and received an overall score of 4.1 on
student evaluations. You are very pleased that six of the students from your class have now
chosen Social Welfare as a major. This speaks to the positive impact of your class.

You are proud of the opportunity to serve as a voting member on the University-wide Faculty on
Research (FCR) committee. At UW Tacoma, you are serving as the faculty sponsor for the Black
Student Union (BSU) and are working with students to plan how to start off the coming
academic year in light of COVID-19. We discussed your representation on the BASW program
committee at UW Seattle which may change due to our School’s new leadership structure.

Our School’s social justice mission is evidenced throughout your work. Your research focuses
upon racial disparities and the hardships experienced by older black people in particular, This
work is particularly salient at this point in time as hardships are intensifying and equity is even
more elusive for many people, especially those who are black.

Another of your largest contributions is providing a different perspective. In your teaching, you
expose students to scholars-of-color and use a very innovative approach by using SKYPE to
bring authors to the classroom. This give students the opportunity for richer discussions and the
opportunity to ask questions in ways that support more in-depth lcarning.

For the coming year, you intend to publish five more papers and to submit two grants, an R21

and an RO1. You will continue to work with the Teaching and Learning Center (TLC) to find
creative ways to engage students, especially in light of remote teaching.
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Thank you for taking the time to meet with me toda

y- I'wish you the very best in your future
endeavors,
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June 6, 2020

Dear Gillian,

I am writing to inform you that your senior colleagues, pursuant to Section 24-55 of the Faculty
Code, made a divided recommendation (3 yes, 3 no, 1 abstain, and 1 no response) regarding your
meritorious performance for the 2019-2020 academic year. | am putting forward a meritorious
recommendation based upon my assessment.

As we discussed during our Regular Conference, you are making progress in all domains based
upon the expectations for your position. I wish you the very best in your future endeavors.

Sincerely,
L

el
4,
{ /l,/:x Ir"i?-‘.?f.‘ffaf» “w@'}jwﬂf

Marcie Lazzari, Interim Co-Director
School of Social Work and Criminal Justice

cc: Personnel file
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON TACOMA
SOCIAL WORK PROGRAM
JUNE 2015 THRU MAY 2016 ANNUAL FACULTY ACTIVITY REPORT

Date: May 2™ 2016

Last Name: | Marshall First Name: | Gillian
Social Work
Program:
Title: | Assistant Professor

l. Please summarize what you consider to be your most important contributions to teaching, research,
and service in the past calendar year:

This academic year was a productive one for me with regards to teaching, research/scholarship and
service. During my first year here at the University of Washington-Tacoma, my teaching evaluations
from students were positive and strongly rated. | was successful at incorporating various forms of web-
based technologies in my course. 1 also sponsored and mentored a doctoral student in the Social Welfare
program in Seattle who has similar research interests in mental health disparities. The highlight of this
academic year for me was being funded for a K-01 award from the National Institutes of Aging (NIA) for
over $650,000 to support my training, mentorship and research trajectory. | was especially pleased to be
recognized through the media (article written by UW-Tacoma staff, article written by UW-Seattle media
staff) and featured in the Puget Sound Business journal. This form of exposure not only gained attention
for my work, but also brought visibility to the UW-Tacoma campus. In regards to scholarship, I have had
two papers published and currently have two papers under review. | was also able to present preliminary
findings from my research project at one national and one international conference. My contributions to
on-campus and community service campus wide were consistent throughout the year.

I.A. Do you think the above reflects meritorious or extra-meritorious work? If extra-meritorious,
provide a brief statement explaining why.

meritorious

__ X __ extra-meritorious Brief statement why: see above

I.B. If self-evaluation is extra-meritorious, self-scoring is as follows:
6 Teaching _ 6 Scholarship (NA if Lecturer rank) 4  Service _ 16 Total Score

[Note — Each domain is scored on a scale from 0-6: 0-1 “non-meritorious”, 2-3 “meritorious”, 4-6 “extra-meritorious”.]

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 1
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I.C. If Teaching is viewed as extra-meritorious, include comments related to teaching under IA and
provide Combined Median Score for Items 1-4 for each course taught in the previous spring, summer,
autumn, and winter quarters.

Due to the nature of my K01 award funding mechanism, | have a 75% course reduction to focus on
training, mentorship and research. Therefore, this academic year, | was scheduled to teach 1 course
winter quarter (SOCWK 100: Introduction to Social Work) whereby 18 students were enrolled. | have a
combined median score of 4.7. Below are some notable comments made by students taken from the
teaching evaluations.

When asked the question “Was the class intellectually stimulating? Did is stretch your thinking?”
Students replied:
= There were many aspects of this class that made you stretch what you learned. For example at the
end of the course we had evaluate a case study and use prior knowledge to evaluate and discuss
what would be good for the client.
= Yes, professor made us thinking clearly beyond the text to think both critically and with reference

to the text. She made sure we factually backed our reasoning when making a claim and leading us
to think deeper and deeper when presented a concept to think about.

When asked the question “What aspects of the class contributed most to your learning?”
Students replied:
= Professor had great insight on her work experience and was able to make the topic more
interesting by connecting pieces of text examples to her personal experience. She is very interested
in the topic which she is teaching which is also a plus. She is an amazing lecturer even on days
when the majority of the students do not necessarily want to contribute to the conversation that
day. In addition to in class guest speakers we got to see different aspects of the social work field.
= Honestly everything. I liked the variety and the professor was engaging! Win-win situation.

Il. Teaching
1. A. Courses
Undergraduate and graduate lecture courses, labs, seminars (with enroliments).
Course Term | Course Title Credits Enrollment Independent
Number Studies
UG GR
TSOCWEF 101 | Winter | Introduction to Social Work 3.0 18 - --

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 2
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11.B. Academic Advising, Supervision, and Mentoring
Academic advising: number of undergraduate and graduate advisees.

I currently have 7 undergraduate advisees and 6 graduate student advisees.

Undergraduate and graduate research projects: names of students, students’ degree program,
indication of the type of research (research for academic credit, summer research, work-study), and
designation of thesis or dissertation if applicable:

N/A

Supervision of Practicum/Internships:

N/A

Other research supervision; doctoral committees; other contributions to teaching:

I am currently sponsoring (as my research assistant) and mentoring a doctoral student at UW-Seattle who
shares an interest in mental health disparities. Her research assistantship is paid through my K01 grant.

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 3
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I11. Research & Scholarship (required of tenure track ranks only)
I11.A. Publications and work in progress

Published/In-press:

Peer-Reviewed:

Kahana, E., Lee, J.E., Kahana, B., Langendoerfer, K.B., Marshall, G.L. (In-Press). Patient planning and
initiative enhances physician recommendations for cancer screening and prevention. Family Medicine
and Community Health.

Marshall, G.L. (2015). Financial Strain in Late-Life: Social Work’s Challenge or Opportunity. Social Work,
swv015.

Non Peer-Reviewed: N/A

Submitted:

Peer-Reviewed:

Seeley-Tucker, R.D., Marshall, G.L., Yang, F. Hardship among older adults in the HRS: exploring
measurement differences across socio-demographic characteristics. Submitted to: Race and Social
Problems.

Marshall, G.L., Thorpe, R.J. & Szanton, S.L. Financial strain and self-rated mental health among
older Black Americans. Submitted to: Health and Social Work.

Manuscripts In-progress:

Other Research Activities:

During this academic year, thanks to my K-01 award, | had the opportunity to take classes that would
further develop my research quantitative skills. These courses included:

HSERV 524: Advanced Services Research Methods.
EPI 510: Epidemiologic Data Analysis
EDPSY 594: Advanced Correlation Techniques.

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 4
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I11.B. Lectures and conferences
List lectures given at UWT including guest lectures that are not part of regular teaching, as well as
lectures given at other institutions:

During this academic year, | was invited to give a number of guest lectures at the University of Washington —
Seattle campus for the following classes:

SOCW 506: Social Work Research and Evaluation
SOCW 507: Advanced Standing Research and Evaluation
SOCW 547: Multigenerational Integrative Seminar
SOCW 548: Advanced Practice I: Multigenerational

| also had 2 abstracts accepted for conference presentations: 1 national conference (GSA) and 1 international
conference (CAG).

Marshall, G.L., Lewis, S., Szanton, S.L., Stansbury, K., & Thorpe, R.J. (2015). Financial hardship and
psychological distress among middle aged and older Americans. Gerontological Society of America (GSA).

Marshall, G.L., & Gallo, W.T. (2015). Gender differences in financial hardship and psychological distress
among older adults. Canadian Association of Gerontologists (CAG).

111.C. External and Internal support
If there are Co-Pls, or subcontracts, please list only that portion going to your program.
Grants, contracts, and gifts:

Status* | Agency | Grant Number/Title | Role | Grant Period Funding
/Source
Start | End Direct | Indirect | Total
Awarded NIA Financial Strain on Pl 9/2015 | 6/2020 75% of $654, 000
Mental and Physical salary_+
) benefits
Health: Does
Race/Ethnicity
Matter?
Awarded | NCI Neighbourhood Pl 7/2014 | 12/2016 | $42,006 | 54.5% $199,000
Characteristics and Original
Health Care Amount
Utilization in Cancer
Screening.” $65, 783
Transferred
to UW-T

* Status: Awarded (A), In Review(R), In Preparation (P).

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 5
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V. Service

IV. A. Service to UW, UWT, Social Work, Criminal Justice:
Administrative positions, University and departmental committees.

= Review MSW Admissions Application

IV.B. Service to the Profession:
(Including but not limited to committees, editorships, refereeing).

I have been asked to be an ad hoc reviewer for the following journals:

= Behavioral Medicine

= Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health
= Journal of Gerontological Social Work

= Research on Aging

IV.C. Citizenship (service to the community):
(Volunteer and other professional activities locally, nationally and internationally).

N/A

V. Honors and awards

As stated above, | was especially pleased to be recognized through the media for my work. First via the
UW-Tacoma communications department who wrote a brief article and was posted on the web-site.
Second, by the UW-Seattle campus media staff who also wrote an article and it was posted on UW
Today. And the third article was written by the Puget Sound Business journal (see links to all 3 articles
below). This form of exposure not only gained attention for my work, but also brought visibility to the
UW-Tacoma campus.

Other (Media Coverage)

UW Tacoma website news brief — January, 2016:
http://www.tacoma.uw.edu/news/article/faculty-update-marshall-study-financial-strain-nih-grant

UW Today — April 18", 2016:
http://www.washington.edu/news/2016/04/18/uw-to-study-link-between-recession-related-stress-and-

health-in-older-americans/

Puget Sound Business Journal — April 25", 2016:
http://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/blog/health-care-inc/2016/04/uw-professor-wins-654-000-nih-
grant-to-study-link.html

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 6
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Goals for 2016-2017 Academic Year

Scholarship
= To prepare 1-2 manuscripts for publication.

= To present new research findings at 2-3 professional conferences.
= To prepare my dossier for 3-year review.

Teaching
= To continue to improve my teaching approaches by attending 1-2 workshops/seminars offered through
the Center for Teaching and Learning.

Service

= Toreview at least 2-3 manuscripts for a journal in social work, gerontology or health.
= To become engaged in at least once community project with a focus on aging and/or health disparities.

Faculty Activity Report June 2015 thru May 2016 7
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON TACOMA
SOCIAL WORK PROGRAM
JUNE 2016 THRU MAY 2017 ANNUAL FACULTY ACTIVITY REPORT

Date:  April 30th, 2017

Last Name: | Mmarshall

First Name:

Gillian

Social Work and Criminal Justice
Program:

Title: | Assistant Professor

I. Please summarize what you consider to be your most important contributions to teaching,

research, and service in the past calendar year:

This is my second and most productive year at the University of Washington Tacoma. | had the
opportunity to teach one course, had 3 papers accepted, | have 5 papers under review and 1 in process.
I also had the opportunity to present findings from my research projects at 5 national conferences. My
service contributions on-campus and the University at large includes 3 guest lectures, program meeting
member, BASW committee, MSW admissions committee, and public lectures committee.

I.A. Do you think the above reflects meritorious or extra-meritorious work? If extra-meritorious,

provide a brief statement explaining why.

meritorious

extra-meritorious Brief statement why:

I.B. If self-evaluation is extra-meritorious, self-scoring is as follows:

Teaching Scholarship (NA if Lecturer rank) Service Total Score

[Note — Each domain is scored on a scale from 0-6: 0-1 “non-meritorious”, 2-3 “meritorious”, 4-6 “extra-

meritorious”.]

I.C. If Teaching is viewed as extra-meritorious, include comments related to teaching under IA and

provide Combined Median Score for Items 1-4 for each course taught in the previous spring,

summer, autumn, and winter quarters.

Faculty Activity Report June 2016 thru May 2017 1
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Il. Teaching

Il. A. Courses
Undergraduate and graduate lecture courses, labs, seminars (with enrollments).
Course Term | Course Title Credits Enrollment Independent
Number Studies
UG GR
TSOCW
503 w Human Behavior and the Social Environment 3 23 N/A

11.B. Academic Advising, Supervision, and Mentoring
Academic advising: number of undergraduate and graduate advisees.

I have had the pleasure of advising a total of 11 BASW and a total of 14 MSW students regarding academic

course work, school, work and life balance, and professionalism in social work.

Undergraduate and graduate research projects: names of students, students’ degree program,
indication of the type of research (research for academic credit, summer research, work-study), and
designation of thesis or dissertation if applicable:

N/A

Supervision of Practicum/Internships:

N/A

Other research supervision; doctoral committees; other contributions to teaching:

Worked with a doctoral student at UW on two manuscripts.

Faculty Activity Report June 2016 thru May 2017 2
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I11. Research & Scholarship (required of tenure track ranks only)
I11.A. Publications and work in progress

Published/In-press:

Peer-Reviewed:

Marshall, G. L. (conditional acceptance). Perceived discrimination, material hardship and depressive symptoms
among older Caribbean Blacks. Journal of Ethnic and Cultural Diversity in Social Work.

Marshall, G. L., Thorpe, R. J., & Szanton, S. L. (in press). Financial strain and self-rated mental health among
older Black Americans. Health and Social Work.

Seeley-Tucker, R. D., Marshall, G. L., & Yang, F. (2016). Hardship among older adults in the HRS: exploring
measurement differences across socio-demographic characteristics. Race and Social Problems, 8(3), 222-230.

Non Peer-Reviewed: N/A

Submitted:

Marshall, G. L., Seeley-Tucker, R. D., & Chen, R. (under review). Financial hardship and self-rated health: Does
choice of indicator matter?

Marshall, G. L., Baker, T., Song, C., & Miller, D. (under review). Pain and financial hardships among men:
Examining the buffering effect of Medicare insurance coverage.

Canavan, M., Gallo, W. T., & Marshall, G. L. (under review). The moderating effect of social support and social
integration on the relationship between involuntary job loss and health.

Stansbury, K., Marshall, G.L., Hall, J., Simpson, G.M., & Bullock, K. (under review). Community engagement
with African American clergy: Faith-based model for culturally competent practice.

Magwene, E. M., Quifiones, A. R., Marshall, G. L., Makaroun, L., Dunay, M., Silverman, J., & Thielke, S. (under
review). Older adults rate their self-rated mental health better than their self-rated health.

Manuscripts In-progress:

Marshall, G. L. Kahana, E., Gallo, W. T. & Stansbury, K. (in progress). Depression and anxiety among older
adults: Differences in financial well-being and debt.

Other Research Activities:

During this academic year, thanks to my K-01 award, | had the opportunity to take classes that would further
develop my research quantitative skills. These courses included:

ECON 200: Introduction to Microeconomics

BIOSTAT 540: Longitudinal Multilevel Data Analysis
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I11.B. Lectures and conferences
List lectures given at UWT including guest lectures that are not part of regular teaching, as well as
lectures given at other institutions:

During this academic year, | was invited to give a number of guest lectures at the University of Washington -
Seattle and Tacoma campuses for the following classes:

SW 1510: Introduction to Social Work, Seattle University, (2016) (2017)

Title: Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health in Middle and Older Adults

SOCW 536: Social Movements and Organizing: People, Power, and Praxis, University of Washington, (2016)
(2017) Title: Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health in Middle and Older Adults

TSOCWEF390: Introduction to Social Welfare Research, University of Washington, (2016)
Title: Financial Hardship, Stress and Aging

| also had 5 abstracts accepted for conference presentations:

G. L. Marshall, & O. Rostant. Negative Health Behaviors and Risk for Financial Hardship in Middle and Later
Life. Population Association of America (PAA), Chicago, Illinois, 2017.

G. L. Marshall, R. Tucker-Seeley. Financial Hardship and Self-Rated Health: Does the Choice of Indicator
Matter? American Society of Preventive Oncology (ASPO), Seattle, Washington, 2017.

R. Tucker-Seeley, G. L. Marshall. Financial Well-Being and Depressive Symptoms among Older Adults. Society
of Behavioral Medicine. San Diego, California, 2017.

G. L. Marshall, E. Kahana, & J. E. Lee. Neighborhood Disadvantage and Beliefs Regarding Cancer Screening
Effectiveness Impact Physicians’ Screening Recommendations for Older Adults. American Psychosocial
Oncology Society (APOS), Orlando, Florida, 2017.

K. Bullock, J. Hall, G. L. Marshall & K. Stansbury. Community engagement with African American Clergy:
Faith-based Model for Culturally Component Practices. Aging in America Conference. Chicago, IL, 2017.
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I11.C. External and Internal support
If there are Co-Pls, or subcontracts, please list only that portion going to your program.
Grants, contracts, and gifts:

Status | Agency/ | Grant Number/Title Role | Grant Period Funding
* Source

Start | End Direct Indirect | Total

salary +

Mental and Physical
Y benefits

Health: Does
Race/Ethnicity Matter?

Awarded NIA Financial Strain on Pl 9/2015 6/2020 75% of $654, 000

* Status: Awarded (A), In Review(R), In Preparation (P).

1V. Service

IV. A. Service to UW, UWT, Social Work, Criminal Justice:
Administrative positions, University and departmental committees.

= Active member of the Social Work Degree Committee
= Reviewer for MSW Admissions Applications

= Active member of the BASW Committee

= Public Lectures Selection Committee

IV.B. Service to the Profession:
(Including but not limited to committees, editorships, refereeing).

I have been asked to be an ad hoc reviewer for the following journals:

= Behavioral Medicine

= Ethnicity and Health

= Frontier of Public Health

= Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health
= Journals of Gerontology

= Journal of Gerontological Social Work

= Research on Aging
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IV.C. Citizenship (service to the community):
(Volunteer and other professional activities locally, nationally and internationally).

N/A

V. Honors and awards

N/A

VI. Future Goals (Academic Year 2017-2018)

Scholarship
= To prepare 1-2 manuscripts for publication.

= To present new research findings at 2-3 professional conferences.
= To prepare R01 for submission (February 2018)

Teaching
= To continue to improve my teaching approaches by attending 1-2 workshops/seminars offered through

the Center for Teaching and Learning.

Service
= To review at least 2-3 manuscripts for a journal in social work, gerontology or health.
= To become engaged in at least once community project with a focus on aging and/or health disparities.
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON TACOMA
SOCIALWORK AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAM
JUNE 2019 THRU MAY 2020 ANNUAL FACULTY ACTIVITY REPORT

Date: Mmay 7t, 2020

Last Name: | marshall First Name: | Gillian
Social Work
Program:
Title: | Assistant Professor

Be clear about your workload in the FAR. Standard workload consists of responsibilities in
a) research/scholarship, teaching (6 courses) and service for tenure track faculty and b)
teaching (7 courses)/field coordination and service for lecturers. Workload may vary from
year to year however, depending on many factors. These include but are not limited to,
sabbatical or junior faculty research quarter leave, research grant buyout, administrative
responsibilities with course release, and other types of leaves. These legitimate and alternative
workloads come with differing expectations in the various domains. You are not held
accountable for domains for which you have no responsibility in a given year. Specify your
workload for this academic year to assist reviewers in a fair evaluation according to your assigned areas
of responsibility.

During this academic year, | began the 5t year of my National Institutes of Health (NIH) K01
award. This funding mechanism provides 75% course release from teaching and service
responsibilities. Thus, the majority of my FTE was allocated to research related tasks and
projects. The rest of my 25% was dedicated to teaching 1 course. Although | am not required to
do any service, as per K01 guidelines and confirmation with the EVCAA, | still chose to remain
involved in service on the UW-Tacoma campus, the UW-Seattle campus, and nationally for NIH.

Faculty Activity Report June 2019 thru May 2020 1
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|. Please summarize what you consider to be your most important contributions to teaching, research,

and service in the past calendar year. This space can also be used to describe how your teaching, service
and/or scholarship has supported the success of students and communities from racial, ethnic, gender, social class
and other backgrounds that are underrepresented, or have contributed to the institutional mission of equity,

inclusion, community engagement, and fostering social justice.

status.

= | received a 4.1 for my most recent teaching evaluation.
= | was selected as the faculty sponsor for the Black Student Union (BSU).
= | was elected as a member of the University-wide Faculty Council on Research (FCR) committee.

= | was invited by the National Institutes of Health to serve as an early career grant reviewer for the
Social Science and Population Studies (SSPS) study section. This is an honor as NIH recognizes my
research agenda as innovative and it significantly contributes to social science research.

= To date, | have 3 manuscripts in press and 4 papers under review. By its very nature, my work
focusses on disparities among underrepresented individuals by race, gender, and socio-economic

Il. Teaching
1. A. Courses
Undergraduate and graduate lecture courses, labs, seminars (with enrollments).
Course Term Course Title Credits Enrollment | Independent
Number Studies
UG GR
SLN2263/2264 Aut ‘19 | Introduction to Social Work 5.0 37 0 0

11.B. Academic Advising, Supervision, and Mentoring
Academic advising: number of undergraduate and graduate advisees.

Undergraduate Students: 9

Graduate Students: 12

Faculty Activity Report June 2019 thru May 2020 2
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Undergraduate and graduate research projects: names of students, students’ degree program,
indication of the type of research (research for academic credit, summer research, work-study), and
designation of thesis or dissertation if applicable:
Both my main K01 grant and supplemental grant have funding available to hire a student which was
my intention. A student who overcame many adversities to be at attend UW-Tacoma had asked to
work with my as she wanted to gain some research experience. However, | was prevented from
hiring a student on the Tacoma campus because | was unable to charge my grant for space for the
student (as per NIH guidelines). 1 am committed to working with and mentoring students, so |
reached out to the Seattle campus where | had an opportunity to hire, mentor and work with one
master’s student (Alyssa Virtue) and a doctoral student (Bailey Ingraham). Both of these students
have worked with me to gain valuable research experience and had an opportunity to contribute to
the development of manuscripts which lead to co-authored papers which will be submitted for
publication by the end of May 2019. It is my hope moving forward that | will not be prevented from
financially supporting a student (tuition, insurance and stipend) on the UW-Tacoma campus.

Supervision of Practicum/Internships:
We are fortunate enough to have a practicum/field education department who supervise students
while in field.

Other research supervision; doctoral committees; other contributions to teaching, including efforts to
foster equity, inclusion, and social justice through teaching activities:

In my Introduction to Social Work course students participated in a poverty simulation exercise | do
every year. This session involved tangible experiences of how a diverse client/patient population
move through systems which helps them better understand issues of inequity, think critically and
apply a of social justice framework to their practice. Many students mentioned during the mid-term
evaluation and end of course evaluation that this exercise was one of the more memorable class

sessions.

I11. Research & Scholarship (required of tenure track ranks only)
I11.A. Publications and work in progress

Published/In-press:

Peer-Reviewed:
1) Marshall, G.L, Kahana, E., Gallo, W.T., Stansbury, K.L., & Theilke, S. (in press). The price of mental
well-being in later-life: The role of financial hardship and debt. Aging and Mental Health.

2) Byrd, D., Gonzales, E., Moody-Beatty, D.L., Marshall, G.L., Zahodne, L., Thorpe, R., & Whitfield, K.
(in press). Interactive Effects of Chronic Health Conditions and Financial Hardship on Episodic
Memory among Old. Research in Human Development.

3) Canavan, M., Gallo, W.T., & Marshall, G. (in press). The moderating effect of social support and
social integration on the relationship between involuntary job loss and health.
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Submitted:

1) Trends in financial hardship: health and retirement study submitted to Journals of Gerontology

2) Examining the association of pain and financial hardship among older men by race submitted to Aging
and Health

3) Neighborhood disadvantage and beliefs regarding cancer screening effectiveness impact on physician’s
screen recommendations submitted to Social Work

4) Association between demographic, socio-economic status, material hardship and active community
among working adults with obesity submitted to Public Health Social Work

Manuscripts In-progress:

1) Cognitive decline and financial hardship
2) Age and racial differences in financial hardship

3) Financial hardship in times of a financial crisis

Other Research Activities, including efforts to foster equity and inclusion through scholarly activities:

It is unclear to me what is being asked of faculty in this section. A significant part of my work as an
aging and health disparities researcher, explores inequalities and inequities in health & society
experienced by older African Americans.

I11.B. Lectures and conferences
List lectures given at UWT including guest lectures that are not part of regular teaching, as well as
lectures given at other institutions:

Guest Lectures
1) Medical Social Work in the 21st century — Autumn 2020 — Seattle University
2) Working with older adult populations — Autumn 2020 — Seattle University

Conference Presentations

1) G.L. Marshall, Ingraham, B., Kahana, E., Gallo, W.T. (2020). The Long-Term Effects of
Financial Hardship on Health: Pre/Post the Great Recession. American Society of Health
Economics, St. Louis, MO (abstract accepted but conference cancelled due to Covid-19).

2) K.L. Stansbury, Marshall, G.L., Simpson, G., Lewinson, T. (2020). Case to cause framework to

promote advocacy among older adult vulnerable populations. Southern Gerontological Society,

Norfolk, VA ((abstract accepted but conference cancelled due to Covid-19).

3) G.L. Marshall, Kahana, E., Gallo, W.T. (2020) Trends in Financial Hardship: Health and
Retirement Study. Society for Social Work Research, Washington, DC

4) G.L. Marshall, Gallo, W.T., & Standbury, K.L. (2019). Dynamics of Financial Hardship in the

U.S.: 2006-2016. Canadian Association of Gerontology, Moncton, NB, Canada
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111.C. External and Internal support
If there are Co-Pls, or subcontracts, please list only that portion going to your program.
Grants, contracts, and gifts:

Statu | Agency/ | Grant Number/Title Role | Grant Period Funding
s* Source
Start | End Direct | Indirect | Total
A NIA KO1 (unit received 75% A
salary + benefits) Pl 09/15 5/20 654,000 8.0%
A NIA Supplement Pl 06/18 | 12/19 | 260,000 8.0% A
P NIA R21 Pl 1/21 1/23 275,000 54.5% P
P NIA RO1 Pl 9/21 9/26 TBD 54.5% P

* Status: Awarded (A), In Review(R), In Preparation (P).

IV. Service (including efforts to foster equity and inclusion through service)

IV.A. Service to UW, UWT, Social Work, Criminal Justice:
Administrative positions, University and departmental committees.

= | serve as the faculty sponsor for the Black Student Union (BSU).

= | serve as a voting member of the University-wide Faculty Council on Research (FCR)
committee.

= | serve on the BASW committee representative for UW-Tacoma in Seattle.
= | serve as a reviewer for both BASW and MSW student applications.

IV.B. Service to the Profession:
(Including but not limited to committees, editorships, refereeing).

Invited reviewer for the following journals:

Journal of Aging and Mental Health
Housing and Society
Canadian Journal of Gerontology

IV.C. Citizenship (service to the community):
(Volunteer and other professional activities locally, nationally and internationally).

= | was invited by the National Institutes of Health to serve as an early career grant reviewer
for the Social Science and Population Studies (SSPS) study section. This is an honor as NIH
recognizes my research agenda as innovative and it significantly contributes to social
science research.
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V. Honors and awards

V1. Any activities not reported above, including those related to equity and inclusion
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Appendix A
Eligibility for Additional Merit

Filling out the appendix is optional, but if you believe you have met the criteria for additional
merit and want to be considered, you must complete this self-assessment. You are eligible to
be considered for additional merit in any workload configuration. Note that if you are found
non-meritorious, you cannot be eligible for additional merit.

I.A. If you think this year’s work reflects eligibility for additional merit, indicate why. Reference
“Eligibility for Additional Merit Chart” below. Note that the expectation for additional merit typically
is a constellation of extra activities, not a singular activity, even if listed in the chart. If you have been
on sabbatical or research quarter leave this year and wish to be considered for additional
merit, provide a summary of how what you accomplished compares with what you indicated
you would accomplish in your leave proposal.

Brief statement why you should be recommended for additional merit:

I.B. If Teaching is an important component of your eligibility for additional merit, include comments
related to teaching under 1A and provide Combined Median Score for Items 1-4 for each course taught
in the previous spring, summer, autumn, and winter quarters.
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Eligibility for Additional Merit Chart - Example Faculty Activities that Might Qualify in

Teaching, Scholarship, and Service

Teaching
Individual activities:
e Non-compensated course development
e Teaching an extra course (no work reduction elsewhere)
e Teaching award
e  Supervising multiple independent studies
e Other notable activity
OR Culmination of several activities (see longer list)

Scholarship (not required for lecturer ranks)
Individual activities:
e Research award (national, state, prof org award)
o  Federal grant recipient/external grant funding
e  Published book (authored or edited)
e Invited talk at international conference
e More than two peer-reviewed journal publications
e  Other notable activity
OR Culmination of several activities (see longer list)

Individual activities:
e Service award
“Special Projects” (e.g., holding office in external organization)
Statewide committee work
Appointment to civic committee/commission
e Chairing multiple committees
OR Culmination of several activities (see longer list)
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Section 24-31 General Appointment Policy

The principal functions of a university are to preserve, to increase, and to
transmit knowledge. Its chief instrument for performing these functions is its
faculty, and its success in doing so depends largely on the quality of its faculty.
The policy of this University should be to enlist and retain distinguished faculty
members with outstanding qualifications.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956 with Presidential approval.

Section 24-32 Scholarly and Professional Qualifications of Faculty
Members

The University faculty is committed to the full range of academic
responsibilities: scholarship and research, teaching, and service. Individual
faculty will, in the ordinary course of their development, determine the weight
of these various commitments, and adjust them from time to time during their
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careers, in response to their individual, professional development and the
changing needs of their profession, their programs, departments, schools and
colleges, and the University. Such versatility and flexibility are hallmarks of
respected institutions of higher education because they are conducive to
establishing and maintaining the excellence of a university and to fulfilling the
educational and social role of the institution. All candidates for initial faculty
appointment to the ranks and/or titles listed in Chapter 21, Section 21-32.A
shall submit a statement of past and planned contributions to diversity, equity,
and inclusion. Academic units and search committees shall consider a
candidate's statement as part of a comprehesive evaluation of scholarship and
research, teaching, and service. In accord with the University's expressed
commitment to excellence and equity, any contributions in scholarship and
research, teaching, and service that address diversity and equal opportunity
shall be included and considered among the professional and scholarly
qualifications for appointment and promotion outlined below.

A. Scholarship, the essence of effective teaching and research, is the
obligation of all members of the faculty. The scholarship of faculty
members may be judged by the character of their advanced degrees and
by their contribution to knowledge in the form of publication and
instruction; it is reflected not only in their reputation among other
scholars and professionals but in the performance of their students.

B. The creative function of a university requires faculty devoted to inquiry
and research, whose attainment may be in the realm of scholarly
investigation, in constructive contributions in professional fields, or in the
creative arts, such as musical composition, creative writing, or original
design in engineering or architecture. While numbers (publications, grant
dollars, students) provide some measure of such accomplishment, more
important is the quality of the faculty member's published or other
creative work.

Important elements in evaluating the scholarly ability and attainments of
faculty members include the range and variety of their intellectual
interests; the receipt of grants, awards, and fellowships; the professional
and/or public impact of their work; and their success in directing
productive work by advanced students and in training graduate and
professional students in scholarly methods. Other important elements of
scholarly achievement include involvement in and contributions to
interdisciplinary research and teaching; participation and leadership in
professional associations and in the editing of professional journals; the
judgment of professional colleagues; and membership on boards and
committees.

C. The scope of faculty teaching is broader than conventional classroom
instruction; it comprises a variety of teaching formats and media,
including undergraduate and graduate instruction for matriculated
students, and special training or continuing education. The educational
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function of a university requires faculty who can teach effectively.
Instruction must be judged according to its essential purposes and the
conditions which they impose. Some elements in assessing effective
teaching include:

e The ability to organize and conduct a course of study appropriate to
the level of instruction and the nature of the subject matter;

e The consistency with which the teacher brings to the students the
latest research findings and professional debates within the
discipline;

e The ability to stimulate intellectual inquiry so that students develop
the skills to examine and evaluate ideas and arguments;

e The extent to which the teacher encourages discussion and debate
which enables the students to articulate the ideas they are
exploring;

e The degree to which teaching strategies that encourage the
educational advancement of students from all backgrounds and life
experiences are utilized;

e The availability of the teacher to the student beyond the classroom
environment; and

e The regularity with which the teacher examines or reexamines the
organization and readings for a course of study and explores new
approaches to effective educational methods.

A major activity related to teaching is the instructor’s participation in
academic advising and counseling, whether this takes the form of
assisting students to select courses or discussing the students' long-
range goals. The assessment of teaching effectiveness shall include
student and faculty evaluation. Where possible, measures of student
achievements in terms of their academic and professional careers, life
skills, and citizenship should be considered.

D. Contributions to a profession through published discussion of methods or
through public demonstration of an achieved skill should be recognized as
furthering the University's educational function. Included among these
contributions are professional service activities that address the
professional advancement of individuals from underrepresented groups
from the faculty member's field.

E. The University encourages faculty participation in public service. Such
professional and scholarly service to schools, business and industry, and
local, state, national, and international organizations is an integral part of
the University's mission. Of similar importance to the University is faculty
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participation in University committee work and other administrative tasks
and clinical duties, including the faculty member's involvement in the
recruitment, retention, and mentoring of scholars and students in an
effort to promote diversity and equal opportunity. Both types of service
make an important contribution and should be included in the individual
faculty profile.

F. Competence in professional service to the University and the public should
be considered in judging a faculty member's qualifications, but except in
unusual circumstances skill in instruction and research should be deemed
of greater importance.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 58, May 16, 1978; S-A 64, May 29, 1981;
S-A 71, February 5, 1985; S-A 75, April 6, 1987; S-A 86, December 8, 1992;

S-A 99, July 9, 1999; S-A 125, June 11, 2012: all with Presidential approval;

RC, October 27, 2017; S-A 143, June 22, 2018; S-A 153, April 22, 2021: both
with Presidential approval.

Section 24-33 A Statement of Principle: Academic Freedom and
Responsibility

Academic freedom is the freedom to discuss all relevant matters in teaching, to
explore all avenues of scholarship, research, and creative expression, and to
speak or write without institutional discipline or restraint on matters of public
concern as well as on matters related to shared governance and the general
welfare of the University.

Faculty members have the right to academic freedom and the right to examine
and communicate ideas by any lawful means even should such activities
generate hostility or pressure against the faculty member or the University.
Their exercise of constitutionally protected freedom of association, assembly,
and expression, including participation in political activities, does not constitute
a violation of duties to the University, to their profession, or to students and
may not result in disciplinary action or adverse merit evaluation.

A faculty member's academic responsibility requires the faithful performance of
professional duties and obligations, the recognition of the demands of the
scholarly enterprise, and the candor to make it clear that when one is speaking
on matters of public interest, one is not speaking for the institution.

Membership in the academic community imposes on students, faculty
members, administrators, and regents an obligation to respect the dignity of
others, to acknowledge their right to express differing opinions, and to foster
and defend intellectual honesty, freedom of inquiry and instruction, and free
expression on and off the campus. The expression of dissent and the attempt
to produce change, therefore, may not be carried out in ways that injure
individuals and damage institutional facilities or disrupt the classes of one's
instructors or colleagues. Speakers on campus must not only be protected from
violence, but also be given an opportunity to be heard. Those who seek to call
attention to grievances must not do so in ways that clearly and significantly
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impede the functions of the University.

Students and faculty are entitled to an atmosphere conducive to learning and
to evenhanded treatment in all aspects of the instructor-student relationship.
Faculty members may not refuse to enroll or teach a student because of the
student's beliefs or the possible uses to which the student may put the
knowledge to be gained in a course. Students should not be forced by the
authority inherent in the instructional relationship to make particular personal
choices as to political action or their own roles in society. Evaluation of
students and the award of credit must be based on academic performance
professionally judged and not on matters irrelevant to that performance.
(Examples of such matters include but are not limited to personality, personal
beliefs, race, sex, gender, religion, political activity, sexual orientation, or
sexual, romantic, familial, or other personal relationships.)

It is the responsibility of the faculty members to present the subject matter of
their courses as approved by the faculty in their collective responsibility for the
curriculum. Within the approved curriculum, faculty members are free to
express ideas and teach as they see fit, based on their mastery of their
subjects and their own scholarship.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956 [formerly Section 24-37]; S-A 83, April 30,
1991; S-A 85, May 27, 1992; S-A 131, January 9, 2014: all with Presidential
approval.

Section 24-34 Qualifications for Appointment at Specific Ranks and
Titles

A. Qualifications for Appointment at Specific Ranks

1. Appointment with the rank of assistant professor requires
completion of professional training, in many fields marked by the
Ph.D., and a demonstration of teaching and/or research ability that
evidences promise of a successful career. For tenure-eligible or WOT
appointments, both of these shall be required.

2. Appointment to the rank of associate professor requires a record of
substantial success in teaching and/or research. For tenured,
tenure-eligible, or WOT appointments, both of these shall be
required, except that in unusual cases an outstanding record in one
of these activities may be considered sufficient.

3. Appointment to the rank of professor requires outstanding, mature
scholarship as evidenced by accomplishments in teaching, and/or
accomplishments in research as evaluated in terms of national or
international recognition. For tenured, tenure-eligible, or WOT
appointments, both of these shall be required.
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B. Qualifications for Appointments with Specific Titles

1. Lecturer and artist in residence are instructional titles that may be
conferred on persons who have special instructional roles.
Appointments may be renewed pursuant to Section 24-53.

2. Senior artist in residence is an instructional title that may be
conferred on persons who have special instructional roles and who
have extensive training, competence, and experience in their
discipline. Appointments may be renewed pursuant to Section 24-
53.

3. Appointment to one of the ranks in Subsection A above with a
teaching title requires qualifications corresponding to those
prescribed for that rank, with primary emphasis upon teaching.
Such an appointment requires completion of professional training
appropriate to the teaching, scholarship, and service requirements
of the position. Appropriate degree requirements shall be
determined for each position by the college, school, or campus
making the appointment. Tenure is not acquired under teaching
appointments.

Teaching professor, associate teaching professor, and assistant
teaching professor appointments are term appointments for periods
not to exceed the limits specified in Section 24-41. The question of
their renewal shall be considered by the voting faculty who are
superior in academic rank to the person being considered and are
faculty of the department (or undepartmentalized college or school)
in which the appointments are held, except that the voting faculty at
rank of professor shall consider whether to recommend renewal or
non-renewal of the appointment of a teaching professor. Such
consideration shall be conducted in accord with the provisions of
Section 24-53.

Teaching professors, associate teaching professors, and assistant
teaching professors are eligible for appointment to the graduate
faculty, and are eligible to act as principal investigators for grants
and contracts.

a) Appointment with the title of assistant teaching professor
requires a demonstration of teaching ability that evidences
promise of a successful teaching career.

b) Appointment with the title of associate teaching professor
requires extensive training, competence, and experience in the
discipline.
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c) Appointment with the title of teaching professor requires a
record of excellence in instruction, which may be demonstrated
by exemplary success in curricular design and implementation,
student mentoring, and service and leadership to the
department, school/college, University, and field.

4. Individuals appointed to one of the titles in Section 1-3 above may
demonstrate their scholarship in a variety of ways (Section 24-32),
including but not limited to: introduction of new knowledge or
methods into course content; creation or use of innovative
pedagogical methods; development of new courses, curricula, or
course materials; participation in professional conferences; evidence
of student performance; receipt of grants or awards; contributions
to interdisciplinary teaching; participation and leadership in
professional associations; or significant outreach to professionals at
other educational institutions. While they may choose to do so
through publication, such publication shall not be required.

5. Appointment to one of the ranks in Subsection A above with a
research title requires qualifications corresponding to those
prescribed for that rank, with primary emphasis upon research.
Tenure is not acquired under research appointments.

Research professor and research associate professor appointments
are term appointments for a period not to exceed five years. The
question of their renewal shall be considered by the voting faculty
who are superior in academic rank to the person being considered
and are faculty of the department (or undepartmentalized college or
school) in which the appointments are held, except that the voting
faculty at rank of professor shall consider whether to recommend
renewal or non-renewal of the appointment of a research professor.
Such consideration shall be conducted in accord with the provisions
of Section 24-53.

Research assistant professor appointments are for a term not to
exceed three years with renewals and extensions to a maximum of
eight years (see Section 24-41, Subsection H.) The question of their
renewal shall be considered by the faculty who are superior in
academic rank to the person being considered and are faculty of the
department (or undepartmentalized college or school) in which the
appointments are held. Such consideration shall be conducted in
accord with the provisions of Section 24-41.

Research faculty titles and the qualifications for them are described
in Section 24-35.
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6.

10.

Appointment with the title of professor of practice is made to a
person who is a distinguished practitioner or distinguished
academician, and who has had a major impact on a field important
to the University's teaching, research, and/or service mission.

Professor of practice appointments are term appointments for a
period not to exceed five years. The question of their renewal shall
be considered by the voting faculty who are superior in academic
rank and are faculty of the department (or undepartmentalized
college or school) in which the appointments are held. Such
consideration shall be conducted in accord with the provisions of
Section 24-53. This title is available to address a unique
appointment need and is intended to be sparingly used. Tenure is
not acquired through service in this title.

Appointment with the title of instructor is made to a person who has
completed professional training, in many fields marked by the Ph.D.,
and is fulfilling a temporary, clinical, or affiliate instructional need,
or is in a temporary transition period between post-doctoral training
and mentoring and entry into the professorial ranks. These
appointments are limited to acting, affiliate, or clinical.

An affiliate appointment requires qualifications comparable to those
required for appointment to the corresponding rank or title. It
recognizes the professional contribution of an individual whose
principal employment responsibilities lie outside the colleges or
schools of the University. Affiliate appointments are annual; the
question of their renewal shall be considered each year by the
faculty of the department (or undepartmentalized college or school)
in which they are held.

An adjunct appointment is made only to a faculty member (including
one in a research or teaching professorial rank) already holding a
primary appointment in another department. This appointment
recognizes the contributions of a member of the faculty to a
secondary department. Adjunct appointments do not confer
governance or voting privileges or eligibility for tenure in the
secondary department. These appointments are annual; the
question of their renewal shall be considered each year by the
faculty of the secondary department.

A joint appointment recognizes a faculty member's long-term
commitment to, and participation in, two or more departments. A
joint appointment may be discontinued only with the concurrence of
the faculty member and the appointing departments. One
department shall be designated the primary department and the
others secondary, and this designation can be changed only with the
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concurrence of the faculty member and the appointing departments.
Personnel determinations (salaries, promotions, leave, etc.)
originate with the primary department, but may be proposed by the
secondary department(s), and all actions must have the
concurrence of the secondary department(s). A faculty member who
has the privilege of participation in governance and voting in the
primary department may arrange with the secondary department(s)
either to participate or not to participate in governance and voting in
the secondary department(s). This agreement must be in writing
and will be used for determining the quorum for faculty votes. The
agreement can be revised with the concurrence of the faculty
member and the department involved.

11. A clinical appointment in the appropriate rank or title is usually
made to a person who holds a primary appointment with an outside
agency or non-academic unit of the University, or who is in private
practice. Clinical faculty make substantial contributions to University
programs through their expertise, interest, and motivation to work
with the faculty in preparing and assisting with the instruction of
students in practicum settings. The normal appointment period of a
clinical faculty member shall be one year with exceptions to be
reviewed by the Provost; the question of the appointment period’s
renewal shall be considered by the faculty of the department (or
undepartmentalized college or school) in which the appointments
are held.

12. Appointment with the title of teaching associate is made to a non-
student with credentials more limited than those required of an
instructor. Teaching associate appointments are annual, or shorter;
the question of their renewal shall be considered each year by the
faculty of the department (or undepartmentalized college or school)
in which they are held.

13. The emeritus appointment is recommended by departmental action
for a regular, WOT, research, teaching, or clinical faculty member
who has retired under the UW Retirement Plan or is receiving
benefits as if he or she retired under another state of Washington
retirement plan and whose scholarly, teaching, or service record has
been meritorious. Such a recommendation requires approval by the
college dean and the President of the University. The normal criteria
for appointment with the emeritus title are at least ten years of prior
service as a member of the faculty and achievement of the rank of
professor or associate professor. Under certain circumstances the
President may grant emeritus status to an administrator at the level
of dean or vice president, or at other levels if deemed appropriate.

14. The acting title denotes a temporary appointment for properly
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15.

16.

qualified persons in the instructor title or at the professorial ranks. It
commonly is used for persons who are on the faculty for a year or
less or for persons who have not yet completed the requirements for
a regular appointment. In the latter case, the acting title is dropped
when the requirements are completed. The total service of a faculty
member with an acting appointment may not exceed four years in
any single rank or title, or six years in any combination of ranks or
titles. A faculty member whose appointment as assistant professor
has not been renewed may not be given an acting appointment.

Appointment to one of the ranks in Subsection A with a visiting title
indicates that the appointee holds a professorial position at another
institution of higher learning and is temporarily employed by the
University. An employee who does not hold a professorial position
elsewhere, but who is otherwise qualified, may be designated as a
visiting lecturer.

The visiting scholar title is an honorary title awarded to persons who
hold professorial (including research titles) positions at other
institutions and who are visiting the University but who are not
employed by the University during their stay. The purpose of this
title is recognition of the visitor's presence at the University, and to
make University facilities and privileges (library, etc.) available.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 23, February 22, 1959; S-A 32, May 8,
1967; S-A 33, June 13, 1967; S-A 37, February 8, 1971; S-A 64, May 29,
1981; S-A 78, December 14, 1988; S-A 81, January 30, 1990; S-A 94,
October 24, 1995; S-A 97, January 10, 1997; S-A 103, March 6, 2001; S-

A 108, June 21, 2002; S-A 109, June 5, 2003: all with Presidential approval;
RC, April 18, 2006; S-A 124, July 5, 2011; S-A 133, June 11, 2014; S-A 140,

June 26,

2017; S-A 142, June 22, 2018; S-A 147, September 16, 2020; S-

A 150, April 22, 2021; S-A 152, April 22, 2021: all with Presidential approval.

Section 24-35 Research Personnel Appointments

A. Research titles designate appointments for faculty whose primary
responsibility is research. The research titles are:

e Research professor
e Research associate professor
e Research assistant professor

B. Research professors, research associate professors, and research
assistant professors are eligible for appointment to the graduate faculty,
are expected to take active roles in generating research funding, and are
eligible to act as principal investigators for grants and contracts. Research
faculty may participate in the regular instructional program but are not
required to do so, except insofar as required by their funding source.
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S-A 64, May 29, 1981; S-A 81, January 30, 1990; S-A 150, April 22, 2021: all
with Presidential approval.

Section 24-36 Qualifications for Extension Appointments

Persons giving instruction in extension classes offered for academic credit shall
have scholarly and professional qualifications equivalent to those required for
the teaching of regular University classes.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956 with Presidential approval.

Section 24-40 Faculty Without Tenure By Reason of Funding (WOT)

A. A professor or associate professor without tenure by reason of funding
(WQOT) is qualified for tenure by virtue of rank. Such a faculty member
holds his or her appointment on a continuing basis. The term of
appointment of an assistant professor WOT is governed by Section 24-41,
Subsections A and D.

B. Faculty appointed WOT do not hold tenure because all or part of his or her
annual University-administered salary is derived from sources other than
regularly appropriated state funds. Except for this distinction, WOT faculty
members have the same rights, responsibilities, and obligations as
tenure-track and tenured faculty members at those ranks. The description
of their duties and qualifications for promotion and salary increases for
reasons of merit are the same. Except for termination of funding as
defined in Section 24-41, Subsection J, or for reasons of program
elimination (see Chapter 25, Section 25-52), such faculty members are
not subject to removal, or discriminatory reduction in salary, except for

cause (see Chapter 25, Section 25-51.)

C. Faculty members WOT are expected to be integrated fully into the
research, instructional, and service activities of their departments,
schools, and colleges, warranting their status as voting members of the
University. This expectation is the basis for their appointment being
continuing and distinguishes such faculty from other non-tenured and
term appointments (see Section 24-41.)

D. Faculty members WOT have their salaries supported from a variety of
department, school, and college resources, including, but not limited to,
state funds, grant and contract funds, departmental, clinical and service
funds. As defined in Section 24-57, faculty member's WOT shall have a
written understanding with the chair describing their duties to be
performed to meet the department's missions. This understanding will
specify the sources, distributions and levels of funds supporting their
salaries for these purposes. Salary funding shall be related to the faculty
member's involvement in these departmental activities. Classroom
instructional duties shall be supported from departmentally administered
funds.
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E. To maintain the integration of WOT faculty members in the ongoing
activities of the appointing unit during a temporary lapse in funding
sources, appointing departments, schools, or colleges shall develop a
process to identify and evaluate the availability of alternative salary
sources. This process shall be recorded with the dean's office of the
appropriate unit and the dean's office shall forward the policy to the
Secretary of the Faculty. Should alternative resources be made available,
a new version of the understanding specified in Subsection D shall be
required.

S-A 102, July 7, 2000; S-A 105, May 6, 2002: both with Presidential approval;
RC, July 5, 2011.

Section 24-41 Duration of Nontenure Appointments

A. The first appointment or the reappointment of an assistant professor who
is eligible for tenure, or who is without tenure by reason of funding as
described in Section 24-40, is for a basic period of three years, subject to
earlier dismissal for cause. Although neither appointment period shall
extend beyond the academic year in which a decision on tenure is
required, the year in which a negative tenure decision is made must be
followed by a terminal year of appointment. If the assistant professor is
reappointed, the period of reappointment must include a tenure decision.
Assistant professors holding positions funded by other than state funds
shall be treated in the same way except that the appointment may be to a
position without tenure by reason of funding as provided in Subsection D.
Procedures governing the reappointment of assistant professors are as
follows:

1. During the second year of the initial appointment, the dean of the
assistant professor's college or school shall decide whether:

a. The appointment is to be renewed under the above provision for
reappointment;

b. The appointment is not to be renewed beyond the initial three-
year period, in which case the appointment will terminate at the
end of the third year; or

c. The decision concerning the appointment is to be postponed to
the following year.

2. Should the above decision result in a postponement, during the third
year of the initial appointment the dean shall decide whether:

a. The appointment is to be renewed under the above provision for
reappointment, or
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b. The appointment is not to be renewed; if it is not, the basic
appointment is extended to include a fourth and terminal year.

3. The dean shall inform the professor in writing within 30 days of any

decision made pursuant to this section.

Lecturer, Artist in Residence, and Professor of Practice

1. Appointment as a full-time artist in residence shall be for a term not

to exceed five years.

Appointment as a full-time lecturer shall be for a term not to exceed
one year. Such appointments are limited to three consecutive years.

The normal appointment period of a part-time lecturer or artist in
residence shall be for one year or less with exceptions to be reviewed
by the Provost.

Appointment as a full-time senior artist in residence shall be for a
term not to exceed five years.

The normal appointment period of a part-time senior artist in
residence shall be for one year or less with exceptions to be reviewed
by the Provost.

Except as provided in Subsection B.4 below, at least six months (or
three months in the case of an initial annual appointment) before the
expiration date of an appointment of a full-time lecturer, artist in
residence, senior artist in residence, or professor of practice, the dean
shall determine, pursuant to Section 24-53, whether this appointment
shall be renewed and shall inform the faculty member in writing of
the decision.

A renewal decision in accord with Subsection B.3 above is not
required where an initial appointment of a full-time lecturer, artist in
residence, senior artist in residence, or professor of practice is for one
year or less and the appointment is identified at the time of
appointment as not eligible for renewal.

Part-time appointments as lecturer, artist in residence, and senior
artist in residence are for the period stated in the letter of
appointment. If such appointments are to be renewed the procedures
in Section 24-53 shall be followed in a timely manner with knowledge
of funding availability and staffing needs.

C. Teaching Faculty
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1. Appointment as an assistant teaching professor shall be for a period
not to exceed five years.

2. Appointment as an associate teaching professor shall be for a period
not to exceed seven years. The normal appointment period shall be
for a minimum of three years with exceptions to be reviewed by the
Provost.

3. Appointment as teaching professor shall be for a period not to exceed
ten years. The normal appointment period shall be for a minimum of
three years with exceptions to be reviewed by the Provost.

4. At least six months (or three months in the case of an initial annual
appointment) before the expiration date of an appointment of an
assistant teaching professor, associate teaching professor, or
teaching professor, the dean shall determine, pursuant to Section 24-
53, whether this appointment shall be renewed and shall inform the
faculty member in writing of the decision. A renewal decision is not
required where an initial appointment of an assistant teaching
professor, associate teaching professor, or teaching professor is for
one year or less and the appointment is identified at the time of
appointment as not eligible for renewal.

5. Assistant teaching professors, associate teaching professors, and
teaching professors are not subject to removal during the term of
their appointment except by removal for cause (see Chapter 25,
Section 25-51) or for reasons of program elimination (see Chapter
25, Section 25-52).

D. An assistant teaching professor, associate teaching professor, or full-time
artist in residence may, prior to expiration of an existing appointment, be
considered for appointment as, or promotion to, an associate teaching
professor, teaching professor, or senior artist in residence, respectively.

E. Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsection A, appointments of WOT or
research assistant professors who are supported by other than state-
appropriated funds are subject to termination should the supporting
agency fail to continue the funding for the appointment, provided that the
assistant professor supported by other than state-appropriated funds is
advised in writing prior to commencement of his or her appointment that
such appointment is at all times subject to the continued availability of
grant or contract funds.

F. The first appointment or the reappointment of a faculty member to less
than 50% of full-time status shall be made on an annual, or shorter,
basis. A faculty member who is appointed to a position with less than
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50% of full-time status shall not accumulate eligibility toward tenure.

G. The first appointment or the reappointment of a research assistant
professor is for a basic period of three years, subject to earlier dismissal
for cause. Research assistant professors may not be reappointed more
than once, except that a research assistant professor who does not
receive promotion in rank must receive a terminal year of appointment.
Procedures governing the reappointment of research assistant professors

are as follows:

1. During the second year of the initial appointment, the dean of the
research assistant professor's college or school shall decide whether:

&l

The appointment is to be renewed under the above provision for
reappointment;

The appointment is not to be renewed beyond the initial three-
year period, in which case the appointment will cease at the end
of the third year; or

The decision concerning the appointment is to be postponed to
the following year.

2. Should the above decision result in a postponement, during the third
year of the initial appointment the dean shall decide whether:

a.

The appointment is to be renewed under the above provision for
reappointment or

The appointment is not to be renewed; if it is not renewed, the
basic appointment is extended to include a fourth and terminal
year.

3. Not later than the end of the third year of a second appointment, the
dean of the research assistant professor's college or school shall
decide whether:

The research assistant professor is to be appointed as research
associate professor, associate professor without tenure by reason
of funding or associate professor with tenure;

The appointment is to cease at the end of the following year; or

The decision concerning the appointment is to be postponed to
the following year. In cases b and c the appointment is extended
by one year.
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4. Should the above decision result in a postponement, during the
extension year of a second appointment, the dean of the research
assistant professor's college or school shall decide whether:

a. The research assistant professor is to be appointed as research
associate professor, associate professor without tenure by reason
of funding or associate professor with tenure, or

b. The appointment is to cease; in which case the basic appointment
is extended by one year.

5. The dean shall inform the professor in writing within 30 days of any
decision made pursuant to this section.

H. At least six months (or three months in the case of an initial annual
appointment) before the expiration date of an appointment of a research
associate professor or research professor the dean shall determine,
pursuant to Section 24-53, whether this appointment shall be renewed
and shall inform the faculty member in writing of the decision. A renewal
decision is not required where an initial appointment of a research
associate professor, research professor, or professor of practice is for one
year or less and the appointment is identified at the time of appointment
as not eligible for renewal.

I. Notwithstanding the provisions of this subsection, research assistant
professors are subject to removal during the term of their appointment
for cause (see Chapter 25, Section 25-51), for termination of funding, or
for reasons of program elimination (see Chapter 25, Section 25-52.)

J. Research professors and research associate professors are not subject to
removal during the term of their appointment except by removal for
cause (see Chapter 25, Section 25-51), for termination of funding as
defined in Subsection J, or for reasons of program elimination (see

Chapter 25, Section 25-52.)

K. Termination of funding is defined as failure, for a continuous period of
more than 12 months, to obtain funding sufficient to provide at least 50%
of the faculty member's base annual salary. The University is not
obligated to provide replacement funding during lapses of a faculty
member's external support.

L. In unusual cases, an individual may be appointed to the title of research
assistant professor when there is no known funding to support the
appointment. The department and dean shall determine that the
individual will seek external funding to support his or her appointment.
Such appointments shall be made on an annual or shorter basis, and may
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be renewed annually upon evidence of research grant or contract pursuit
activity. Upon receipt of salary funding support, said appointments shall
be converted to initial three-year appointments in conformance with
Subsection H.

M. The procedures prescribed in Section 24-53 for renewal of appointments
and in Section 24-54 for Procedure for Promotion shall govern actions
taken under this section.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 31, December 28, 1966; S-A 41, April 3,
1972; S-A 42, June 9, 1972; S-A 49, December 4, 1975; S-A 62, December 2,
1980; S-A 64, May 29, 1981; S-A 67, December 5, 1983; S-A 68, April 19,
1984; S-A 78, December 14, 1988; S-A 81, January 30, 1990; S-A 98,

May 12, 1998; S-A 102, July 7, 2000; S-A 108, June 21, 2002: all with
Presidential approval; RC, June 19, 2008; S-A 124, July 5, 2011; S-A 127,
June 11, 2012; S-A 133, June 11, 2014; S-A 147, September 16, 2020; S-

A 150, April 22, 2021: all with Presidential approval.

Section 24-45 Appointment of Part-Time Professors

A. The University may appoint faculty to professorial, teaching professorial,
or research professorial ranks (see Section 24-34, Subsections A.1
through A.3 and Subsections B.3 and B.5) on less than a full-time basis.
The percentage of appointment at the time of hire shall be documented
by the department chair (or dean in an undepartmentalized school or
college) and clearly communicated in writing to the faculty member.

B. The first appointment of a part-time assistant professor who is eligible for
tenure, or who is without tenure by reason of funding as described in
Section 24-40, or who is a research assistant professor at 50% or greater
of full-time shall be for a basic period of three years, subject to earlier
dismissal for cause. In Spring Quarter of the second year of appointment,
the dean of the assistant professor's college or school shall decide
whether:

1. The appointment is to be renewed;

2. The appointment is not to be renewed beyond the three-year period,
in which case the assistant professor will be notified that the
appointment ceases at the end of the third year; or

3. The decision concerning reappointment is postponed to the following
year, in which case the assistant professor will be notified that the
three-year appointment is extended to include a fourth year.

C. Should the decision in Subsection B above result in a postponement,
during Spring Quarter of the third year the dean shall decide whether:
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1. The appointment is to be renewed for a further period consistent with
Subsection D below; or

2. The appointment is not to be renewed, in which case the assistant
professor shall be notified that the appointment ceases at the end of
the fourth year.

D. Should the initial appointment of a part-time assistant professor be
renewed pursuant to Subsection B or C above, the following renewal
periods pertain to the second appointment:

1. For part-time assistant professors who hold appointments of 90%
time and above, the second appointment period shall be for three
years.

2. For part-time assistant professors who hold appointments between
70% and 89%, the second appointment shall be for four years.

3. For part-time assistant professors who hold appointments between
60% and 69%, the second appointment shall be for five years.

4. For part-time assistant professors who hold appointments between
50% and 59%, the second appointment shall be for six years.

In all cases, a mandatory review for promotion and tenure (or in the case
of WOT faculty, for promotion and continuous appointment) must occur
no later than the end of the last year of appointment as specified in
Subsections D.1 through D.4 above.

E. At any time during the appointment, the faculty member may change his
or her percentage of appointment with the written agreement of the dean.
In the event of a change, the time for mandatory review shall be stated in
the agreement consistent with Subsection D above.

S-A 98, June 2, 1998 with Presidential approval; RC, July 5, 2011; S-A 147,
September 16, 2020 with Presidential approval.

Section 24-50 Conflict of Interest Regarding Appointment,
Employment, and Academic Decisions

A conflict of interest exists when a person participating in a decision has a
substantial connection or interest related to individual(s) affected by the
decision that might bias or otherwise threaten the integrity of the decision
process or that might be perceived by a reasonable person as biasing or
threatening such decisions. This includes familial, romantic, or sexual
relationships and financial conflicts of interest. This may also include some
professional relationships. No list of rules can provide direction for all the
varying circumstances that may arise; good judgment of individuals is
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essential.

The procedures set forth in this chapter shall apply in all cases, except that no
faculty member, department chair, dean, or other administrative officer shall
vote, make recommendations, or in any other way participate in the decision of
any matter which may directly affect the employment, appointment, tenure,
promotion, salary, or other status or interest of a faculty or staff member with
whom he or she has a conflict of interest. [See also Executive Order No. 32.]

In addition, no faculty member, teaching assistant, research assistant,
department chair, dean, or other administrative officer shall vote, make
recommendations, or in any other way participate in the decision of any matter
which may directly affect the employment, promotion, academic status or
evaluation of a student with whom he or she has a conflict of interest.

Conflicts of interest resulting from romantic or sexual relationships are
detrimental to the functioning of the University because, if present, the
professional authority under which decisions are made may be called into
question. The University's responsibilities to the public and to individual
members of the University community may be compromised if such conflicts of
interest are not avoided.

The faculty's decision-making responsibilities should not restrict the faculty's
rights as citizens, including the personal rights of association and expression,
unless the exercise of those freedoms conflicts with the institutional necessity
of impartiality in academic and employment decisions. In that case, the faculty
member must restrict his or her participation in such decisions.

State law and University rules preclude a faculty member from participating in
decisions which directly benefit a member of his or her family. The same rules
should apply to decisions involving sexual or romantic relationships between
faculty and students, since these relationships, like formal family relationships,
may call into question the ability of the faculty member to assess the
performance of another solely on academic or professional merit.

Romantic or sexual relationships between faculty and students may in some
instances infringe on the rights of that student or other students or colleagues.
The possibility of sexual harassment may arise, if the faculty member's
immediate power to influence a student's academic progress brings into
question the ability of the student genuinely to consent freely to the
relationship. The possibility of impeding the student's academic or professional
progress may also arise if the faculty member is already in a position of
significant decision-making authority with respect to the student, since the
faculty member must abstain from further participation in such decisions,
thereby denying the student access to the faculty member's professional
assessment. The possibility of an unwelcome, hostile or offensive academic
environment may also arise if the faculty member fails clearly to separate
personal interests from his or her professional decision-making.

Faculty members should be aware that the harms listed above do not arise
only from existing relationships, but may also arise if an individual in a position
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of authority to a student makes overt sexual or romantic advances upon that
student. Even if the advances are welcome, the faculty member should remove
him or herself from the teaching or supervisory role, which may impede the
student's academic progress. If the advances are unwelcome, the student may
suffer unneeded stress, and the academic relationship may suffer.

S-A 38, March 22, 1971 with Presidential approval; RC, December 4, 2013; S-
A 137, March 30, 2016 with Presidential approval.

Section 24-51 Responsibility for Appointments

A. The President and the appropriate college or school faculty share
responsibility for recommending faculty appointments to the Regents. Full
and discriminating consideration by that faculty of the scholarly and
professional character and qualifications of a proposed appointee is
essential in an effective appointment procedure.

B. The appropriate faculty, therefore, shall carefully judge the scholarly and
professional character and qualifications of a prospective appointee, shall
determine from all available evidence his or her suitability for
employment, and shall provide the Regents, through the President, with
the information needed for a wise decision.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 83, April 30, 1991: both with Presidential
approval.

Section 24-52 Procedure for New Appointments

A. Faculty recommendations of appointments are ordinarily rendered through
committees, and the procedure depends upon the level of appointment.

1. For recommendation of a departmental appointment other than that
of chair, the department members act as an advisory appointment
committee. A department may delegate this responsibility to a
departmental committee.

2. A committee responsible for recommending the appointment of a
department chair should be an ad hoc committee appointed by the
dean of the appropriate college, or if the President so desires, by the
President.

3. A committee responsible for recommending the appointment of a
dean should be an ad hoc committee appointed by the President.

B. The duty of an appointment committee is to search for suitable
candidates, to study and determine their qualifications (Sections 24-32 to
24-36), and to obtain and evaluate all data related to the problem of
appointment. When, after such a study, the committee finds a candidate
or candidates who appear to be qualified it shall transmit its information
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and recommendation to:

1. The department chair, if the appointment is to be a departmental one
other than that of chair, or

2. The appropriate dean, if the appointment is to be one of a department
chair, or

3. The President, if the appointment is to be one of a dean.

C. In making new appointments administrative officers shall act in the
manner prescribed below.

1. If the appointment is to be a departmental one other than that of
chair, the chair shall submit all available information concerning
candidates suggested by the department, the chair, or the dean to
the voting members of the department faculty. The voting faculty of
an academic unit may, by majority vote, delegate authority to
recommend the appointment of affiliate faculty, annual clinical faculty,
or annual or quarterly part-time lecturers to an elected committee of
its voting faculty. In an undepartmentalized college or school, this
delegation may be made to an elected committee of its voting faculty.
The delegation shall expire one calendar year after it is made.

Recommendations in favor of appointment, based on a majority vote
of the voting members of the faculty or of the elected committee with
delegated authority, shall be sent with pertinent information to the
appropriate dean. If the chair concurs in the department
recommendation, the dean shall make a decision concerning the
appointment and, if it is favorable, shall transmit it together with the
vote of the department and the recommendation of the chair to the
President. In the unusual case where the chair does not concur in the
department recommendation, he or she may communicate objections
to the dean and may also submit a separate recommendation to the
dean from among the candidates who have been considered by the
department. If the dean concurs in the chair's recommendation, or
has additional information which raises doubts concerning the
department's recommendation, or finds that the President has such
information, the dean shall refer the matter again to the department
along with an explanation and comments. After considering the
evidence, the department may then either reaffirm its original
recommendation, or transmit a new one. After the department's final
recommendation has been sent to the dean, the dean shall make a
decision concerning the appointment and, if an appointment is to be
recommended, shall transmit it together with the final
recommendation of the department and the recommendation of the
chair to the President.
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2. If the appointment is to be one of a department chair, the dean shall
deal directly with the appointment committee in making the decision.
The department concerned shall be consulted in making the
appointment, but a formal vote is not required.

3. If the appointment is to be one of a dean, the President shall deal
directly with the appointment committee in making the decision.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 24, June 23, 1959; S-A 126, June 11,
2012; S-A 150, April 22, 2021; S-A 152, April 22, 2021: all with Presidential
approval.

Section 24-53 Procedure for Renewal of Appointments

When it is time to decide upon renewal of a nontenure appointment to the
faculty (Section 24-41), the procedure described below shall be followed.

A. The voting members of the appropriate department (or
undepartmentalized college or school) who are superior in academic rank
or title to the person under consideration shall decide whether to
recommend renewal or termination of the appointment. Research faculty
and teaching faculty shall be considered by voting faculty who are
superior in rank to the person under consideration, except that the voting
faculty at rank of professor shall consider whether to recommend renewal
or non-renewal of the appointment of a research professor or teaching
professor. Faculty with instructional titles outlined in Section 24-34,
Subsections B.1 and B.2 shall be considered by voting faculty who hold a
professorial rank or instructional title superior to the person under
consideration. The voting faculty of an academic unit may, by majority
vote, delegate authority to recommend the renewal of affiliate faculty,
annual clinical faculty, or annual or quarterly part-time lecturer
appointments to an elected committee of its voting faculty. In an
undepartmentalized college or school, this delegation may be made to an
elected committee of its voting faculty. The delegation:

1. Does not alter faculty rank requirements for considering appointment
renewals, and

2. Shall expire one calendar year after it is made.

B. If this recommendation is a departmental one, the chair shall transmit it
to the dean. If the chair does not concur in the recommendation he or she
may also submit a separate recommendation.

C. The dean shall decide the matter within the time prescribed in Section 24-
41 and inform the faculty member concerned of the decision.

D. If a faculty member requests a written statement of the reasons for the
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non-renewal of his or her appointment, the dean shall supply such a
written statement within 30 days.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 41, April 3, 1972; S-A 60, June 25, 1979;
S-A 81, January 30, 1990; S-A 94, October 24, 1995; S-A 124, July 5, 2011;
S-A 126, June 11, 2012; S-A 147, September 16, 2020; S-A 152, April 22,
2021: all with Presidential approval.

Section 24-54 Procedure for Promotions

Annually, all eligible members of the faculty shall be informed of the
opportunity to be considered for promotion by their department chair (or
chair's designee or the dean of an undepartmentalized school or college, or the
dean's designee). At the request of the faculty member, or if the promotion
decision is mandatory, a promotion review shall be conducted following the
procedure below.

A. Promotion shall be based upon the attainment of the qualifications
prescribed in Sections 24-32, 24-33, 24-34, and 24-35 for the various
academic ranks and titles and not upon length of service. In arriving at
recommendations for promotion, faculty, chairs, and deans shall consider
the whole record of candidates’ qualifications described in Section 24-32.

Eligibility to deliberate and vote on a recommendation of promotion is
limited to voting members of the faculty who are superior in academic
rank and title to the person under consideration, subject to the limitations
described in Section 21-32, Subsections C and D.

B. The record of the candidate being considered for promotion shall be
assembled following the published guidelines of the candidate's college
and unit. The candidate is responsible for assembling the promotion
record, which shall include a self-assessment of the candidate's
qualifications for promotion. External letters of review shall be kept
confidential from the candidate.

An initial report and/or recommendation on the qualifications of the
candidate for promotion may be produced by a subcommittee. Such a
subcommittee must consist of at least three eligible voting faculty
members (where eligibility is defined in Subsection A above), and may
include faculty drawn from other departments, schools, colleges, or
campuses who have appropriate expertise. Members of the subcommittee
shall be given the opportunity to review the candidate’s record, including
external letters.

If there are fewer than three eligible voting members in the department
(or undepartmentalized college or school), a subcommittee shall be
formed as described above, and it shall include any eligible voting faculty
members in the candidate’s department (or undepartmentalized college or
school) who are available to serve.
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For departments (or college/school if undepartmentalized) where an initial
report and/or recommendation on the qualifications of the candidate for
promotion is produced by a subcommittee (as described above), the
report shall be written. The department chair (or chair's designee or the
dean of an undepartmentalized school or college, or the dean's designee)
shall provide the candidate with a written summary of the committee’'s
report and recommendation. The written summary shall identify the
members of the subcommittee. For purposes of confidentiality, specific
attributions shall be omitted and vote counts may be omitted from the
candidate's summary. The candidate may respond in writing within seven
calendar days. The chair or dean shall forward the candidate's response, if
any, together with the committee's report to the eligible voting faculty of
the department (or undepartmentalized college or school).

If there are three or more eligible voting faculty members in the
candidate’s department (or undepartmentalized college or school), those
eligible voting faculty members shall then meet to discuss the candidate's
record, and following the discussion they shall vote whether to
recommend promotion. If an initial report was produced by a
subcommittee, all members of the subcommittee may choose to
participate in the discussion, but only eligible voting faculty in the
candidate’s department (or undepartmentalized college or school) may be
present for the vote.

The department chair (or the chair's designee or the dean of an
undepartmentalized school or college or the dean's designee) shall write a
formal report of these proceedings for the candidate, summarizing the
discussion and recommendation. For purposes of confidentiality, specific
attributions shall be omitted and vote counts may be omitted from this
report. The candidate may then respond in writing to the department
chair (or dean in an undepartmentalized school or college) within seven
calendar days.

If there are fewer than three eligible voting faculty members in the
candidate's department (or undepartmentalized college or school), the
recommendation of the subcommittee shall be used in lieu of a vote by
the department (or undepartmentalized college or school).

If the candidate is a member of a departmentalized college or school,
then where the departmental recommendation (or the subcommittee
recommendation in the event there are fewer than three eligible voting
faculty members in the candidate’s department) is favorable or the
promotion decision is mandatory or the candidate has written a response
to the departmental vote (or the subcommittee recommendation in the
event there are fewer than three eligible voting faculty members in the
candidate's department), the chair shall transmit all documents produced
in this promotion process to the appropriate dean, with the chair's
independent analysis and recommendation. The chair may, at the chair's
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discretion, share the recommendations with the candidate.

C. The dean shall be advised by a committee or council of the college or
school. This advisory group, elected by the faculty of the college or
school, shall consider each case presented to it and submit its
recommendations with reasons therefor to the dean. If the
recommendation of the committee or council is not favorable, or if it
conflicts with the faculty vote, then the council or committee
recommendation with reasons therefor shall be provided to the candidate.
For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be omitted and
vote counts may be omitted from this report. In a departmentalized
school or college, when a candidate for promotion is under consideration,
any member of the committee or council who is also a member of the
candidate's department may be excused.

D. After receiving the recommendation of this committee or council the dean
shall decide the matter.

Prior to the issuance of a decision or recommendation by the dean that is
not favorable, the dean shall provide the candidate with his or her initial
recommendation and reasons therefor. In such cases, the dean or the
dean's designee shall then discuss the case with the candidate. The
candidate may then respond in writing to the dean within seven calendar
days of the discussion.

If the recommendation of the dean is favorable, or if the promotion
decision is mandatory, the dean shall transmit his or her recommendation
and the candidate's response, if it exists, to the candidate and to the
Provost. For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be
omitted and vote counts may be omitted from the report to the candidate.

If the promotion decision of the dean is not favorable and not mandatory,
and the candidate has written a response to the dean, the dean shall
transmit his or her decision and the candidate's response to the Provost
for information purposes.

E. After the case is decided, the dean shall ensure that the candidate is
informed in writing in a timely way of the result of the case, and if the
result is not favorable, the reasons therefor.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 22, April 18, 1958; S-A 59, April 23, 1979;
S-A 64, May 29, 1981; S-A 81, January 30, 1990; S-A 94, October 24, 1995;
S-A 100, April 25, 2000; S-A 124, July 5, 2011; S-A 126, June 11, 2012; S-

A 130, June 14, 2013; S-A 142, June 22, 2018; S-A 147, September 16, 2020;
S-A 148, January 13, 2021; S-A 149, January 13, 2021: all with Presidential
approval. [See also Executive Order No. 45.]

Section 24-55 Procedure for Salary Increases Based Upon Merit
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Faculty at the University of Washington shall be reviewed annually by their
colleagues, according to the procedures detailed in this section, to evaluate
their merit and to arrive at a recommendation for an appropriate merit salary
increase. Such reviews shall consider the faculty member's cumulative record,
including contributions to research/scholarship, teaching, and service, and their
impact on the department, school/college, University, and appropriate regional,
national, and international communities.

The evaluation of a faculty member's merit and salary shall be arrived at after
review of the individual's performance in relation to that of their colleagues and
by comparison of individuals' present salaries to those of their peers. In
evaluating a faculty member's eligibility for merit-based salary increases
(Section 24-70, Subsections B.1 and B.4; Section 24-71, Subsections A.1 and
B.1) and for "market gap" salary increases (Section 24-71, Subsection B.2),
the following procedure shall be followed.

A. In arriving at their recommendations for salary decisions the appropriate
faculty, department (unit) chairs, and deans shall each consider the
following:

1. The cumulative record of the candidate, taking into account the
qualifications prescribed in Sections 24-32, 24-33, 24-34, and 24-35
for the various academic ranks and titles;

2. The candidate's current salary;

3. Documentation of the review conference required by Section 24-57

Subsection D; and

4. Any documents produced under Subsection H of this section.

Salary recommendations shall seek to minimize salary inequities. Salary
compression and other inequities, including those resulting from
variations in the level of merit funds available over time, may be
considered in making merit salary recommendations.

B. The merit and salary of each faculty member below the rank and title of
professor shall be considered by the voting members of the department,
or undepartmentalized college or school, who are his or her superiors in
academic rank and title, and they shall recommend any salary increase
which they deem merited.

C. The chair of a department, or the dean of an undepartmentalized
school/college, shall consider the merit and salary of each full professor in
his or her unit. Before forwarding his or her recommendations the chair
(or dean in an undepartmentalized school/college) shall seek the advice of
the full professors according to a procedure approved by the voting
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members of the unit.

D. If the recommendation is a departmental one, the chair shall transmit it
to the dean with any supporting data the dean may request. If the chair
does not concur in the recommendations he or she may also submit a
separate recommendation.

E. The dean shall review the department's recommendation and forward his
or her recommendation regarding faculty merit and salary to the
President.

F. The dean of each college/school shall review the record and salary of the
chair of each department and shall recommend an appropriate salary
increase to the President.

G. The President shall authorize the salary increases of the faculty, and of
each dean.

H. At the option of the faculty member affected, and mandatorily in the
event of two consecutive annual ratings of no merit (as a result of reviews
under this section), the chair of the faculty member's department (or
dean of an undepartmentalized school or college) shall, after consultation
with the faculty member, appoint an ad hoc committee of department (or
school/college) faculty superior (or, in the case of full professors, equal)
in rank or title to the faculty member. This committee shall meet at its
earliest convenience with the faculty member and review more fully the
record and merit of that faculty member.

The committee shall, upon completion of its review, report in writing the
results to the faculty member and to his or her department chair (or dean
in an undepartmentalized school/college) and the committee shall advise
them what actions, if any, should be undertaken to enhance the
contributions and improve the merit ranking of this colleague, or to rectify
existing misjudgments of his or her merit and make adjustments to
correct any salary inequity. The faculty member may respond in writing to
this report and advice within 21 calendar days to the department chair (or
dean) and committee (unless upon the faculty member's request and for
good cause the response period is extended by the chair or dean). The
committee's report and advice, the faculty member's written response (if
any), the response by the chair, and any agreement reached by the
faculty member and the chair shall be incorporated into a written report.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 58, May 16, 1978; S-A 75, April 6, 1987;
S-A 82, November 21, 1990; S-A 99, July 9, 1999; S-A 124, July 5, 2011: all
with Presidential approval. [See also Executive Order No. 45.]

Section 24-56 Procedure for Resignations
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A. A faculty member has a professional obligation to give a written notice of
resignation at the earliest possible opportunity. Normally such
resignations should be given at least three months prior to the
termination date, or within 15 days of notification of terms of a
reappointment, whichever occurs later, and should ordinarily become
effective at the end of an academic year.

B. If the faculty member resigns orally, then the dean shall attempt to
obtain a written resignation. If this is not forthcoming sooner, no later
than 15 days after the purported oral resignation the dean shall send by
certified mail to the faculty member's last known home address, and at
the same time send by delivery or campus mail to the faculty member's
campus address, a letter stating his or her understanding that the faculty
member has resigned. If, within 30 days after the dean mailed and sent
this letter, the faculty member notifies the dean in writing that he or she
denies a resignation took place, none shall be deemed to have occurred.
Otherwise, the faculty member shall be deemed to have resigned.

S-A 60, June 25, 1979 with Presidential approval.

Section 24-57 Procedural Safeguards for Promotion, Merit-Based
Salary, and Tenure Considerations

All procedures regarding promotion, merit-based salary, and tenure
considerations outlined in the relevant sections of the Faculty Code must be
followed. Open communication among faculty, and between faculty and
administration, must be maintained in order to insure informed decision
making, to protect the rights of the individual and to aid the faculty in the
development of their professional and scholarly careers.

Each faculty member must be allowed to pursue those areas of inquiry which
are of personal scholarly interest; at the same time, however, each faculty
member must be informed of the expectations a department holds for the
faculty member and of the manner in which faculty member activities
contribute to the current and future goals of the department, school, college,
and University. In order to enable the faculty member to establish priorities in
the overall effort of professional career development and to fulfill the
University's obligations of fair appraisal and continual monitoring of faculty
development, the following procedural safeguards shall be adopted in each
department, school, or college.

A. Assessment of Teaching Effectiveness

To implement the provision stipulated in Section 24-32, Subsection C, the
standardized student assessment of teaching procedure which the

University makes available may be used for obtaining student evaluation
of teaching effectiveness, unless the college, school, or department has
adopted an alternate procedure for student evaluation, in which case the
latter may be used. Each faculty member shall have at least one course
evaluated by students in any academic year during which that member
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teaches one or more courses. The teaching effectiveness of each faculty
member also shall be evaluated by colleagues using procedures adopted
within the appropriate department, school, or college.

The collegial evaluation of teaching effectiveness shall be conducted prior
to recommending any renewal of appointment or promotion of a faculty
member. In addition, for faculty at the rank of assistant professor, or
associate professor or professor "without tenure" under Chapter 25,
Section 25-32, Subsection D, the collegial evaluation shall be conducted
every year. For other faculty at the rank of associate professor or
professor or with the title of professor of practice the collegial evaluation
shall be conducted at least every three years. A written report of this
evaluation shall be maintained and shared with the faculty member.

B. Yearly Activity Report

Each department (or undepartmentalized college) shall adopt a suggested
format by which each faculty member will have the opportunity to provide
information on professional activities carried out during the prior year.
These reports shall be prepared in writing by each faculty member and
submitted to the chair (or dean) in a timely fashion each year, and shall
be used as reference and as a source of information for consideration of
promotion, merit salary, or tenure. These forms shall be used as evidence
for recommendations of promotion, merit salary, or tenure. Such
information may be updated by a faculty member at any time during the
academic year.

C. Regular Conference with Faculty

Each year the chair, or where appropriate the dean or designee, shall
confer individually with all assistant professors, and associate professors
and professors "without tenure" appointed under Chapter 25, Section 25-
32, Subsection D. The chair (or dean or designee) shall confer individually
with the other associate professors and senior lecturers at least every two
years, and with the other professors and professors of practice at least
every three years. The purpose of the regular conference is to help
individual faculty members plan and document their career goals. While
the documentation of those goals will be part of the faculty member's
record for subsequent determinations of merit, the regular conference
should be distinct from the merit review pursuant to Section 24-55.

At each such conference, the chair, dean, or designee, and the faculty
members shall discuss:

1. The department's present needs and goals with respect to the
department's mission statement and the faculty member's present
teaching, scholarly and service responsibilities and accomplishments;
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2. Shared goals for the faculty member's teaching, scholarship, and
service in the forthcoming year (or years, as appropriate) in keeping
with the department's needs and goals for the same period; and

3. A shared strategy for achieving those goals.

The chair, dean, or designee and the faculty member shall discuss and
identify any specific duties and responsibilities expected of, and resources
available to, the faculty member during the coming year(s), taking into
account the academic functions described in Section 24-32. The chair,
dean, or designee should make specific suggestions, as necessary, to
improve or aid the faculty member's work.

D. Documentation

The chair, dean, or designee, shall, in a timely manner, document in
writing, with a copy to the faculty member, that such conferences
occurred, and shall list the subject matter discussed.

This conference document shall also articulate in sufficient detail the
discussed commitments and responsibilities of the faculty member for the
coming year(s) and how these commitments and responsibilities are
consistent with institutional standards for promotion and tenure as
defined in Chapter 24.

Should the faculty member not agree with the summary or statements in
this conference document, the faculty member shall indicate so in writing.
The failure of a faculty member to object in writing to the chair's (or
dean's) conference document within ten days of receiving it (unless upon
the faculty member's request and for good cause the period is extended
by the chair or dean) shall constitute the faculty member's official
acceptance of its terms and conditions.

If the faculty member disagrees with the conference document, the chair
(or dean) shall either withdraw it and issue a revised one to which both
parties can agree, or reaffirm the accuracy of the original conference
document.

In the event the faculty member disagrees with the resulting conference
document, the chair of the faculty member's department (or dean of an
undepartmentalized school or college) shall appoint an ad hoc committee
comprised of three department (or school/college) faculty superior (or in
the case of full professors, equal) in rank or title to the faculty member,
or faculty members from the Conciliation Board, and selected in the
following manner. The faculty member and the chair, or dean, shall each
select one member of the ad hoc committee and those two members shall
select the third member. At its earliest convenience, the ad hoc
committee shall review fully the records relating to the conference, meet
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with the faculty member, and meet with the chair, dean, or designee.

The chair, dean, or designee, and the faculty member shall then meet
with the ad hoc committee to discuss the issues, with the purpose of
achieving a resolution. In the event resolution is not achieved, the
committee in a timely manner shall report in writing the results of its
review to the faculty member, to the faculty member's department chair
or dean, and to the designee, if any. The committee's report and advice,
if any; the faculty member's written response, if any; the response by the
chair, dean, or designee, if any; and any agreement between the faculty
member and chair, dean, or designee shall be incorporated into a written
report that shall be placed in the faculty member's personnel file.

A faculty member's record upon the stated duties and responsibilities in
the conference document will be assessed in accordance with Section 24-
55. Nothing in this section is intended to alter the institutional standards
for promotion and tenure as defined in Chapter 24.

[The University Handbook included Board of Regents Governance and
Executive Orders No. 29, No. 45, and No. 64 as footnotes to this section.]

S-A 64, May 29, 1981; S-A 79, May 31, 1989; S-A 99, July 9, 1999; S-A 107,
June 20, 2002; S-A 124, July 5, 2011; S-A 129, April 16, 2013; S-A 133,
June 11, 2014; S-A 147, September 16, 2020; S-A 150, April 22, 2021: all
with Presidential approval.

Section 24-70 Faculty Salary System: Policy and Principles

A. Faculty at the University of Washington shall be salaried on a merit-based
system that reflects the University's standing among its peer institutions.
Under this system, all faculty deemed meritorious shall be regularly
rewarded for their contributions to their department, school/college, and
university. Resources permitting, the University shall provide its
meritorious faculty with salaries commensurate with those of their peers
elsewhere.

B. Advancement in salary can be effected in several distinct, but not
mutually exclusive, ways. A salary increase:

1. Shall be granted to provide an initial minimum equal-percentage
salary increase to all faculty following a successful merit review
(conducted in accord with procedures of Section 24-55);

2. Shall attend, in addition to awards under Subsection B.1 above,
promotion in rank (approved in accord with Section 24-54);

3. Shall be awarded to raise individuals' salaries to the minimum salary
for each faculty rank (in accord with Section 24-71, Subsection A.3
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below);
4. May be awarded as an additional merit salary increase beyond that

available under Subsection B.1 (following review procedures of
Section 24-55);

5. May be awarded as a result of unit-level adjustment (in accord with
Section 24-71, Subsection B.2 below);

6. May be offered in response to a potential or actual external offer of
appointment (upon review in accord with Section 24-71
Subsection B.3 below); and

7. May be allocated as a University-wide increase in the faculty salary
base that shall be distributed in equal dollar amounts or equal
percentage salary increases to all meritorious faculty.

S-A 99, July 9, 1999 with Presidential approval.

Section 24-71 Procedures for Allocating Salary Increases

A. The Provost shall consult with the Senate Committee on Planning and
Budgeting and, each biennium, shall subsequently recommend to the
President the allocation of available funds for salary increases, for
distribution among all categories listed in Section 24-70, Subsection B.
The President shall make the final decision on these allocations and shall
report the decision to the Faculty Senate.

1. This allocation shall each year make available funds to provide an
initial minimum equal-percentage salary increase to all faculty
deemed meritorious under Section 24-55.

2. This allocation shall each year make available funds to provide salary
increases to all faculty awarded promotions approved in accord with
Section 24-54.

3. Every two years, the Provost shall, after consultation with the Senate
Committee on Planning and Budgeting, determine the minimum
salary for each faculty rank. This determination shall take account of
the recent salaries of beginning assistant professors at the University
of Washington, and shall endeavor to reflect in the floors for other
ranks the general expectation of salary advancement for faculty.

B. The Provost may distribute, in the course of a biennium, funds allocated
by the President:

1. To provide additional merit salary increases (beyond those awarded
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under Subsection A.1). This allocation shall be distributed as equal-
percentage increases to all units to fund merit increases for faculty
(in accord with Section 24-55).

2. To address the market "gap" of an individual unit. Allocation of such
funds to units shall follow close consideration of individual units and
consultation with the Senate Committee on Planning and Budgeting.
The Provost shall periodically gather updates on salary information
from appropriate sources, including unit heads, and shall make those
findings available to the faculty. The department chair (or dean in an
undepartmentalized school/college) shall consult with the unit's
voting faculty who are senior (or, in the case of full professors, equal)
in rank—or the unit's designated faculty committee(s)—about the
appropriate distribution of these funds; and

3. To retain a current faculty member, based on the recommendation of
the dean. Prior to preparing a response, the dean shall first consult
with the unit's chair. The faculty of each academic unit shall be
provided the opportunity to cast an advisory vote on the appropriate
response; alternatively, the faculty may establish, consistent with the
procedures of Chapter 23, Section 23-45, a different policy regarding
the level of consultation they deem necessary before a competitive
salary offer may be made. This policy shall be recorded with the
dean's office of the appropriate unit and a copy forwarded to the
Secretary of the Faculty. The faculty shall vote whether to affirm or
amend this policy biennially.

C. The deans of the schools and colleges shall, after consultation with their
elected faculty councils (Chapter 23, Section 23-45, Subsection B),
allocate to the faculty of the constituent units of their school/college, all
funds made available to provide salary increases under Section 24-70
Subsection B. Distribution of these awards to individual faculty shall be
carried out following the requisite procedures of Chapter 24.

S-A 99, July 9, 1999; S-A 105, May 6, 2002: both with Presidential approval.

For related information, see:

e Executive Order No. 45, "Documentation of Qualifications and

Recommendations for Promotion, Tenure, and Merit Increases"
e Executive Order No. 59, "Excess Compensation to Faculty”
e Executive Order No. 64, "Faculty Salary Policy"
e Administrative Policy Statement 41.1, "Salary Payments and
Employment Periods for Academic Personnel”

University Policy and Rules Office Back to Top
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Section 25-01 Statute Relating to Tenure
[For a statute relating to tenure, see RCW 28B.20.130 (1)(2).]
Section 25-11 Statement of Policy by the Board of Regents

[See Board of Regents Governance, Regent Policy No. 20.]

Section 25-31 Definition of Tenure

Tenure is the right of a faculty member to hold the faculty member's position
without discriminatory reduction of salary, and not to suffer loss of such
position, or discriminatory reduction of salary, except for the reasons and in
the manner provided in the Faculty Code.

Section 25-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 73, May 24, 1985: both with Presidential
approval.
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Section 25-32 Criteria for Tenure

A. Unless the faculty member is disqualified under any other provision of
this section, a full-time member of the faculty has tenure if:

1.

The faculty member is a professor or associate professor; or

The faculty member has held full-time rank as assistant professor in
the University for seven or more years and has not had the term of
appointment extended by the Provost or received notice terminating
the appointment.

B. Generally, recommendation for tenure (Section 25-41) is made
concurrently with recommendation for promotion to the rank of associate
professor (except in the circumstances listed in the subsequent
paragraphs of this section.)

C. A faculty member does not acquire tenure under:

1.

An acting appointment, or

A visiting appointment, or

Any appointment as lecturer, artist in residence, senior artist in
residence, or

An appointment as teaching associate, or

An appointment as professor of practice, or

Any appointment specified to be without tenure, or

An adjunct appointment, or

A research appointment, or

A teaching appointment, or

10. A clinical appointment, or

11. An affiliate appointment, or
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12. Any other appointment for which the University does not provide the
salary from its regularly appropriated funds, unless the President
notifies the appointee in writing that tenure may be acquired under
such appointment.

D. Appointments to the rank of associate professor or professor "without
tenure," as specified in Subsection C.6 above, are limited to not more
than two consecutive appointments, each of three years' duration. The
first appointment is for a basic period of three years, subject to earlier
dismissal for cause. During the second year of the initial appointment, the
appointment will be considered for renewal consistent with the provisions
of Chapter 24, Section 24-41, Subsection A for assistant professors. If
the associate professor or professor is reappointed, the three-year period
of reappointment must include a tenure decision and terminal year in the
event that tenure is not granted. To meet this expectation, the tenure
review must be conducted no later than the second year of the second
three-year appointment; during this second term of appointment,
postponement of the tenure decision is not an option. In the case where
tenure is not granted in the mandatory fifth year, the sixth year will be
the terminal year of appointment. The part-time renewal periods provided
for assistant professors in Chapter 24, Section 24-45, Subsection D do
not apply to associate professors and professors without tenure.

Appointments to the rank of associate professor or professor "without
tenure by reason of funding," as specified in Subsection C.11 above, are
continuing appointments governed by Chapter 24, Section 24-40.

E. A faculty member with tenure may resign a portion of the faculty
member's appointment with the agreement of the faculty member's
department chair, dean, and the President, while retaining tenure in the
faculty member's part-time appointment.

F. A part-time assistant professor appointed pursuant to Chapter 24,
Section 24-45 accumulates eligibility for tenure under Subsection A of
this section.

G. Time spent on leaves of absence from the University does not count in
the accumulation of time toward tenure.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 22, April 18, 1958; S-A 25, October 29,
1959; S-A 26, December 19, 1960; S-A 32, May 8, 1967; S-A 37, February 8,
1971; S-A 41, April 3, 1972; S-A 61, February 22, 1980; S-A 67, December 5,
1983; S-A 78, December 14, 1988; S-A 81, January 30, 1990; S-A 98, June 2,
1998; S-A 124, July 5, 2011; S-A 129, April 16, 2013; S-A 133, June 11,
2014; S-A 147, September 16, 2020; S-A 150, April 22, 2021: all with
Presidential approval.
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Section 25-33 Tenure of Faculty Members in Administrative Positions

The tenure of a faculty member who holds an administrative position, such as
that of dean or department chair, extends only to the faculty position which
she or he holds conjointly with such administrative position.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956 with Presidential approval.
Section 25-41 Granting of Tenure: Policy and Procedure

[For "Documentation of Qualifications and Recommendations for Promotion,
Tenure, and Merit Increases,” see Executive Order No. 45]

A. Tenure should be granted to faculty members of such scholarly and
professional character and qualifications that the University, so far as its
resources permit, can justifiably undertake to employ them for the rest of
their academic careers. Such a policy requires that the granting of tenure
be considered carefully. It should be a specific act, even more significant
than promotion in academic rank, which is exercised only after careful
consideration of the candidate's scholarly and professional character and
qualifications.

B. Consistent with the timelines set in Section 25-32, Subsection A.2 for
full-time assistant professors and Chapter 24, Section 24-45 for part-
time assistant professors, and Section 25-32, Subsection D for associate
professors or professors "without tenure," a decision shall be made in the
following manner:

A recommendation that the faculty member be granted or denied tenure
shall be sent to the dean of the school or college. This recommendation
shall be based upon a majority vote of the eligible professors and
associate professors of the department, or of the school or college if it is
not departmentalized. If the chair does not concur in the
recommendation the chair also may submit the chair's own
recommendation.

The dean, advised as prescribed in Chapter 24, Section 24-54,
Subsection C shall then make a recommendation to the Provost, and if
tenure is to be granted it shall be conferred by the President acting for
the Board of Regents.

If the faculty member's tenure is granted, the President shall so notify
the individual in writing. If tenure is denied, the dean shall notify the
individual in writing that the appointment will terminate at the end of the
succeeding academic year.

A faculty member whose tenure is denied may engage in the

administrative and conciliatory proceedings described in Chapter 27, and
may file a petition for review as provided in Section 25-64.
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If a tenure decision is postponed for reconsideration, the assistant
professor's dean shall cause the individual to be notified in writing that
the appointment will terminate at the end of the second succeeding
academic year unless reconsideration in the meantime shall have
resulted in the granting of tenure.

C. |Ifitis desired to appoint to a position with tenure other faculty members
referred to in Section 25-32, Subsection C, the procedures for
recommendation and granting described in Subsection B above shall be
followed, except that a denial of tenure shall not of itself lead to
termination of appointment.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 59, April 23, 1979; S-A 73, May 24, 1985;
S-A 83, April 30, 1991; S-A 98, May 12, 1998; S-A 129, April 16, 2013; S-

A 130, June 14, 2013: all with Presidential approval; RC, June 13, 2014; S-
A 150, April 22, 2021: with Presidential approval.

Section 25-51 Grounds for Removal of Persons with Tenure for Cause

A faculty member having tenure under the provisions of this chapter may be
removed for cause from the faculty member's position or subjected to
reduction of salary only for one or more of the following reasons:

A. Incompetence.

B. Neglect of duty.

C. Physical or mental incapacity to perform academic duties.

D. Unlawful discrimination or sexual harassment (see Executive Order
No. 31).

E. Scientific and scholarly misconduct, consisting of intentional
misrepresentation of credentials, falsification of data, plagiarism,
abuse of confidentiality, or deliberate violation of regulations
applicable to research (see Executive Order No. 61).

F. Conviction of a felony.

G. Intentional and malicious interference with the scientific, scholarly,
and academic activities of others. To warrant a removal for cause or
reduction of salary, conduct falling within these categories must in a
substantial way adversely affect the faculty member's or the victim's
academic, scholarly, or professional ability to carry out University
responsibilities.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 41, April 3, 1972; S-A 49, December 4,
1975; S-A 73, May 24, 1985: all with Presidential approval; RC, December 16,
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2011; RC, February 12, 2016; October 17, 2018 with Presidential approval.

Section 25-52 Removal of Faculty for Reasons of Program Elimination

A.

The removal of tenured faculty, or the removal of non-tenured faculty
prior to the end of a specified term of appointment, may be effected
upon program elimination within the University. Such removals shall be
termed "Removal for Reasons of Program Elimination."

Removal for reasons of program elimination may be effected only in
conformance with procedures set forth in Chapter 26, Section 26-41,
Procedures for Reorganization, Consolidation, and Elimination of
Programs, and the provisions of this section.

Notification

1. Each faculty member proposed by the dean for removal for reasons
of program elimination shall be so notified in writing by the dean

pursuant to Chapter 26, Section 26-41, Subsection C.2.h.

2. When the President's decision to eliminate a program becomes final
pursuant to Chapter 26, Section 26-41, Subsection C.7, and the
subsequent decision is made as to which faculty members notified
under this subsection are to be removed, each faculty member to be
removed for reason of program elimination shall be notified in writing
by the dean and the effective date of such removal shall be stated.
The dean shall deliver a copy of this notification contemporaneously
to the chair of the Adjudication Panel (Chapter 28.) No faculty
member shall be removed for reason of program elimination prior to
the end of the academic year following the one in which a final
decision is transmitted to the faculty member.

Appeal

Each faculty member notified of removal for reason of program
elimination may engage in the administrative and conciliatory
proceedings of Chapter 27. The faculty member may deliver an appeal to
the chair of the Adjudication Panel and to the Secretary of the Faculty as
provided in Chapter 28, in which case a Hearing Committee shall
determine whether the faculty member was properly identified as a
member of the program eliminated; whether the procedures in this
section were followed; whether the decision to remove the faculty
member was reasonable; and if the faculty member so alleges, whether
the faculty member was unlawfully discriminated against because of race,
religion, color, sex, national origin, age, handicap, sexual orientation, or
status as a disabled or Vietnam era veteran.

https://www.washington.edu/admin/rules/policies/FCG/FCCH25.htm1[9/22/2021 2:06:28 PM]



FCG, Faculty Code, Chapter 25, Tenure of the Faculty

E. Placement in Another Unit

The University shall make every reasonable effort to place faculty
members notified of removal for reason of program elimination in other
University employment for which they are qualified with comparable
terms of employment. Priority in such employment shall be given to the
faculty member in accordance with University and state employment
procedures. In addition to the required notification period, special
assignments with pay may be provided to enable the faculty member to
prepare for changed employment responsibilities.

F. Reinstatement

In the event that the academic program which has been eliminated is
reinstated within a period of five years, new positions shall not be filled
through normal appointment search procedures until removed faculty
members qualified for the position have been offered reappointment on
terms at least comparable to terms which applied to the position
previously held. Such removed faculty members shall be given

30 calendar days to accept or decline an offer of reinstatement.

S-A 49, December 4, 1975; S-A 67, December 5, 1983; S-A 73, May 24, 1985;
S-A 95, June 17, 1996: all with Presidential approval; RC, December 4, 2013;
RC, January 22, 2016.

Section 25-53 Necessity for Hearings in Tenure Proceedings

No faculty member having tenure as defined in this chapter shall be removed
from the faculty member's position or subjected to discriminatory reduction of
salary until the faculty member has been given opportunity for a full review
and hearing as provided in Sections 25-62, 25-71, or Chapter 26, Section 26-
31 as applicable to the case, and in Chapter 28.

Section 13-31, April 16, 1956; S-A 73, May 24, 1985: both with Presidential
approval.

[The former Sections 25-54, Financial Emergency, and 25-55, Procedures for
Elimination of an Academic Program, have been renumbered and now appear
as Chapter 26, Sections 26-31 and 26-41 respectively. The former Sections 25-
61, Tenure Committee, 25-65, Grievance Committee, and 25-72 through 25-
76, Faculty Conduct Committee, have been replaced by Chapters 27 and 28. S-
A 73, May 24, 1985: all with Presidential approval.]

Section 25-62 Proceedings for the Resolution of Differences

The policies and procedures detailed in Chapters 24, 25, and 26 are intended
to ensure academic freedom and to protect the rights of the individual to
careful consideration of the individual's merits, and also to enhance the ability
of the University and its academic units to select and maintain a faculty of the
highest quality possible. Occasions may arise in which a faculty member may
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state that the faculty member's academic freedom or employment rights were
or will be impaired if some action or inaction of the faculty member's academic
unit or of the University as a whole is permitted, as well as occasions where
the University may proceed against a faculty member. A faculty member facing
such action or inaction may wish to contest the administrative behavior in
question. Such a person is entitled to use the following proceedings:
administrative (Chapter 27, Section 27-31), conciliatory (Chapter 27.

Section 27-42), and adjudicative (Chapter 28). The University Ombud is
available for consultation and advice. Cases subject to these proceedings may
include allegations of unlawful discrimination because of race, religion, color,
sex, national origin, age, handicap, sexual orientation, or status as a disabled
or Vietnam era veteran. These proceedings serve to protect the rights both of
the individual concerned and the University. In a larger sense they fulfill an
important role in protecting the academic profession from infringement of the
prerogatives necessary for its proper functioning; and by the same token they
protect these rights and the status of the academic profession in our society by
assuring that the prerogatives are not demeaned through misuse as a shelter
for incompetence or neglect of duty.

S-A 73, May 24, 1985 with Presidential approval; RC, March 3, 2013; RC,
January 22, 2016.

Section 25-63 Dismissal of a Nontenured Faculty Member

A nontenured faculty member may be dismissed prior to the expiration of the
period for which she or he was appointed for the grounds stated in Section 25-
51, and in such cases the procedure described in Section 25-71 shall be
followed, or for reasons of program elimination, and in such cases the
procedure described in Section 25-52 shall be followed; or for reasons of
financial emergency, in which cases the procedure described in Chapter 26,
Section 26-31 shall be followed.

S-A 39, June 8, 1971; S-A 67, December 5, 1983; S-A 73, May 24, 1985: all
with Presidential approval.

Section 25-64 Discriminatory Reduction in Pay or Improper Non-
Reappointment

A. In a case in which a tenured or non-tenured faculty member alleges that
the faculty member has suffered discriminatory reduction in pay, or in
which a non-tenured faculty member alleges violation of the Faculty Code
in connection with the faculty member's non-reappointment, including
denial of tenure, the faculty member making the allegation may engage
in the administrative and conciliatory proceedings of Chapter 27. The
faculty member may file a petition for review with the Chair of the
Adjudication Panel and the Secretary of the Faculty, in which case the
procedures set forth in Chapter 28 shall be followed. The petition for
review may include allegations of unlawful discrimination because of
race, religion, color, sex, national origin, age, handicap, sexual
orientation, or status as a disabled or Vietham era veteran.
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B. The procedures set forth in Section 25-62 shall be followed. The burden
of proof shall rest with the faculty member making the allegation.

S-A 39, June 8, 1971; S-A 55, May 25, 1977; S-A 73, May 24, 1985: all with
Presidential approval.

Section 25-71 Standard of Conduct

A. The University is an institution having special public responsibility for
providing instruction in higher education, for advancing knowledge
through scholarship and research, and for providing related services to
the community. As a center of learning, the University also has the
obligation to maintain conditions which are conducive to freedom of
inquiry and expression in the maximum degree compatible with the
orderly conduct of its functions. For these purposes the University is
governed by rules and regulations which safeguard its functions, and
which, at the same time, protect the rights and freedoms of all members
of the academic community. All members of the academic community,
including members of the faculty, have an obligation to comply with the
rules and regulations of the University and its schools, colleges, and
departments.

B. If a member of the faculty is alleged to have violated a rule or regulation
of the University, its schools, colleges, or departments, the department
chair or the dean in a non-departmentalized school or college shall fully
inform the faculty member of the nature and specific content of the
alleged violation and shall offer to discuss the alleged violation with the
faculty member and with the party raising the issue. The faculty member
and the party raising the issue may each be accompanied by one person.
The matter may be concluded at this point by the mutual consent of all
parties.

C. If the department chair, the dean, or the faculty member so wishes, the
department chair, the dean, or the faculty member may initiate
conciliatory proceedings at any time by contacting the University Ombud
as provided in Chapter 27, Section 27-42.

D. If a mutually agreeable resolution is not achieved under Subsection B or
C of this section, and if the dean (after consultation in the case of a
departmentalized school or college with the department chair and the
faculty member) determines that the alleged violation is of sufficient
seriousness to justify consideration of the filing of a formal statement of
charges that might lead to dismissal, reduction of salary, or suspension
for more than one quarter, the dean shall follow one of the following
procedures:
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1.

In cases concerning allegations of unlawful discrimination or sexual
harassment, the dean shall request an investigation by the University
Complaint Investigation and Resolution Office (UCIRO) as provided in
Administrative Policy Statement 46.3.

In cases concerning allegations of scientific and scholarly misconduct
as defined in Section 25-51, the dean shall proceed as provided in
Executive Order No. 61, "Policy for Addressing Allegations of
Scientific and Scholarly Misconduct.”

In all other kinds of cases the dean shall appoint a special
investigating committee of three faculty members who are not
directly involved in the matter being considered. The committee shall
assist the dean in the informal and confidential gathering of
information and documentation and shall advise the dean in its
interpretation. If as a result of the foregoing investigation the dean
concludes that further action is not merited, then the matter shall be
dropped (although a faculty member aggrieved as a result of these
activities has recourse to the conciliatory proceedings of Chapter 27
and to the adjudicative proceedings described in Chapter 28,

Section 28-32, Subsection A.)

E. If, after engaging in the procedures specified in Subsection D.2 or D.3
above, the dean concludes that further action is warranted, the dean
shall deliver to the Provost a written record stating that reasonable cause
exists to adjudicate charges of wrongdoing brought against the faculty
member, with enough of the underlying facts to inform the Provost of the
reasons for this conclusion. Upon filing of the written report with the
Provost, the case shall be decided in the manner prescribed in Chapter

28.

S-A 36, June 17, 1970; S-A 73, May 24, 1985; S-A 86, December 8, 1992; S-
A 91, July 11, 1994: all with Presidential approval; RC, June 28, 2010; RC,
March 3, 2013; RC, January 22, 2016; RC, February 12, 2016; October 17,
2018 with Presidential approval.

For related information, see:

e Board of Regents Governance, Regent Policy No. 20, "Tenure of the

Faculty Statement of Policy”
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