
Executive Summary of Biocore Review Report ~ O O I  
The committee concluded that it is necessary to preserve Biocore, or something very like it. A campus 
with such a high concentration of biologists should provide an au~lerated biology course sequence to 
meet the needs of the high caliber students it attracts. The four-semester Biocore sequence, which 
emphasizes the process of how knowledge is gained, poises students to distinguish themselves as critical 
and creative thinkers, whether they subsequently enter medical school or get hooked on discovery and 
pursue careers in research. The integrated sequence of four courses plus labs, which reinforces concepts 
by returning to them in successive semesters, cultures a cohort of students to the point that as juniors 
they can understand and appreciate cutting edge biology. The UW has a responsibility to provide such a 
challenging track to our most talented and ambitious students, to give them the opportunity to stretch 
their capabilities. 

The committee found Biocore to be in a strong state. Enrollment is steady, student evaluations 
are very positive, the faculty involved is enthusiastic and dedicated, and the mix of students with whom 
the comm-rttee met was terrific proof of the product. Though not without exception, faculty and staff 
involved in the Bot/Zoo 151-152 sequence, which may be viewed as an alternative to Biocore, were 
anxious to see Biocore continue and prosper. They see Biocore filling a niche different from that of 151- 
152. The two course sequences experience many of the same diffiarlties, such as recruiting teaching 

faculty, so the subsuming of one by the other would not solve the problems. 


The major concern focused on by the committee was whether Biocore can remain strong and 
viable after the retirement of key personnel, namely Ann Burgess, Millard Susman, and Wayne W e r .  
The committee recognized that much of Biocore's success was a result of the devotion and efforts of 
these individuals, but the consensus was that a careful selection of replacements, a strengthening of the 
Biocore administrative structure, and adjustments in the reward structure for undergraduate teaching 
would keep the program out of jeopardy. 

The problem most likely to thwart a new director is the recruiting of faculty to teach the four 
courses. The persistence of Ann Burgess, who has a combination of experience and instinct that is 
perhaps unique, is responsible for the presently full stable of faculty. Itwould be unwise to assume that 
her replacement would be as successful if given the same deck of cards. 

The committee considers the following issues to be most important and makes the following 

recommendations. 


1A) A person to replace Ann Burgess should be hired and, in the interests of continuity, the search 
should begin without delay. A Ph.D.-level academic staff person with teaching and research experience in 
a biological field would be ideal. The duties of this person would indude managing the day-today 
operations of the four courses and contribute to teaching. The appointment should be 100% for 12 
months; the duties and workload justify it. 

B) The Dean of L&S should appoint a faculty member who is broadly recognized for quality contributions 
to teaching and research to be Faculty Director of Biocore. The Faculty Director would be the primary 
advocate for the program across campus. The chief duties of the Faculty Director would be reuuitment of 
'teaching staff, maintenance of high standards, curriculum oversight, educating the campus about the 
merits and needs of Biocore, and ensuring that Biocore integrates well with other facets of biology 
education on campus. This person will appoint and chair a steering mm-rttee of 5 to 7 people to be 
drawn from L&S, CALS, and the Medical !3hool. Regular meetings of such a committee, which could also 
include student representatives, would help the Faculty Director be aware of issues and developments in 
various units across campus that could advantage Bimre. The comm.Ittee recommend that the Bio 
Deans collectively take responsibility for compensating the Faculty Director for his or her efforts. 

2) The MAMA system used by the Medical Sdlool to distribute aedit for teaching does not, in any 
obvious way, reward departments more for contributing to Biocore than to one of the department's 
undergraduate courses. I f  any special treatment for Biocore is built into the MAMA allocation system, it is 
not obvious enough to induce a department to help staff Biocore. This does not seem consistent with the 



role Biocore plays in the Med Scholars program, in the prepamtion of pre-med students, and in the 
preparation of undergraduate and graduate research assistants. Without special treatment within the 
reward system, it would be reasonable for a department to de-prioritize non-departmental needs such as 
Biocore. Thus, the committee recommends that teaching in Bi iore be given higher value in the MAMA 
system. The comrnittee also recornmends that the Medical School administration better inform 
departments about the MAMA system because incentives are only as effective as they are understood. 
The Biocore Faculty Director and the steering committee could assist this information transfer. 

The Biocore program also serves CAE in important ways. For example, many Biocore students 
are Biochemistry majors and bring their excellent preparation to the classroom for their remaining course 
work, and to the research labs of individual investigators. Yet, a CAE professor teaching outside of the 
department in a program such as Biocore may not have his or her efforts recognized by the department. 
And the College does not sufficiently reward departments when their faculty members contribute to such 
programs. The committee urges the Dean of CAE to create an effective in-centive for departments to 
encourage faculty partiapation in Biocore. As argued above, intercollege programs require special 
treatment in the rewards-allocation mechanism if the departments are to shift resources to them. 

3) Although Biocore is relevant to the teaching mission of many colleges and schools, its needs are 
typically not considered when the activities of new faculty hires are determined. A mechanism for making 
known the staffing needs of Biocore to deparlments that are hiring faculty members should be put in 
place by the Faculty Director and Steering Committee. A case should be made to those departments that 
the degree and quality of interaction between experienced and dedicated teachers during a semester of 
Biocore creates a superb mentoring opportunity for a new member of the faculty. A message should be 
sent down through departments that a five-week stint of teaching in Biocore, along with a letter of 
evaluation from a respected teaching peer, can distinguish an assistant professofs tenure packet. The 
Faculty Director shotlld inform the Biological Sciences' Tenure Committee of the intensive and interactive 
nature of Biocore teaching to help dispel any notion that the effort would not be appreciated and 
recognized. Finally, the committee urges the individual Biological Science Deans to consider the staffing 
needs of Biocore when hirings are made in their school or college. The committee is not advocating that 
Deans attach specific teaching assignments to o f f e d  positions, but it would be in the interests of the 
school or college for the Dean to query whether a given position could be used to strengthen a non- 
departmental program such as Biocore. 

A source of teaching talent that may be presently underutilized is the pool of Ph.D.'s in clinical 
departments within the medical and veterinary schools. New faculty members without a full, or fully- 
defined teaching mission may find the Biocore program attractive when it is explained. I f  reauiting 
efforts created a suffiaently large Biocore faculty, regularly scheduled years off from teaching could be 
arranged. Such 'sabbaticals' could be an incentive to faculty who are not required to teach, and who may 
be leery of over-committing to the program. 

4) Adion on the above recommendations will secure the Biocore program, but the changing landscape of 
biology education on this campus may require the Faculty Director and the Steering Committee to 
implement adjustments to the curriculum and course structure from time to time. For example, growth 
and development of the relatively new Biology major may provide opportunities and challenges for 
Biocore. Good communication between all groups concerned with biology education is necessary if this 
campus is to maintain the means to deliver an advanced treatment of biology to those undergmds who 
want and deserve the extra challenge. 

I n  summary, the committee came to the conclusion that Biocore is the sort of program that distinguishes 
excellent universities from good universities. The challenges Biocore faces now are solvable because 
faculty and students value the program - there is a large amount of goodwill for its success on campus. A 
strengthening and broadening of its administration, better telegraphing of the program's contributions 
and needs to departments that may have faculty able to help, and changes in the reward system for 
undergraduate teaching are realistic changes that could solve the problems that presently nag Biocore. 




























