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The meeting was convened by Larry Davis at 2pm.   
 
The first topic regarding the number and size of graduate classes (approximately 20 per 
semester) was raised because there seem to be too many classes based on the 
need/demand.  The university will not continue to permit courses that have very low 
student numbers registered at the beginning of a semester (graduate students register late) 
and that means that the department cancels a class late which has a negative effect on the 
students and professor.  Jeff Hollingsworth checked with peer institutions and received 
the most information from Wisconsin where they use fewer than 10 students as the cut-
off when cancelling a class.  The department has had classes with 5 or fewer students 
which seems very low.  It’s not a good use of classrooms and it reflects unevenness in 
work distribution if one professor is teaching a class of 40 students and another has 3 
students.  
 
Larry said that fewer graduate courses will be offered each semester in the future and a 
minimum of students enrolled in the class will be established.  In reply to a question, it is 
possible for a professor to buy-out for the semester if his/her class is cancelled vs. having 
two classes to teach the following semester.  Additionally, faculty who buy-out of one 
course should expect that the course they do teach that year will probably be an 
undergraduate course. 
 
A suggestion was made that teaching expectations should be determined so that 
professors know what to expect regarding teaching loads and the frequency that a 
professor would be able to teach a graduate class.  For example, it could be established 
that a professor can teach one graduate course every third semester.  Field committees 
need to be provided with specific guidance so that the committee becomes responsible for 
“scheduling” courses appropriately in the future.  
 
The second topic on Graduate Student Visit Day was presented by Howard Elman.  
Howard said that last year only about 15 students attended the event and given the 
amount of effort that goes into the planning, it doesn’t seem worth the time to hold just 
one day.  He proposed that the students still be offered the option of coming for a visit 
which Jenny will coordinate.  Some of the students who came did not seem that serious 
about coming here.  They seemed more interested in having a trip to Washington, DC.  
Others had already made up their minds that they would come here so the value of a 
“Visit Day” is questioned.  
 
Samir stressed the need to call each student invited to urge them to attend.  He did so and 
the numbers attending were more around 30 students vs. 15 students.  Some of the faculty 
felt that the day should be expanded vs. eliminated.  Howard then asked for “volunteers” 



to participate and he stressed that at least half of the professors needed to attend and be 
involved to make the event successful and worth the time spent.  Howard asked that 
faculty send him email on this subject and he will consider the comments/ideas and 
advise the faculty of the final decision. 
 
Howard then introduced the third topic, “Rules on the Composition of Graduate 
Committees”.  Howard said that students are developing their committees with a large 
number of members who are not part of the CS faculty.  Howard has insisted that there be 
at least one CS faculty on the committee but he asked those present for their view on this 
subject.   
 
One view was that for a prelim or defense committee, there should be a majority of CS 
faculty member on the committee.  Another view was that some faculty were comfortable 
with a minimum of two CS faculty members on a committee.  It is reasonable that the 
department stipulates a standard for committee composition.  Howard will raise this 
subject at the next meeting and request that faculty vote on what will be acceptable.  
 
Howard then asked if further modifications to the graduate program requirements are 
needed.  A student mentioned that it can be difficult to plan a course schedule because 
there is no guarantee that courses will be given on a regular basis.  A faculty member said 
he felt that an objective of the program should be to require that Ph.D. students get 
involved in research earlier in their program.  A student felt that reading research papers 
earlier was important and this raised the issue of whether there should be a test on an 
assigned reading list.   
 
One option would be to institutionalize the following requirement: 
 
“Add a research course early in the program which requires a student to develop a 
research project and work with a faculty member.  All course work should be completed 
within the first 2 ½ years.  Student should be reading research papers no later then their 
second year.” 
 
A second option would be rather than a research project, students would work with a 
faculty member reading research papers and presenting a paper or a talk/discussion on the 
research papers covered.  
 
There was no resolution regarding which, if any, course requirements should be changed. 
 
The next agenda topic was a discussion of CMSC 216, a new course developed by Alan 
Sussman.  Jeff Hollingsworth explained that the number had been changed since the last 
discussion due to campus requirements.  The intent to teach the course as an experiment 
and evaluate the outcome doesn’t fit within campus constraints and PCC regulations.  
 
Alan is teaching CMSC 216 this fall and the course has 60 students enrolled.  The course 
seems popular and is being taken by students from other majors. One of the motivations 
for this course was that it would open “minors” in CS. 
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A discussion followed.  This course could decrease time to graduation for some students.  
It eliminates redundancies existing in two other courses.  Some concern was voiced that 
one semester doesn’t give students sufficient time to master the subject.  It could also 
have a negative effect on CMSC 330 as some students might not have at least two 
programming languages and would create two different populations within the same 
course…those with and those without a minimum of two programming languages. 
 
It does seem that stronger student who has used other programming languages on their 
own are in favor of CMSC 216 while other students could find the course a challenge. 
 
There was then discussion of proposing a two-track system to the PCC and a straw vote 
was taken with the understanding that the official vote will be taken at the next meeting 
in two weeks. 
 Options: 
 
 1.  Keep CMSC 212 and CMSC 311   4 in favor 
 2.  Create CMSC 216     15 in favor 
 3.  Hybrid (keep both sets of courses on the books 12 in favor 
 
There was a suggestion that pre-requisites be established for a student to take CMSC 216 
such as a minimum grade of a B or a high grade point average (for those in another 
major).  There was also the intent that several one credit courses would be created to 
provide students with additional information and not have the number of credits exceed 
the total requirement for a degree. 
 
The last topic on the CS Teacher Education Degree Program was discussed by Jeff and 
Jim Purtilo.  CMPS views this as a CS education track just as there are other education 
tracks offered by campus.  This would require approval at the state level but seems the 
right thing to do.  No one thinks that the demand will be high but it would provide 
options to those interested in teaching CS in high schools.  Existing CS courses would be 
used in conjunction with courses offered by the campus Education Department (see 
attached document for summary). 
 
One topic was skipped due to time and will be on the agenda for the next meeting, 
“Digital Humanities Honors Program”. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:20pm. 
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