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Feedback from last year

However, as a professional planner | would always be

looking for more: e.g. a Mission Statement or Statement of
Purpose (why does the department exist and why is it
different from any other EE department), objectives in
support of the Mission (undergraduate, graduate, research,
service,etc), and actions to achieve the objectives and
sati sfy the Mission. A VIiIsi
will the department look like in 5 years?
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Vision Statement

The UCR Electrical Engineering Department is to become
recognized locally, statewide, nationally and internationally
as a leader in electrical and computer engineering research
and education.
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ODbjectives

Towards achieving the depar
Department sets for itself the following objec -tives, to be
achieved by the end of the plan period (2007 -2012):

To be in the top 50 Ph.D. granting EE programs in the U.S.
To maintain ABET accreditation for EE.
To maintain ABET accreditation for CompE.

To increase and maintain external funding so that on average each
faculty supports 5 Ph.D. students.

5. To increase extramural funding of multi -Pl, interdisciplinary research
projects..

6. To recruit at least one member of National Academies.
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Strengths

The EE Department remains relatively young with a highly
motivated, focused faculty who are working to establish the
reputation of the Department. The youth of the Department
enables 1t to readily adapt
engineering trends and environments, and to adjust and
focus its resources in emerging areas of strategic
Importance.

Concrete examples of EE Dept. strengths include:

i The Department currently focuses on 5 interrelated areas that are of
high current relevance and im-pact: Nano Materials and Devices
(NMD), Integrated Circuits and VLSI System Design (ICVSD), Con
trols and Robotics (CR), Intelligent Systems (1S), and Signal
Processing and Communications (SPC). Cohesive nucliei have formed
iIn each area. (Supports objective 5. funding).

i The faculty maintain a high productivity in terms of publications and
winning of grants and awards. (1. Peer Assessment)
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Strengths (cont)

i The faculty are highly active in professional leadership. Nearly all EE
Associate Professors and Professors have served on prominent
technological boards and journal editorial boards. (1. Peer
Assessment)

i The faculty are active in campus research centers, CNSE, CNID, CRIS,
and Ce-CERT. (5. funding)

i Matt Barth serves as the Director for Ce-CERT and Bir Bhanu serves
as the director of CRIS. These centers have provided numerous
research opportunities for EE undergraduate and graduate students.
(5. funding)
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Weaknesses

Youth of the department

sLack of a |l ong, established repu
visibility.
Size

i The small size of the faculty makes it difficult for the Department to
compete with its peers, especially those in the sister UC schools.

Lack of NAE / Nobel prize winners on faculty

Location

i Inland Empire is not as appealing as San Diego, LA, Santa Barbara,

Santa Cruz, or Berkeley. This affects recruitment at all levels.

The above factors negatively affect the Department in
aspects such as in

i Faculty recruitment and retention

i Student recruitment and retention

i Staff retention

i Winning large grant proposals

i Ranking

Q
Z
0
L]
L
Z
Q
Z
L]
-
<T
O
0
|_
O
L
—
L




Issues to Address

Due to the current small size of the department (alumni,
undergraduate students, graduate students, and faculty),
recognition of the high quality of the EE Department is
difficult to attain. Lack of recognition is a detriment to
student and faculty recruitment and winning large center
proposals.

Due to the currently low number of faculty, the service
load per faculty is high. This could become a detriment to
new faculty recruitment and existing faculty retention,
teaching quality, and research output.

Due to the currently low number of faculty, it is difficult to
offer a basic yet broad enough selection of graduate
courses and undergraduate technical electives meeting the
Increasingly more diverse demands. This could potentially
become a detriment to both student recruitment and
retention.
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Actions to Address Issues

To address 1 (recognition):

i Faculty are encouraged to participate in highly visible professional
activities.

i The Department will work with the College to strengthen its local and
statewide publicity events: Tech Horizons, Preview Day, open house
activities, and high school visits

i The Department should publish a quarterly news bulletin and an
annual report, which along with other publicity materials would be
disseminated to universities, industry, and local high schools, but we
lack the resources.

i The Department will redesign and regularly update its websites.

i The Department will maintain and further enhance its colloquium
series.



Actions to Address Issues (Program Growth)

Department Student/Faculty
Rati o0do0DY
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Bioengineering 2.43

Chem. & Env. 7.53

Engineering

Computer Science 16.06

& Engr.

Electrical 8.38 :

Engineering Teaching Loads and
. FTEs Generated

Mechanical 9.29

Engineering

BCoE 12.62

CNAS 25.12

CHASS 25.76
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Actions to Address Issues (Program Growth)

Implication for faculty lines.

Department Teaching FTEs Faculty Lines
(OD®O 7) Generated

Bioengineering 13.39 0.71
Chem. & Env. 107.97 5.73
Engineering

Computer 465.98 24.91
Science & Engr.

Electrical 187.65 10.03
Engineering

Mechanical 154.17 8.24
Engineering

BCoE 929.16 49.68
CNAS 4,485.25 239.85
CHASS 7,598.33 406.32
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Actions to Address Issues (Program Growth)

i Total departmental student enroliment comes from 4 programs: EE
undergraduate program, CE undergraduate program, EE M.S.
program, and EE Ph.D. program. Each program must be targeted.

i Ph.D. program

AGenerous Central Fund / BCOE support
AEncouragement from the Dean in the merit and review process
I Discouragement of the use of post-docs
A$5K discretionary fund for each Ph.D. (funded 50% by a faculty member).
ACourse credit given for graduate supervision.

AEncourage research groups within EE and interdisciplinary efforts across
departments and Colleges to lead large Center proposals.

Alnterdisciplinary faculty candidates will be sought that can lead or
participate in large interdisciplinary Center proposals, and who have
demonstrated success in obtaining funding from agencies which currently
provide little support to the EE Dept. such as the DOE and the NIH.



Actions to Address Issues (Program Growth)

i M.S. Program

AProfessional M.Eng. program with technical specialties offered by the
Depts. Targeted at practicing engineers.

i B.S./M.S. combined 5yr. program

i Creation of interdisciplinary programs run jointly by Depts.
AB.S. Materials Science and Engineering
AM.S./Ph.D. Materials Science and Engineering
I 5 new faculty lines added to college

i B.S. Retention
AEnginuity Hall
I Built-in academic and social support
I Tutoring
Alncreased freshman engagement with BCOE
I Required freshman seminar course (EE 10).
I Move EE courses earlier into course plan.

i B.S. Recruitment
ABCOE
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Summary

Actions focused on growing the program

i Undergraduate

ARetention i Enginuity Hall, Freshman seminars, EE courses earlier in
curriculum

ABCOE Recruitment
i Faculty hiring
Alnterdisciplinary candidates

Q) i Graduate Program

Z ARecruitment (generous Central / BCOE funds)
% Alncreased research grant activity

LL Alncentives and punishments set by the Dean
(ZD i Creating new, interdisciplinary, shared programs
= AMaterials Science and Engineering

L AM.Eng.

< AB.S./M.S.
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Trends

14 UC undergraduate growth.
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http://ca.rand.org/stats/education/collenroll.html
http://ca.rand.org/stats/education/collenroll.html
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Undergraduate student enroliment. EE (red), CE (blue), and
EE+(CE/2) (yellow).

O
Z
e
LLI
LLI
Z
O
Z
LLI
—l
<
O
e
|_
O
LLI
—
LLI




Trends
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Immediate Concern

10% budget reduction for UC for the next several years.
This could

i Freeze hiring
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Research Funding
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