
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
Faculty Senate Meeting

Minutes
Thursday, February 18, 2010; 2:30 P.M.; Curtin 175

I. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
1. Chancellor’s Report

This PowerPoint presentation is available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/09-10/02-18-10EnrollUpdate.pdf

Chancellor Santiago presented an enrollment update. The fall 2009
freshmen class had an enrollment of 4,100 students. The long term
objective is to continue to stabilize the freshmen class at around 4,100. The
total number of undergraduate students is over 25,000 students. This figure
has continued to rise in spite of the stabilization of the freshmen class,
which is largely due to retention. The total number of graduate students has
increased, and has been fueled by new graduate programs, retention, and
recruitment. These increases are also reflected in the increases in diversity.
The undergraduate class has 15% underrepresented minorities, with the goal
of reaching 20%. Santiago said that the freshmen class is at 17%; however,
he would like to see the freshmen class reach 25% underrepresented
minorities. Underrepresented minorities at the graduate level have been
stable. Access to Success has helped increase diversity and retention at
UWM.

Although applications for fall 2009 and fall 2010 are down, enrollments
have been higher. This appears to be the result of students applying to fewer
universities or better targeting their choices. It is anticipated that the fall
2010 freshmen enrollment will be around 4,100.

The purpose of the Educational Attainment Initiative from UW System is to
increase the number of baccalaureate degree holders in Wisconsin. Santiago
said that UWM can move in the direction of that goal by continuing to
enhance retention, focusing on graduate education, and attracting
underserved populations and returning students. The objective for UWM is
to increase graduating students by 175 per year. However, there is concern
among all the UW campuses about the availability of funding to reach the
goal of the initiative. Santiago believes that the rate of graduation goals for
UWM set by the UW System could be achieved if funding is available at
approximately $24 million per biennium; however, that amount of resources
will not likely be available.

Santiago stated that this initiative is another push to make UWM an
enrollment and tuition driven campus, which it has been for the last 50
years. For the last 50 years UWM has either grown or declined in response
to its enrollment and tuition. UWM has never been fully funded when



Faculty Senate Minutes
February 18, 2010

Page 2

enrollment has grown. Santiago believes that this initiative will take away
resources from the campus if enrollment stays on the current trajectory.

UW System has requested a response to their goals. UWM’s responded that
the goal is possible with a $24 million per biennium increase. If the UW
System initiative is not funded, enrollment is projected to grow towards
35,000 students by fall 2025. If the UW System initiative is substantially
funded, enrollment is projected to grow towards 43,000 students by fall
2025. Santiago does not believe this campus can sustain a 43,000 student
body without significant resources to support it. He emphasized the need to
continue to focus on additional sources of revenue, such as extramural
funding, private support, segregated fees, and strategic state support. He
also stated that the cycle of being dependent on enrollment and tuition needs
to be broken.

Senator Welstead asked where the students will come from given the
demographic decline. Santiago said that Madison is doing very well with
out-of-state students. UWM and other campuses will experience a push and
pull for in-state students. Santiago’s concern is that resources will follow
the campuses that are successful in pulling students from other campuses.

Senator Meyer asked how much money has been raised. Santiago replied
that over $125 million has been raised. Meyer asked how much has been
raised this year. Santiago said for the fiscal year $18 million has been
raised. He added that before the capital campaign, UWM was averaging $9
million per year. During the campaign, UWM was averaging $25 million
per year. The first year after the campaign, UWM was at $22 million. The
projection is now closer to $30 million.

Senator Adesso asked what the responses from the BOR and the UW
System have been regarding UWM’s response to the initiative. Santiago
stated that the UW System needs to increase baccalaureate degree holders.
They are moving initiatives to grow research at the comprehensive
campuses and to offer baccalaureate degrees at the two-year campuses. UW
System needs to make a case to show state legislators that they are doing
something to help the state get new resources.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for five minutes.

Senator Van Horne said that in October he had inquired about the
enforcement of S-51 on this campus. He asked if it is now being enforced.
Santiago said that he will have an answer at the next senate meeting.
Senator Strickler inquired about Milwaukee bringing in out-of-state
students. Santiago replied that part of the issue is tuition. UWM has efforts
to reduce tuition for out-of-state students, but the BOR would have to
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convince the state legislators to reduce out-of-state tuition, while in-state
tuition increases.

Senator Gajdardziska-Josifovska asked about expanding the Access to
Success program to graduation and placement. Santiago said that there are
efforts to expand the program, but it will require more resources.

2. University Committee Report (UC): Cindy Walker, Chair
The report is attached.

3. Academic Planning and Budget Committee Report: Jay Moore, Chair
The report is attached.

Senator Schwartz asked if the alternative plan to the Milwaukee Initiative
expenditure plan that was distributed on January 21 was discussed with the
BOR at the beginning of January. Professor Moore affirmed that he and
Professor Petering contacted members of the BOR. He also pointed out that
the alternative plan is separate from anything that the APBC has done.
Schwartz asked if the motion that will be presented later in today’s senate
meeting is essentially the alternative plan. Moore replied that the motion is
very consistent with the alternative plan. Schwartz questioned why the
motion has not been reviewed by the APBC, since the plan contains budget
implications. Furthermore, he cited the prime functions from the APBC
charter, and said that the APBC does not need to wait for the senate to
request that the APBC review the plan.

4. Kenwood IRC Report: Paul Lyman, PEC Representative
The report is attached.

5. Freshwater Sciences Report: Mark Harris, Acting Dean, Freshwater
Sciences
The report is attached.

6. Graduate Faculty Committee: Tracey Heatherington, Chairperson
The report is attached.

7. Economic Benefits Committee: Susan Fontana, Chair
Professor Susan Fontana was not present, but will submit a written report to
the Secretary of the University. 2008-2009 Annual Report is attached.

8. Student Association (S.A.): Brian Bromberek, S.A. Student Life & Interest
Committee, Chair

 February 23, 2010 from 10:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. the Student
Association will be hosting a Diversity Symposium in the Wisconsin
Room in the Union.
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 Brian Bromerek, graduate student, and Kyle Duerstein,
undergraduate student, have been selected to serve on the Columbia
St. Mary’s Committee.

II. SENATE ROLL CALL
Secretary of the University Trudy Turner conducted the roll call for the Senate.
Parliamentarian Richard Marcus and 43 senators were present. A quorum of the
Faculty Senate was present.

III. AUTOMATIC CONSENT
The minutes of the January 28, 2010 Faculty Senate meeting were approved as
amended.

IV. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT
1. Document 2700, 01/28/10: Recommendation of the Department of

Occupational Therapy and the College of Health Sciences to Change the
Department’s Name to Department of Occupational Science and
Technology. To UWM Administration, 01/28/10. Approved 02/02/10.

2. Document 2702, 01/28/10: Motion that the Senate body creates a special
committee (per P&P 6.40) to plan potential uses of the Columbia St. Mary’s
facility, should it become a part of the Kenwood campus. To UWM
Administration, 01/28/10. Received 02/02/10.

Senator C. Walker made a motion to suspend the rules in order to move Special Order
of Business before Business on the senate agenda. The motion was seconded and
passed unanimously by voice vote.

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS
At 3:30 P.M. C. Walker made a motion to go into closed session to consider the
qualifications of and balloting for a candidate nominated as a recipient of an
Honorary Degree. The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by
voice vote. Senator Michelle Lopez Rios, Honorary Degrees Committee Chair,
presented the ballot for an honorary degree candidate.

Chancellor Santiago announced the results of the honorary degree voting. The
honorary candidate received a positive vote from the Faculty Senate and will
be informed.

At 3:38 P.M. there was a motion to rise from closed session. The motion was
seconded and approved unanimously by voice vote.

VI. BUSINESS
1. Faculty Document 2710. Senator Margo Anderson moved approval of FD

2710, Motion from the Faculty Senate to urge the State and the UWM
Administration to purchase the Columbia St. Mary’s complex in an
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expeditious fashion and to do so with the maximum flexibility of uses of
the property for UWM. The motion was seconded.

Senator Adesso made a motion to review FD 2710 ad seriatum. The
motion was seconded and approved unanimously by voice vote.

Anderson presented the rationale. There are many parties involved in the
process of UWM expanding its footprint, which includes the BOR, state
legislators, private donors, and the UWM community. CSM has come back
into the picture as a possible capital purchase. Anderson stated that there is
an interest in the faculty senate finding a vehicle to express its will in formal
motion and formal action regarding the future of this campus.

Senator Van Horne asked if CSM is attainable. Chancellor Santiago replied
that he is not sure if it is attainable and provided an explanation. CSM
originally requested $80 million to purchase the facility. The state
enumerated CSM at $56 million in program revenue to purchase it. A
developer was willing to purchase it for $44 million, which would have
required 100% usage of student housing with 1,200 beds. This was not
feasible because of the housing that UWM recently built. By law, the state
cannot purchase the facility, unless it takes the average of the two highest
appraisals. Six to seven years ago there were two appraisals at $13 million
and $18 million. CSM is getting a new appraisal and Santiago
suspects the figure to come back at around $10 million. Santiago pointed out
that CSM has used the property, in part, as collateral when it merged with
Ascension Health. The collateral was used to purchase loans for the building
of the new hospital. The existing facility will probably be vacated in January
2011. CSM will have to consider if it will be better for them to hang on to
the building as an asset, which will cost around $2 million in maintenance
costs, or to sell it for $10 million. If CSM offered to sell the facility for the
average of the two highest appraisals, the state will make the determination
on whether to purchase it. Santiago added that CSM has a 100 bed housing
complex, and UWM has expressed an interest in leasing that parcel.

FD 2710.0 (main motion): Motion from the Faculty Senate to urge the State
and the UWM Administration to purchase the Columbia St. Mary’s complex
in an expeditious fashion and to do so with the maximum flexibility of uses
of the property for UWM.

FD 2710.0 (main motion) was approved unanimously by voice vote.

FD 2710.1 (item 1): The Senate also recommends that the campus formally
commit now to house the UWM School of Public Health at Columbia St.
Mary’s Hospital site.

Senator C. Walker questioned the knowledge and expertise and right of the
faculty senate to tell the School of Public Health (SPH) where they should be
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located. She also asked why the SPH executive committee did not bring this
to the senate. Anderson replied that the goal is to get these specific questions
into a framework for the senate to discuss and make recommendations.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for ten minutes.

Senator Van Horne requested that Professor David Petering speak to this
motion.

Senator Schwartz made a motion to refer FD 2710 item 1 to the CSM
committee and the APBC.

Senator Schwartz’s motion was seconded.

Professor Petering stated that the motion originally came from him and
Professor Jay Moore. He went on to explain that one of the linkages to its
origin comes from simply trying to have a discussion on the merits as to
where SPH should be located. He went on to say that there is no real
underlying basis for the decision for locating SPH at the Pabst site in the
absence of considering other sites, particularly ones on campus. Secondly,
he stated, this relates to the Milwaukee Initiative and the research growth
agenda. So far, the Water Institute and the construction of a physics building
have been supported. There has not been support for SPH or STEM
expansion. Space constraints will hinder hiring more science and
engineering professors, instructors, and staff. There is only $26 million left
and it is all program money, which is the basis for the purchase for CSM.
These issues should be considered in order to move the growth agenda
forward.

Senator Adesso voiced a concern about the motion not allowing for the
discussion of other sites to be considered; therefore, he would like to see the
motion broadened.

Senator Steve Meyer voiced concern about the UC delaying things. He said
that referring the motion to committee will delay the process, and added that
the senate needs to vote on the document and not refer it to committee.

Senator Mary K. Madsen would also like the PEC to review FD 2710 item 1.

Senator Marija Gajdardziska-Josifovska made a friendly amendment to FD
2710 item 1. She suggested that the CSM committee be the main overview
committee and coordinate work with the APBC and the PEC.
Furthermore, once the committees have finished their work, the CSM should
consult with the faculty of the SPH and STEM, before reporting back to the
Faculty Senate.
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Senator Schwartz accepted the friendly amendment.

Senator Anderson stated that it is important that the CSM committee report
back to the Faculty Senate by the April senate meeting in order for the
decision process to continue.

Senator Marcia Parsons said that the UC believed it was important to create
the CSM committee to consider all possible uses of the space because that is
the model that supports master planning.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for five minutes.

Senator Paul Florsheim asked if this motion is referred, will it impede the
Chancellor’s capacity to move forward with plans. Santiago replied that
negotiations are on-going. The donor’s health is an issue and his
intent is to expedite his gift as quickly as possible. The donor is receptive to
flexibility in terms of location. Florsheim questioned why the SPH is being
considered the first to go into CSM, given it is one entity that has a clear
viable option, while there are needs across the campus for that space.
Santiago said that there many dimensions to all of the projects and it is very
complex.

Senator Schwartz stated that it is an improper characterization that the UC
has been trying to delay the process. The document created by David
Petering and Jay Moore could have been brought to the senate in January.
He added that the UC is trying to get the APBC to give the senate advice
before it considers a vote.

Senator Welstead asked if there was any sense as to whether the donor has
put a restriction on the location.

Santiago read a statement from the donor’s representatives:
Our plans are to place the graduate school of public health downtown, and
we are currently in the final stages of developing a budget and financing plan
for Building 29 at the brewery. Mr. Zilber has agreed to the Chancellor’s
request to be flexible in his gift as it relates to this location.

FD 2710.1 was referred to the CSM Committee, APBC, and PEC by voice
vote with one negative vote.

FD 2710.2 (item 2): The Senate also recommends that the campus suspends
plans now to develop the Pabst Brewery site as a possibility for housing the
School of Public Health.

Senator Schwartz made a motion to refer FD 2710 item 2 to the CSM
Committee, APBC, and the PEC. The motion was seconded.
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Senator Van Horne asked if the location is a moot point, considering the
donor’s statement that the Chancellor read. He asked for clarification as to
whether the donor will pull his resources, if SPH is not located at Building
29. Santiago replied that he does not know what the financing plans entail,
and that more information is necessary to make an informed decision on that
facility. If it does not work out, perhaps there may be other facilities
available downtown. Other units on campus have expressed interest in
moving to Building 29. Santiago is trying to keep as much flexibility for this
campus as possible.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for ten minutes.

Senator Anderson pointed out that the current motion does not consider other
uses for the Pabst site (Building 29). Therefore, she encouraged other
faculty groups or constituents to refer other ideas to the CSM Committee,
APBC, and PEC.

Senator Ginny Stoffel asked for clarification regarding the present motion
(FD 2710, item 2), and the first motion (FD 2710, item 1) that was approved.
The motion will go to the CSM Committee, APBC, and the PEC, and
consult with the SPH and STEM faculty. Timing was not mentioned in
the motion.

Van Horne asked if SPH is located in CSM, will the gift be withdrawn.
Santiago replied that he does not know, but believes that there is a high
probability that the gift will be withdrawn. In the case that UWM cannot
afford the downtown site or cannot find an alternative site in downtown
Milwaukee, Santiago has asked for flexibility to look at alternative sites,
including CSM.

Senator Petering said that the UWM Development Office has stated that
there is nothing in the agreement that says there is a site specification. At the
end of September 2009, the donor’s representative had also stated that there
is no site specification. They would like SPH located at Building 29, but if
the location would change, the interest would still be there. Santiago replied
that initially the gift was not site specific, but the conditions of the gift have
changed and now the interest in Building 29 is site specific. The funds are
no longer coming from the Zilber Foundation; the funds are now coming
from Zilber’s personal wealth. Santiago had spoken with the donor’s
representative this morning and has confirmed this information.

Senator Paul Lyman said that it seems unwise for the senate to recommend
to suspend plans to develop the Pabst Brewery site as a possible site for the
SPH. Therefore, he recommends voting down the motion to refer in order to
vote down the motion on the floor. A senator agreed and said that the first



Faculty Senate Minutes
February 18, 2010

Page 9

motion asked the senate to vote on maximum flexibility, and the motions that
follow are asking to reduce flexibility at alternative sites and at CSM.

Santiago reminded the senate that whether the money comes from a donor,
the state of Wisconsin, or students, there will be some requirements on
behalf of the institution.

Senator Schwartz said that if the senate is ready to vote on this motion, he
will withdraw his motion to refer. The senator who seconded the motion
agreed. The motion was withdrawn.

There was a motion to call the question. It was seconded. The motion
failed.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for five minutes.

Senator Florsheim said that it is important for UWM to establish other
campus hubs. He believes that SPH should be located in downtown
Milwaukee, and that UWM should be invested in helping to revitalize
Milwaukee.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for five minutes.

Senator Lyman moved to table FD 2710.2 (item 2) indefinitely. The motion
was seconded. A friendly amendment was made to postpone rather than
table the motion.

The motion to postpone FD 2710.2 (item 2) passed by voice vote with two
nay votes.

FD 2710.3 (item 3): The Senate also recommends that the campus suspends
plans now to develop County Grounds in Wauwatosa as an off-campus site
for an Innovation Research Park.

Senator Robert Jeske moved to postpone FD 2710.3 (item 3) using the same
rationale as stated in postponing FD 2710.2 (item 2). The motion was
seconded.

The motion to postpone FD 2710.3 (item 3) passed by voice vote with two
nay votes.

Senator Anderson said that the fourth item on FD 2710 is moot due to the
actions taken on FD 2710.2 (item 2) and FD 2710.3 (item 3).

Time was called.
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No action was taken on FD 2710.4 (item 4).

2. Division of Arts and Humanities:
Faculty Document 2706. Professor Jeff Hayes moved approval of FD 2706,
Motion for the Inclusion of School of Public Health in the Division of Arts
and Humanities.

The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

3. Division of Professions:
Faculty Document 2704. Professor Tom Walker moved approval of FD
2704, Motion for the Inclusion of the School of Freshwater Sciences in the
Division of Professions.

The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

Faculty Document 2708. Professor Tom Walker moved approval of FD
2708, Motion for the Inclusion of the School of Public Health in the
Division of Professions.

The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

4. Division of Social Sciences:
Faculty Document 2705. Professor Robert Jeske moved approval of FD
2705, Motion for the Inclusion of the School of Freshwater Sciences in the
Division of Social Sciences.

The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

Faculty Document 2709. Professor Robert Jeske moved approval of FD
2709, Motion for the Inclusion of the School of Public Health in the
Division of Social Sciences.

The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

5. Division of Natural Sciences:
Faculty Document 2703. Professor Mark McBride moved approval of FD
2703, Motion for the Inclusion of the School of Freshwater Sciences in the
Division of Natural Sciences.

The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

Faculty Document 2707. Professor Mark McBride moved approval of FD
2703, Motion for the Inclusion of the School of Public Health in the
Division of Natural Sciences.
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The motion was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.

6. Report on Criminal Background Checks (CBC).
Dev Venugopalan had to leave to teach a class. Robin Van Harpen
presented the report.

This PowerPoint presentation is available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/09-10/02-18-10CBC.pdf

Senator Welstead asked if the Graduate School has had any discussion on
offsetting the costs for international background checks. It is costly for
departments to bring in international graduate students, while trying to grow
that population. Colin Scanes, Dean of the Graduate School, said that he will
follow up on it.

Senator Adesso asked if there is an effort being made to present this data to
the legislators who mandated the CBCs because the hit rate is very low given
the money spent on CBCs. He also asked if the severity of the offenses are
known. Van Harpen said that financial offenses were more common, e.g.,
shoplifting, and that most of the denials were student cash handling
positions. Violent offenses were rare.

Senator Krishna Pillai said that international students must go through a
stringent process to get their VISA and he questioned why international
students must repeat the process at UWM.

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved by voice vote to
extend the discussion for five minutes.

Senator Gajdardziska-Josifovska agreed with Pillai and said that a case
should be made to BOR and the state legislators to address this point. Van
Harpen will share all these comments with Venugopalan.

Santiago asked if UWM is the only campus that reports back to the senate
and do all UW campus provide CBC reports to the UW System. Van Horne
will get the information for the Chancellor.

Senator Johnson said that the total costs for CBCs in 2009 at UWM
($91,930) is a just a few thousand dollars short of what the BOR said the
total costs would be for the entire UW System. He said this information
should be sent back to the BOR along with a total cost for the entire UW
System.

Senator Florsheim suggested that CBCs be more logically enforced.
Santiago said that he would like to discuss this data with the other UW
Chancellors, because the cost is significant.
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7. Master Plan Update
Master Planning web site: www.masterplan.uwm.edu
Provost Cheng was not in attendance at the senate meeting. Bob Greenstreet
announced that the consultants will be finishing the report in a couple of
weeks and the results will be available on the MasterPlan web site. Lee Ann
Garrison asked that hard copies be available.

VII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None

VIII. GENERAL GOOD AND WELFARE
Senator Adesso requested an update on the interim provost search. Chancellor
Santiago replied that Provost Cheng will be leaving on April 30. The
governance groups on campus have submitted the names of three potential
seasoned candidates. Campus feedback will be solicited around the second
week in March. There will be approximately a two week transition period.
Senator Schwartz thought it would be a month transition. Santiago replied that
if an interim is selected too early, it will undermine the Provost and questions
will arise regarding who is making decisions. Senator Parsons said that using
this timeline, Provost Cheng will lock in the distribution for funding for next
year. Santiago will talk with Provost Cheng about this matter.

Senator Ginny Stoffel announced that she has two tickets for the men’s and
women’s game tonight.

XI. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 P.M.
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February UC Report to Faculty Senate

 The composition of the CSM special committee of the Senate is complete. The APBC

called a special meeting to provide recommendations to the UC and the PEC met

yesterday and I just received their recommendations yesterday. The UC will be

contacting individuals early next week to see if they are willing to serve on the

committee. The committee will be composed of: (1) VC for Student Affairs; (2) PEC

Rep; (3) APBC rep; (4) PSOA rep; (5) CHS rep; (6) CON rep; (7) Chemistry Dept. rep;

(8) Math Dept. rep; (9) CEAS rep; (10) Enrollment Services/Academic Support rep;

(11) Associate Dean L&S; (12) Student Accessibility rep; (13) Graduate student; (14)

Undergraduate student; (15) SPH rep. Support for this committee will include Ruth

Williams, Chris Gluesing (Planning and Transportation) and Dennis Stecker (Space

Allocation). As this committee begins its work it will be very important that they

understand their charge as well as the BOR decisions, in terms of requiring that

Program Revenue be used to pay back the bonds for acquiring CSM.

 Upon completion of the Grad School workgroup the UC had asked VCR Scanes to

provide us with data - in terms of number of faculty served, number of proposals

submitted and grants received, etc,- for the different associate dean structures that were

proposed. This information was sent to us early this week. We haven’t had a chance to

look it over very carefully yet, however we plan on discussing the implications of the

different configurations at our meeting next week. However, it is difficult to

understand how the recommendations put forth by the workgroup can be accomplished

without any new funds to support additional staff in the Graduate School.

 Yesterday the UC met with Interim Dean of the SFW, Mark Harris, to discuss the

implications of building the school on any site other than the current site in Greenfield.

He explained that the most important concern of the scientists associated with the SFW

is that they remain together in close proximity and that they have docks and slips the

vessels that are used for research, both by the scientists and by their current partners

(i.e. DNR). Mark expressed concerns that the financial implications of building on any

site other than the current site have not been fully explored. Specifically, it is unclear

how much it would cost to replace the current facilities, which amounts to about 77,000

s.f. of space. If this turns out to be cost prohibitive then it may be in the best interest of

the SFW to build on their current footprint – even though the coal pile will remain an

eyesore for years to come.

 Finally, you should note that UWS has created a Compensation Advisory Committee.

In the faculty reps discussion with system we stressed the importance of having

community representatives on this committee so that we could better educate the public

about what we do.
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APBC Comments to Senate Feb 18, 2010
J. Moore, Chair

APBC has had only one meeting since the Senate last convened. In that meeting we
forwarded a list of nominees to the University Committee for the Special Committee to
plan potential uses of Columbia St. Mary’s facility.

Our next meeting is on Feb 25. On the agenda will be discussion of the series of
questions I distributed to the Senate prior to its last meeting.

Two important topics across those questions were (a) program revenue and (b) gifts-
grants, in light of the actions of the BOR in Dec, 2009, and Jan, 2010. The Senate may
recall that BOR approved acquisition and remodeling of Columbia St. Mary’s facility
via program revenue, and the acquisition of a research vessel for the School of
Freshwater Sciences via gifts-grants.

I anticipate much of the Committee discuss will be concerned with identifying sources
and uses of program revenue and gifts-grants that the campus administration had in
mind when it included them in the Milwaukee Initiative, approximately 15 months ago.
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Freshwater Sciences Report

Over the last couple of weeks the faculty and scientists of the School of Freshwater Sciences
carefully considered the issue of placing the new School at either the current Greenfield
Avenue site or the proposed Reed Street Yards site. While recognizing the limitations of the
Greenfield site, we all agree that the Reed Street Yards site is an unsuitable location for the
School. We unanimously recommend that UWM either work to improve the current site, or
propose an alternative site on Milwaukee Harbor without the serious obstructions to vessel
movements caused by drawbridge operations and barge movements that characterize sites such
as Reed Street Yards.

This conclusion is based on consideration of the specific pros and cons regarding the sites (see
p. 4-8) and comparing them to our research and educational objectives.

Background

The School’s primary goal is to advance scientific understanding of freshwater systems and
their interrelations with environmental health; to develop new technologies; to develop
economic, policy and management strategies; and to train new scientists with multidisciplinary
understanding of these systems. This goal requires the development of a diverse research
community that can interact and collaborate on a daily basis.

In practice, this means that the School must be housed at a single location that can
accommodate (1) our basic research and educational mission; (2) our support functions (ship
operations, shop fabrication); and (3) our active scientific partners (Children’s Environmental
Health Center, Wisconsin DNR, US Dept of Agriculture, EPA, USGS, USFWS, etc.). The
interactions among these three components are critical to our vision of the School.

The facility planning work in Fall 2009 provided a framework for quantifying the School’s
space needs. The study estimated that our immediate (Phase I) needs require approximately
125k assignable square feet (~45k sq ft in the new addition, ~80k sq ft in the existing building).
The spaces are quite diverse and include research laboratories, core analytical facilities,
computer/visualization facilities, offices, instructional spaces, etc. Additional site needs are
spaces that enable future developments, such as a USDA-funded aquaculture facility (~66k sq
ft footprint).

In addition, any site must accommodate the full range of boat operations, including UWM’s
Nesskay, the EPA’s Lake Guardian, and the WI DNR Gaylord Nelson as well operating and
storage yard space for smaller vessels. Dock/slip space must be able to accommodate these
multiple users simultaneously – if not, we may lose some of our close collaborators. We
require easy access to Lake Michigan so we can make use of this natural research and teaching
laboratory.

Greenfield site

The current Greenfield site has significant advantages: easy harbor access without drawbridges,
a 1250-foot long slip that can safely accommodate three large research vessels and smaller
boats, and sufficient utility hookups for the proposed expansion. Its drawbacks – most notably
the coal pile and the site access route – have not interfered with our ability to accomplish our
mission. The existing facility provides space for future renovations to meet some of our
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anticipated future needs (i.e., space beyond the 77k ASF called for in Phase I can be
developed). The site is located along a likely thoroughfare for mass transit systems. Finally,
the state funding is sufficient to support the addition needed to meet the needs of the new
School without large amounts of additional funding.

Several other attributes of the Greenfield site should be noted.
 The location on the harbor reflects our primary research orientation toward Lake

Michigan and the other Great Lakes in a very visual and public manner. The harbor
views help link us to the ongoing activity and importance of this resource.

 The coal pile may persist for fifteen years but will probably be gone once economic
conditions and national energy policies change. The school will last indefinitely.

 Additional land is available for expansion adjacent to the site even without the coal pile
property (i.e., on First Street).

 We have the potential to have a positive impact on the neighborhood as we grow. We
have links to this community through various outreach activities and would like to
strengthen these ties.

The Greenfield site could be more visually attractive with a few improvements that address the
major drawbacks of the site: the use of a berm, wall and/or trees to create a visual screen for the
coal pile; and the development of Greenfield as a boulevard. In addition, additional acreage
may be available nearby (west of the railroad tracks) to accommodate future expansion.

Reed Street Yards

The Reed Street Yards site has some advantages, most notably the ability to construct a new
state-of-the-art facility that is not, in part, a modified tile factory. However, there are
significant drawbacks to this site such as:

 Access to Lake Michigan is limited by four drawbridges that cannot be opened for
about 4-5 hours per day, and which may be delayed at other times (see p. 9-10 for more
information).

 Providing adequate laboratory-accessible slip space for the full array of research
vessels that is protected from passing canal boat traffic and pedestrians would intrude
significantly on the buildable area of the site.

 The site may not have sufficient undeveloped space for the future needs (i.e., over 5-20
years) outlined in the Fall 2009 plan.

 This site will require significant additional funds to replace the functions that the
Greenfield development plan delegated to the existing building. This relocation cost
remains undefined but probably approaches $20-25M. Such funds would reduce our
ability to raise funds for our other primary need, a new research vessel.

Summary

We agree that the Reed Street Yards site is unsuitable for the School of Freshwater Sciences.
Drawbridge problems would severely limit our access Lake Michigan – one of the clear
advantages that our researchers enjoy, and which is critical for continued development of
UWM as a leader in Great Lakes research.

In considering advantages and disadvantages of these sites, we identified key attributes that we
need to have in place for future development of the School: expansion space, direct lake access,
slip facilities. The Greenfield site has these features, although we recognize the challenges.
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While we remain open to consideration of other sites on Milwaukee Harbor that fit our needs,
we insist that the operation needs of the School are the first priority for development options.
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Pros and Cons of Site Options for the SFS

Current location: Pros

 Substantial investment in current facilities, particularly those associated with the marine
operations, instrument shop and aquaculture. The “old tile factory” does have state-of-the-
art facilities within it, despite the look of the exterior. The cost to replicate these facilities
is non-trivial, and is the single largest benefit to the current location.

 Certain aspects of the building are “industrial strength” unusual in new or research facility
construction – loading docks, utilities supplies (electrical, gas), load-bearing floors, roof,
etc. This industrial building style allows flexibility and would be expensive to duplicate.

 GLRF is located on the KK River and inner harbor. We frequently sample “at the dock”
both for testing and collecting harbor water. For example, a recent proposal ($1M/yr) with
the consulting giant URS and WATER would have established a ballast water testing
facility on location using water pumped from the harbor as the test matrix, for which it
would have served well.

 The Greenfield slip is probably the best mooring for a ship of our ilk in the entire
Milwaukee Harbor. It easily accommodates the US EPA Research Vessel Lake Guardian
(178 feet LOA), the WI DNR Research Vessel Gaylord Nelson (~50 ft LOA), UWM’s
Research Vessel Neeskay (71 ft LOA) or the new vessel (120 ft LOA), several smaller craft
(ranging in length from 16-30 feet, both DNR Fisheries and Law Enforcement vessels and
WATER Institute boats). We have a $60,000 donation to build a boat ramp and launch at
the west end of the slip to accommodate these craft. A $255,000 NSF project is underway
to construct new marine operations area for the new vessel.

 The Greenfield slip and face dock serve visiting research vessels from the NOAA Great
Lakes Environmental Research Lab, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Geological
Survey, the WI DNR, and others (e.g. research vessel’s Barney Devine, Sturgeon, Jackson,
Laurentian, and others). These vessels are tangible links to the Great Lakes research
community. The visits provide opportunities to learn about new instrumentation and
equipment, to informally talk about recent research, and to arrange student participation in
the visitor’s research. We will lose these contacts because the agencies will use other
temporary berthing sites on the harbor.

 Because at no time are there drawbridge obstructions between the Greenfield site and Lake
Michigan, the research vessels can be out on the lake within ten to fifteen minutes.

 In the long run significant land will be available. Already ~ 50 acres of adjacent land, not
counting the coal pile, is currently vacant.

 Developing the existing site (especially if it serves as the seed for a larger "Harbor
Campus") is that it would contribute to the development of a part of Milwaukee that is in
sore need of improvement. Benefits will be economic, aesthetic, and social.

 Two separate, dedicated city water mains serve GLRF – in case of a breakage, fire or other
loss of one, there is no disruption in water supply to the fisheries/aquaculture labs. The 2nd

main was paid for by the city at a cost of ~$100,000. Similiarly, there are two electrical
feeds into the building.

 Inside storage, which is always an issue, is adequate if a new building is added as in the
facility planning group’s report.

 A $1.4M new chiller system was installed 3 years ago. This has capacity to serve a future
“built out” GLRF

 Adjacent to rail line and potential future light rail
 Adjacent to planned KK corridor bike and pedestrian trail.
 Located on a dead end street, providing opportunity remake Greenfield Ave.
 Currently no “neighbors” desiring a higher use
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 Adjacencies for marine operations, robotics and buoy shop, instrument shop, and field
oriented research labs are as ideal as any in the business, and the envy of our oceanographic
colleagues

 Children’s Environmental Health Sciences Core Center Aquatic Animal Models Facility
Core is located at WATER. It is undergoing a major, NIH supported renovation for users
who are co-located with the facility.

 While the coal pile is a remediable eyesore, the rest of the harbor activity is very
educational. When tours are given we always take some time to look at the adjacent
harbor--seeing a freighter or other interesting traffic makes a connection to the entire Great
Lakes--and beyond. The 100 year old St. Marys Challenger is special in that context. Even
seeing a freighter at dock or just the cranes across the river makes an impression. It also
makes for an appropriate context for us--we, like any other oceanographic institution, are
part of that community. An unfortunate aspect of Wisconsin is the disconnection between
the people of the state and Lake Michigan (or Superior)--the disconnection devalues the
Great Lakes, hence makes them more vulnerable.

 The DNR space for winter storage of RV Gaylord Nelson that has to be lifted out each year
due to aluminum construction

 Outdoor storage in west end accommodates ancillary equipment that can be worked on all
year long (DNR)

 The DNR has identified the collaboration between UWM, DNR and other tenants in the
building as invaluable to them. If the current occupants are split between this current
building and the new Reed Street building the agency feels these efforts would be
diminished

Current location: Cons

 Coal pile is a nuisance and a visual detraction, and may remain for ~15 years. Note: The
Institute occupied the Greenfield location for ~ 15 years before the coal pile moved in.

 Some of the infrastructure is old and will need updating, e.g. plumbing in the fisheries lab.
Estimated cost to upgrade ~$1.9M. The boilers are as old as the building, but have been
well maintained, but nothing lasts forever. Emergency power is being upgraded.

 Remodeling within the building can be as expensive as new construction, and is disruptive,
e.g. some fish behavior studies would have to be relocated during construction if adjacent
to construction activities (~1 year).

 Remodeling is sometimes confounded by the physical structure of the building
 Some legacy infrastructure from the factory remains, e.g. the clay silos. Cost of removal is

~1.0M.
 Balancing the heat and cooling distribution in the current building is difficult and often

inadequate, in part because of the partial build out of the facility, in part because of the
dock side access and open doors, and in part due to needed infrastructure completion and
upgrades

 DNR has limited space that keeps getting smaller, although in the current master plan new
construction on site provides significant new space for the DNR.

Suggestions for improvements:

 Coal pile’s presence could be mitigated in a number of ways, including moving the pile
further south on the property, add an earthen berm, green wall, trees etc.

 Valley power plant conversion to natural gas or elimination - long term (>15 yr), no
timetable, but deemed likely

 Divide the operation – this received no support and is counter to our long term operating
principle of “under one roof”
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 In addition to hiding the coal pile with a berm and trees, the general aesthetics of the
current site could be greatly improved with some decent landscaping. Despite the coal pile,
sentiment is that the existing site could be as aesthetically pleasing as a new site at Reed
Street Yards.

New location (Reed Street Yards): Pros

 New construction – everything, designed from the ground up for the purpose intended,
state-of-the-art.

 Attractive exterior
 Closer to downtown
 Underutilized potential commercial and residential real estate immediately adjacent to Reed

Street Yards
 Walking distance to railroad station
 Quiet water – little or no storm surge
 On the Hank Aaron Trail – soon will be connected
 With sufficient space, adequate dockage could be developed for new vessel, Guardian,

DNR vessels and the occasional visitor
 The SFS and Institute would be more visible. The vessel would be more visible, including

as it came and went.

New location (Reed Street Yards): Cons

 Cost would be substantial particularly if built to the “industrial-strength” standards like the
current facility. Fund-raising (presumably through gifts) may interfere with other fund-
raising priorities.

 Three street drawbridges and one train drawbridge to navigate. The low clearance (8 feet)
of the rail bridge will require it to be opened for even our smallest vessels.

 The train bridge could eventually be a high speed rail line, but currently serves 20-30 trains
a day. The street bridges cannot be opened during rush hours (2 hours per day) or within
15-20 minutes of the arrival of a passenger train (of which, there are 16 per day). Bridges
remain closed due to high traffic times in the evenings near the end of summer festival
events. Winter navigation through these bridges has taken us up to 2 hours due to freezing
conditions. In the winter (Nov-March) the railroad bridge is unmanned after dark and on
weekends, hence the bridge tender must be called to come and open the bridge. This is
subject to Coast Guard regulation and could take up to 2 hours response time according to
the tender. (For details, see Bridge Notes, p. 9-10).

 Unknown acreage available – might need it all, all might not be available, but maybe this is
a negotiating point

 Expansion beyond the site is not as easily accomplished in the future - little or no adjacent
vacant land available

 Visibility: The desired visibility – already, largely, in place – is from those who realize the
research advantage of being right on the water’s edge. Frankly, vessel visibility from
disgruntled people stuck in their car waiting for a bridge to close is not what we want.

 The canal is an unflushed backwater, heavily influenced by the power plant discharge, and
is not characteristic of anything particularly “real”, limiting use of a dockside sampling
station.

 Dock wall will need complete rehab, including slip and mooring space for new Neeskay,
Lake Guardian and DNR vessels.

 Unless the whole current and proposed facility is moved to Reed Steet Yards, there will be
the probability that collaborators and facilities will be separated, thereby, jeopardizing
future research. This is a particular concern for the NIEHS Center.
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 While inside storage is sometimes an issue at the current facilities, a large portion of the
building is available for inside storage, and more so if new research laboratories are located
at the current site. Would new facilities at Reed Street Yards have as much inside storage
space, or would it have a greater proportion of lab/office/meeting space (in which case,
inside storage will be even more of a problem)?

 Shut down time. While renovation of the existing site will result in some inconveniences
and disruptions, conversations with others who have shifted lab sites suggest that these
transitions are often more bumpy than expected, and it can take a significant amount of
time to bring a research program back up to speed after moving.

 DNR raised concerns about ample not for fee parking

Bridge Notes

Port of Milwaukee, provided by Capt. Greg Stamatalakys, R/V Neeskay
Milwaukee River from Break Wall to Harley Davidson Museum

Bridges

1. Daniel Hoan I-794 Fixed (non-opening),
Width and height suitable for fully found vessels

2. C&NW RR swing bridge,
River width 87’, no air draft restriction

3. Broadway Street (city) double-leaf Bascule Bridge (intersection of Erie and Young
Streets)
River width 100’, air draft closed 14’, open unrestricted.

4. Water Street (city) double-leaf bascule bridge
River width 130’, air draft closed 14’, open unrestricted

5. Canadian Pacific Railroad Bridge, Menomonee River paired with Plankinton Street
Bridge
River width 75’, air draft closed 8’, open unrestricted

6. Plankinton Street (city) Bascule Bridge,
River width 90’, air draft closed 14’, open unrestricted

City Bridges closed to all but emergency response vessels from 0730-0830 Hrs and from 1630-
1730 hours daily (rush hour). In addition, on several dates (about four) bridges are closed and
not opening to marine traffic at the evening close of summer festivals for about 2 hours.

The CP RR Bridge adjacent to Plankinton Bridge and the Amtrak Station is closed to marine
traffic for short periods of up to 20 minutes a minimum of 16 times a day as per the passenger
train schedule (~5 hours total/day). From two to twelve freight trains per day pass over the
bridge which can be stopped for marine traffic given adequate notice. If the Amtrak is
within 15 minutes of the bridge the bridge will not open. If a freight train is within 5 minutes
of either direction, the bridge will not open.

From early November to early April the CP RR Bridge at the mouth of the Menomonee is
manned only during daylight hours from Monday through Friday. After working hours the train
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dispatcher can be contacted and a bridge tender sent out to operate the bridge. Depending on
weather and advance notice to the Railroad this can take from 30 minutes to 2 hours.

Transit Times from Reed Street Yards:

 On average with ALL bridges standing by and able to open, with no other river traffic to
stop for: ~20 minutes from Reed St. Yards to Pier Heads (adjacent to Summerfest Marcus
Amphitheater), 1.28 naut. mi. (versus GLRF to Pier Heads 0.7 naut. mi.)

 With RR bridge opening delays, add > 20 minutes
 With Coal Barge opposed ~25 minutes
 With Coal Barge same direction ~35 minutes
 With summer traffic, including tour boats, yachts, pontoons, canoes, ~ 40 minutes
 Winter, frozen bridges (last time) 12/09: ~2 hours

Sources
 United States Coast Pilot, v. 6, Great Lakes: Lakes Ontario, Erie, Huron, Michigan, and

Superior and St. Lawrence River
 Discussions with City and Amtrack bridge tenders
 Trips upriver with the Nesskay
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GFC Report to Faculty Senate 02/18/2010
Tracey Heatherington, GFC Chair

Given the absence of the Associate Dean for Graduate Education over the summer, the looming
question of structural breakup in the Graduate School and a changeover in staff assignments
assisting with graduate faculty governance, we had a somewhat rocky start in
August/September. Trudy Turner and the UC were helpful in providing guidance and support to
fill committees. In mid-September, Patricia Arredondo was appointed Interim Associate Vice-
Chancellor, and has assisted with the organization of
Graduate Program Reviews and other administration in support of graduate programs and
governance.

Since the report of the Working Group on Graduate Reorganization submitted its
recommendations not to split up the administration of graduate education and research, Dean
Scanes has also undertaken to meet more regularly with myself and the subcommittee chairs to
facilitate communication, in addition to attending governance meetings.

During a period of transition and uncertainty in the Graduate School, the GFC has been
concerned to:
A. Follow the progress of the Working Group on Graduate Reorganization, review its results,
and follow-up on measures being taken for implementation of its recommendations.
B. Address the request from the Secretary of the University to review the charge of the
committee and the subcommittees, to enhance timely and effective governance procedures,
balance workloads for committee/subcommittee assignments, and ensure committees are filled.
C. Ensure that faculty governance structures continue to enable integrated oversight of graduate
program design and quality, and relevant policies and procedures.
D. Articulate a strong voice to advise administrative decisions affecting graduate education, and
enhance and facilitate articulations with other governance groups and the Graduate School,
especially to make more effective recommendations regarding resource allocation.

Notes--
A. Follow-up of Working Group on Graduate Reorganization
We received information on the mandate of the Working Group from Rita Cheng in September.
As Chair, I represented the GFC on the Working Group and reported back. The Chair of the
Working Group, Bob Schwartz, attended to report the results of the group’s work to us in
December. The GFC passed a motion at its December meeting in support of the
recommendations submitted, including both
the decision not to split up existing functions of the Graduate School, and the recommendation
to resolve rising workload issues through the assumption of additional Associate Deans, whose
work should be integrated across education and research. Dean Scanes reported his progress on
implementation earlier this week and solicited feedback from the committee. In discussion,
members of the committee expressed deep concern that the budget allocated to the Graduate
School is simply inadequate to implement the recommendations of the Working Group.
Although the proposed “split” implied increased budgetary allocation for an additional fulltime
administrator at the Dean level, apparently no resources have been made available for the hiring
of additional Associate Deans beyond the 1.25 lines we had last year. Academic staff
supporting the Graduate School also continue to be stretched thin.
2
B. Review of our charge
We have reviewed UWM Faculty document 2563 from 2007 to evaluate the outcome of the
GFC’s move from Graduate School purview to the Faculty Senate. We have also reviewed the
national Council of Graduate Schools (2004) document on the Organization and Administration
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of Graduate Education, especially as it pertains to the role of “graduate faculty councils”. We
discussed the question of elevating subcommittees to independent status, but have recognized
that the subcommittee structure is useful because it facilitates an essential connection between
existing and
new programs, and dedicates time to consider policy & procedure issues emerging from a
comparative analysis of the two. We also benefit from the voices of those concerned with
Graduate Fellowships, who recognize the needs of graduate students able to achieve high
standards of merit. Given that the size of the committee is defined by proportional
representation across the schools and colleges, we feel that we can better advocate for the needs
of graduate programs writ large if we
maintain a unified voice. The challenge of filling committees can be mitigated by soliciting
information about upcoming research leaves at the beginning of spring semester, and being pro-
active in nominating colleagues. In the past, the Associate Dean assisted with this.
Subcommittee comprehensive reviews of policy and procedure in the GPR and GCC are
proceeding with good results. Revisions to GFC Doc. 951 are nearly complete and steps have
been taken to coordinate the work of GPR with both undergraduate reviews and new
accreditation requirements. A
web-based system has been implemented by GCC to remove routine items from the docket and
facilitate workflow from departments. We have streamlined the workflow from subcommittees
by putting subcommittee work on automatic consent. This has largely resolved the problem of
repeating discussions and allowed us to focus on more big-picture issues. We have begun a
comprehensive revision of the definition and duties of GFC to reflect our vision of a role that
both promotes the quality of graduate programs and advocates for them, particularly given the
expanding role of research and graduate education at UWM in an environment of budgetary
constraints. Following the results of the Working Group, we see the Graduate School as a
primary point of intersection for the joint missions of research and education at the university
level. We are therefore seeking to fine-tune the structure of GFC to enable better synergies and
problem-solving. Faculty governance should reflect the principle of integration across research
and education.

C./D. Supporting graduate programs/research
High quality research institutions are expected to demonstrate the excellence and integrity of
graduate programs through comprehensive management, review and support of all graduate
programs. We recognize the mandate to represent the interests of graduate education as a
whole, not of specific departments or programs. Although the everyday work of research,
teaching and mentorship is located in individual departments, colleges and schools, the
Graduate School is necessary to ensure quality across programs, facilitate synergies and
collaborations across departments and colleges, and enhance the graduate experience for faculty
and students. It is not merely a handful of “student services”, but an instrument of overall
structural cohesion across schools and programs. We are continuing to address relevant policy
and procedure issues. We are undertaking to advocate for improved funding to graduate
student assistants, and improved levels of funding to fellowships and research support for both
faculty and students.

University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee
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Economic Benefits Committee (EBC)
2007-2008 Annual Report

Members:

Anoop Dhingra Assoc Mechanical Engineering
John Dudek AS Engineering Admin
Ellen Engseth AS UWM Libraries
Winston Van Horne Prof Africology

Michelle Bolduc Asst French, Ital&Comp Lit
Aims Mcguinness Asst History
Catherine Kaye AS English as a 2nd Lang

Susan Fontana, Chair Assoc Nursing
Beth Weckmueller AS Enrollment Services
Jacquelyn Lichey CL Engr Administration
Karl Sparks Dir HR Director
Randy Ryder UW-Sys Adv Comte Rep
Mark Schwartz Prof Geography (UC Rep)

Charter:
Functions/ Responsibilities:

A2.1 Economic Benefits Committee

(1) Membership. Eleven or twelve members as follows: five elected faculty members, at
least two of whom shall be non-tenured faculty; four academic staff members elected by
the academic staff; the director of the Department of Human Resources and one member of
the classified staff, ex-officio, appointed by the chancellor; a representative of the
University Committee who participates without vote. The UWM representative on the UW
System
Advisory Committee on Fringe Benefits is an ex-officio voting member in the event that
the representative is not already an elected member of the Economic Benefits Committee.
On request of the Economic Benefits Committee, one or more resource persons are
appointed yearly by the Chancellor from recommendations submitted by the University
Committee after consultation with the Economic Benefits Committee.

(Document 1525, 12/18/86)
(Document 2169, 12/17/98; UWM Administration approval, 12/30/98)
(Document 2426, 4/15/04; UWM Administration approval, 4/26/04)

(2) Functions.
a) Advises faculty and academic staff on all matters of faculty and academic staff welfare,
including, but not limited to, salary, sick leave, group insurance, and retirement.
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b) Prepares and disseminates information on the economic status and needs of the faculty
and academic staff, including comparative data from other universities and professional
fields, as deemed necessary.
c) In consultation with the University Committee, and where appropriate the Academic
Staff Committee, plans representation of faculty and academic staff interests in discussions,
hearings and other appropriate activities, including the exchange of information on faculty
and academic staff benefits with the Administration, Board of Regents, Governor, and
members of the Legislature.
d) Formulates recommendations for faculty and/or academic staff action.

(Document 1016, 3/17/77; UWM Administration approval, 3/30/77)

I. Meetings
The committee met seven times (Fall semester: three meetings; Spring

semester four meetings). The committee agreed that the Human Resource
director Karl Sparks provide information relative to trends/issues at every
meeting in an effort to keep members updated. This proved to be extremely
informative and valuable part of the committee’s work.

II. EBC Activities Fall Semester 2007-2008
1. The group reviewed an extensive PowerPoint presentation detailing

the conversion of sick leave benefit in effort to enhance their knowledge and
understanding of this important issue. Feedback on ways to disseminate and
reach out to employees were recommended to the HR director.

2. The Economic Benefits Committee reaffirmed their commitment to an
earlier Regents policy that salary raises of 2% or less be distributed across the
board to faculty and academic staff by unanimously passing the resolution that
that salary raises of 2% or less be distributed across the board to faculty and
academic staff. December 7, 2007.

3. The Economic Benefits Committee reaffirmed their commitment to
the long-standing tradition of maintaining parity between raises given to faculty
and academic staff, and strongly supported the continuance of this policy by
unanimously passing such on December 7, 2007.

III. EBC Activities Spring Semester 2007-2008
1. At the February 1 meeting, the EBC unanimously passed the motion

that the Economic Benefits Committee recommends to the Faculty Senate and
the Academic Staff Senate that a Task Force on unclassified employee
compensation be appointed to address the following charge:

1. Examine faculty and academic staff salaries at the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (hereinafter UWM) in relation to
salaries at peer institutions. The scrutiny and analysis of salaries
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should consider rank, job title, and area of specialization (school,
department, unit affiliation).

2. Determine the extent to which faculty and academic staff
salaries at UWM vary from the median salaries of peer institutions.

3. Provide financial estimates of the cost to bring faculty and
academic staff salaries at UWM to the median salary of peer institutions
in regard to rank (by academic unit), job title, and years of years of
service.

Be it further noted that the Task Force shall be appointed by the Economic
Benefits Committee, following consultations with the University Committee
and the Academic Staff Committee.

The Chairs of the EBC, University Committee, and Academic Staff Committee
collaborated to further clarify this original motion. Based upon this collaborative
effort, a substitute motion was developed and passed by the Faculty Senate
(Milwaukee Faculty Document No. 2604, February 14, 2008.-

The EBC created an operational structure for the Task Force and recruited
members to serve and represent faculty and academic staff. This structure
incorporates earlier work done by the 200-2001 AY Task Force (see attached
schematic on Task Force on Compensation).

4. The EBC developed a draft memorandum of agreement that specifies
the procedural guidelines that can be used to clarify the process for involving
the EBC in future deliberations about the pay plan that integrates the
governance channels between the Regents, Provost, Economic Benefits
Committee, University Committee, and Academic Staff Committee (see
Schematic that related to the draft). The intention is to finalize the
memorandum by early Fall 2008.

The members of the EBC believe that we our efforts to clarify and integrate the
governance channels will result in continually improving the ways that people
work together here at UWM.


