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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MILWAUKEE
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

MINUTES

Thursday, September 17, 2009; 2:30 p.m.; Wisconsin Room, UWM Union

FALL PLENARY SESSION

At 2:30 P.M. President pro tem Mary Kunert introduced Chancellor Carlos E. Santiago.

Chancellor Santiago spoke on “Still Standing, But Not Standing Still: Moving Forward in
Tough Times.”

 The text for this plenary is available at:

http://www4.uwm.edu/chancellor/communications/copy-of-plenary_sept09.cfm

 The podcast for this plenary is available at:
http://deimos3.apple.com/WebObjects/Core.woa/Browse/uwm-
public.1444386183.01444386191.2506028203?i=1552817279

(Note: You must have iTunes installed on your computer.)

The Faculty meeting convened at 3:15 P.M.

I. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
1. University Committee Report: Cindy Walker, Chair

The report is attached.
Senator Adesso voiced concern about the Graduate School reorganization and
Master Planning. He believes that changes have already been made in the
Graduate School, and therefore, he is unclear as to the role of the Faculty Senate at
this point. Adesso continued by noting that faculty input in the Master Planning
does not appear to be valued, in particular, the scheduling of Master Planning
meetings have not allowed faculty to be well represented. He has requested that
the UC look into these two concerns.

Gabriel Verdier suggested that the members on the Graduate School task force be
announced, because its membership is not well-known. She also pointed out that
some of the dissatisfaction with the Graduate School is due to attrition and key
positions that have not been filled over the last couple of years.

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

Senator Van Horne asked how a campus of 30,000 or more students can be
sustained by libraries designed for 24,000 to 26,000 students without
compromising the integrity of research and instruction, and asked why the library
is not central on the list of building projects.

3. Student Association Report: Jay Burseth, President
Mr. Burseth was not present.
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II. PROPOSED FACULTY SENATE RULES COMMITTEE AND FACULTY
SENATE MEETINGS FOR ACADEMIC YEAR 2009-10
The proposed Faculty Senate Rules Committee and Faculty Senate meeting schedules
were distributed with the Senate agenda. There were no comments or questions.

III. DETERMINE EXISTENCE OF QUORUM FOR THE FACULTY MEETING
A quorum of the faculty was not present.

IV. SENATE ROLL CALL
Secretary of the University Trudy Turner conducted the roll call for the Senate. There
were 40 senators and Parliamentarian Richard Marcus present.

A quorum of the Faculty Senate was present.

Senators missing roll call may sign their name on the Attendance Sign-in Sheet located in
the back of the room. The sign-in sheet will be available at every Faculty Senate meeting.

V. AUTOMATIC CONSENT
1. The minutes of the May 14, 2009 Faculty Senate meeting were approved as

distributed.

2. Report on Faculty Senate Attendance for Semester II, 2008-09, FD 2661, was
received.

3. Summary of Faculty Legislation for Semester II, 2008-09, FD 2662, was received.

4. Listing of new Faculty members for 2009-10, and Retired Faculty for 2008-09, FD
2663, was received.

5. 2008-09 Annual Reports of the Faculty Standing Committees: Annual reports
from 17 faculty standing committees were received.

VI. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT
1. Document 2641R1, 09/17/09: Modification of Motion to Improve Senate

Communication with Faculty Committees. To UWM Administration, 9/21/09.
Approved by UWM Administration, 9/22/09

2. Document 2682, 09/17/09: Recommendation from the Physical Environment
Committee for Approval of the Charge, Composition, and Standing Rules of the
Campus Facility Naming Subcommittee (formerly Names of Buildings
Subcommittee). Approved by UWM Administration, To UWM Administration,
9/21/09. Approved by UWM Administration, 9/22/09.

VII. BUSINESS
1. Faculty Document 2682. Physical Environment Committee Chair Mary

Kay Madsen moved to adopt FD 2682, Recommendation from the Physical
Environment Committee for Approval of the Charge, Composition, and Standing
Rules of the Campus Facility Naming Subcommittee (formerly Names of
Buildings Subcommittee).
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Senator Adesso asked if the PEC was involved in the Master Plan. Senator
Madsen replied that the PEC is involved with Master Planning. Subcommittees
have been formed to look at the six areas of the Master Plan. These six areas came
from the consultants and Academic Affairs and these areas have been discussed by
the PEC.

The motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote to
adopt FD 2682.

2. Report on Graduate School Reorganization. Provost and Vice Chancellor
Rita Cheng presented the report.
This presentation is available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/09-10/09-17-09attach.html

Senator Schwartz stated that the UC was not aware of the changes to the Graduate
School until the assistant dean position was eliminated. Provost Cheng replied
that the Chancellor advised the UC in late June and that she came to the UC in
early July requesting that the UC help in the details of the reorganization.

Senator Van Horne asked what happens if the Faculty Senate is not satisfied with
the work of the task force. Cheng replied that the task force is well-represented
and is optimistic that there will be enough time for them to do quality work.

Senator Adesso voiced concern that changes in the Graduate School have already
occurred with the elimination of an administrative position, which took place over
the summer and was not brought to the faculty senate. He added that the
separation of research from graduate education, which will reduce funding for
graduate education. Cheng replied that one individual was moved from graduate
education and that decision was made over a year ago based on preparation for
changes that were needed in the Graduate School. She also stated that only the
Water Institute has been moved out of the Graduate School.

Senator Parsons suggested that the core of the misunderstanding of the Graduate
School reorganization may be due to the administration’s view of the Graduate
School as primarily administrative functions, while the faculty’s view of the
Graduate School as primarily a school.

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

Van Horne recalled that during Chancellor Schroeder’s administration, there was a
reorganization of the Graduate School, and asked if there was a flaw in that plan.
Cheng replied that there was a time when research and graduate education were
separate and then brought together. These two areas may now be large enough
where it may make sense to separate these two functions.

Senator Strickler asked how many man hours per year are taken away under the
Research Growth Initiative (RGI) compensation. Cheng replied that it is intensive,
however, electronic processing has reduced some of the man hours.
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Cheng stated that the working group will develop a proposal for the reorganization
of the Graduate School and present it to the Faculty Senate for review and
discussion in November. Adesso asked if the working group can reverse the
separation of research and education. Cheng replied that she and the UC agreed
that the Faculty Senate will review and decide what will be in the best interest of
both key services. Van Horne asked if there was a presumption in 2010-11 that
there will be something called a graduate school at UWM. Cheng said that the
Faculty Senate will determine if a staff of 12 people should be called a school or
given another name. In addition, the governance component, the Graduate Faculty
Committee (GFC) and the Graduate Curriculum Committee (GCC) will be
retained as the GFC and the GCC.

Senator Arora requested that the working group seek input from the graduate
faculty and keep them updated. He also suggested that the working group
regularly present to the Faculty Senate.

A motion to extend the discussion by one minute was seconded and approved by
voice vote.

Van Horne asked if the dissolution of the Graduate School is anticipated as it has
been known on this campus. Cheng replied that no service will be dissolved. The
question will be whether the education and research components will be separated.

3. Report on Master Planning. Provost and Vice Chancellor Rita Cheng
presented the report.
This presentation is available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/09-10/09-17-09attach.html

Senator Adesso voiced his objection regarding the scheduling of the coordinating
committee meeting. An inquiry of a convenient time for the meeting was not
brought to all committee members. Last year it was agreed that all members
would be contacted regarding a convenient time. Provost Cheng will bring this
concern to the planning support team.

Adesso asked how the six sites were selected. Cheng replied that the capital
budget was discussed with the PEC last year. Routinely there is an ordering of
projects that go out on the capital budget. In recent years either the library or the
physics building has been on the top of the list. There has been a regional campus
engineering placeholder and a Columbia St. Mary’s placeholder. Classrooms and
student study spaces and the remodeling of the union are also on this list.

Senator Florsheim asked how the $240 million is linked to the Master Plan.
Cheng replied that the Master Plan is a framework to build out the campus and
expand on the footprints. The $240 million is compilation of requests that have
been made: 1. $60 million support for Columbia St. Mary’s; 2. $60 million of new
money; $60 million authorized if UWM can pay for it through program revenue,
spread out over time; 4. $60 million must come from donors. A plan to raise the
$60 million will be submitted to the BOR in December.

Senator Lyman asked what UWM is required to present to the BOR in December
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and what role will faculty governance have in this plan. Cheng said that there will
be a Master Plan presentation to the BOR. They will not vote to approve it;
however, they will use it to as a framework when UWM requests money for
building projects. The BOR will vote to approve the $240 million expenditure
plan; it will then move to the Building Commission in February to vote to approve
it. Once the expenditure plan has been approved, specific projects may be
requested, which will go through the same process. The PEC working groups will
submit their report to the PEC. The reports will then be compiled into the
expenditure plan. Lyman voiced concern over the December 10th deadline to
prepare and submit the expenditure plan.

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

Senator Guptasarma asked if there was any procedure in place to prioritize the four
capital projects if the total cost exceeds $240 million. Cheng first clarified that
there is actually $120 million available because the donor money cannot be
transferred to other projects and the PR dollars can only be used for PR activities.
She addressed the question by stating that a review of the list of what have
historically been priorities through the PEC would be examined.

Senator Parsons stated that there is a domino factor that must be considered, such
as daycare. Cheng said that the PEC discussed this at their meeting yesterday and
that a working group will address the daycare issue.

Senator Walker said that the APBC should be involved in the ranking of the
projects. Cheng explained that these are dollars that do not come to the campus
and UWM does not pay the debt service on the GPR, and the PEC has always been
involved in ranking capital projects; however, if governance decides to revise this
process, the administration should be notified to ensure that they are addressing
the correct committees.

Parsons stated that her understanding is that the PEC is a standing committee of
the faculty senate and requested that the Secretary of the University inform the
faculty senate via E-mail when the PEC makes their recommendations. It should
be understood that the faculty senate will approve or not approve the
recommendations.

A request was made to have the exact wording of the charges of the PEC’s six
working groups. Cheng read the charge to the faculty senate.

VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None

IX. GENERAL GOOD AND WELFARE
None

X. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 P.M.
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UC Report to Faculty Senate
September 17, 2009

 This report will be included in the minutes of this meeting and for those of you who are
interested, weekly minutes are posted on the Sec of U’s website.

 The UC met throughout the summer to deal with issues that needed our attention. New
members of the committee were also invited to join us throughout the summer to provide some
continuity to our work

 One of the most pressing issues addressed this summer was the graduate school re-organization
which we will hear more about later in the meeting. In July a meeting was called with the prior
chair of GFC, Doug Chercaur (sp), the current chair of GFC, subcommittee chairs, an interested
graduate school rep, current Dean of the Graduate School, Colin Scanes, and Provost Rita Cheng.
The discussion was candid and there was general consensus that the functioning of the Graduate
School could be improved, perhaps by a carefully thought out re-structuring or reorganization.
However, any such re-structuring would require faculty input to be successful. It should be noted
that per our own P&P (2.01(2)) while the substantial restructuring of a school/college can be
initiated at any level such a restructuring/reorganization must be approved by the Faculty Senate
and the Chancellor. However, prior to submitting any such proposal to the Senate it must be
sent to the UC for review and recommendation. Therefore, in conjunction with administration,
the UC has put together a working group consisting of graduate school staff, prior and current
chairs of graduate faculty committees, UC reps, current Dean of the Graduate School, and other
interested parties.

 Another issue that we addressed this summer was the formation of building sub-committees,
formed to deal with the details of building projects proposed in the near future. The most
immediate building projects include an interdisciplinary research building at the Tosa site, an
interdisciplinary building on our campus (to house Physics), expansion of GLRF/Water Institute,
and building a new vessel for GLRF. While these sub-committees were originally proposed by
administration the UC urged administration to work with the PEC to form these subcommittees
and this was done at their meeting yesterday. These subcommittees will report back to the PEC.
However, it seems important that the APBC be involved in these discussions, due to any
budgetary implications that may arise. Therefore, to facilitate communication between the PEC
and the APBC, at our next meeting it will be proposed that the committee structure of the PEC
change, such that an APBC rep sit on the committee as a voting member.

 Finally, throughout the summer I met with Margo Anderson, who was elected Chair of APBC last
spring, Rita, Ruth, and Ed to discuss budget, determine how to pass this understanding onto
APBC members, and think about how to best conduct the business of the APBC in the upcoming
year. These conversations were very productive. Unfortunately, Margo resigned as APBC chair
at our first meeting two weeks ago. However, Jay Moore was elected to serve in her place and
we discussed the importance of continuing the work begun by Margo and myself over the
summer.
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Remarks to Faculty Senate, 9/17/2009

I am Jay Moore, the newly elected chair of APBC for the 2009-2010 academic year.

At the close of the 2008-2009 year, Professor Margo Anderson was elected to serve as chair of
APBC. During the summer of 2009, she worked heroically to prepare the committee agenda.
However, various events transpired during the last 2 weeks of August that compelled her to
resign as chair and from APBC entirely. She stated that she felt she could not function as chair or
continue to serve on APBC in light of her inability to assure APBC that it would have timely
access to information on budgetary and administrative initiatives within the committee’s statutory
purview. If senators want further information on these events, I request that they contact
Professor Anderson directly.

The statutory functions of APBC are to make recommendations to the faculty and to campus
administration regarding (a) short range and long range academic plans for the campus that are
consistent with the mission of the campus, and (b) budgetary implications of those plans.
Currently, much of APBC attention is devoted to coordination of the CMP at the levels of both
process and content. Let me speak to process first. Earlier in 2009 the campus was authorized to
spend $240M on capital expenditure projects, many of which were linked to CMP. Our CMP
process is now largely, but not totally completed. There will be presentations on Sep 29 and 30,
time to respond during October, consolidation of comments in Nov, and completion in Dec. As
Provost Cheng will outline later, the BOR and DOA Building Commission now want us to
outline in the near future how the $240M will be spent. This is called the pre-design phase. The
problem is that we need to submit details before our CMP is completed and accepted by the
Senate. If we do not, we will almost certainly lose the money, with little hope of receiving
comparable funds in the near term.

Many of the projects the campus is contemplating and toward which $240M could be spent
concerns the design and location of buildings, either on the immediate Kenwood campus or
associated sites. The projects in question are the 4 of which the Chancellor just spoke: SPH, SFS
(WATER, Neeskay), IRB/Kenwood, IRB/Wauwatosa. Of most immediate concern to APBC is
whether, by submitting plans before we have completed our CMP, we are committing ourselves
to a course of action that has not been fully accepted by the Senate.

With regard to process, campus administration asked PEC to oversee the development of building
plans, rather than APBC. Our preference would have been the reverse, since APBC has the
statutory charge for long range academic and budgetary planning. Nevertheless, the BOR and
DOA, for their own planning purposes, are expecting the results of pre-design activity on our part
by the end of this semester. Many of you are asked to sit on these committees and will be doing
all of the above. It will be critically important that academic units affected by this planning
process be fully involved in the planning. APBC will also monitor ongoing events to assure
viewpoints of faculty and staff are represented.

In the meantime, we remain concerned that the campus not commit itself to courses of action that
it cannot correct at some later time, should such correction prove necessary. For instance, many
members of APBC as well as others, have expressed concerns about doing anything at a
Wauwatosa site. I further note the recent headline in the Wisconsin Business Journal, suggesting
that Port Washington is being considered for the GLRF/Water. Where did such an idea come
from? Did such a recommendation come from the Executive Committee and Dean of the unit. It
is the understanding of APBC that they haven’t even met yet. It is not clear to APBC how
governance processes are being respected when such events take place.
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Now let me speak to content. The CMP concerns both the Kenwood campus and the possibility of
outlying sites. Three of the four projects noted above largely concern sites not currently on the
footprint of the Kenwood Campus. Members of APBC are expressing concern that a full vetting
of cost and benefits needs to take place, and a weighting of factors consistent with long-term
sustainability and campus mission is taken into account. Those of us in LS may recall whether
past actions relating to capstone courses and freshman seminars were sustainable. With all due
respect to campus administration, APBC is concerned whether the benefits of certain sites under
consideration for 3 of the 4 projects outweigh the costs and liabilities. Various faculty bodies,
such as departments and executive committees, as well as community bodies, have similarly
expressed their reservations, otherwise I would not be representing their concerns to you today.
(Reference to Levine report here). Importantly, it is not clear how our research partners, donors,
and the public in general are going to support something called a campus vision when the vision
does not have full support from faculty and staff.

Members of APBC believe we need to get the most bang for the buck from the currently available
funds. By spreading ourselves too thin, or by committing ourselves to courses of action that
require disproportionately large expenditures in the area of infrastructure, APBC members are
concerned that other areas of the campus mission will be compromised.
Finally, APBC members are aware that other campuses have faced related challenges, and
developed courses of action to address them. Exactly how different our challenges are from those
others, so that we may learn from them, remains to be determined. I note that UC-Berkeley had
many discussions about the role of Novartis in supporting one of its academic units. You can find
these discussions on the www. The New England Journal of Medicine is concerned about the
increasing number of articles it publishes showing drugs to be effective, when the researchers
evaluating those drugs have received extramural support from the companies manufacturing those
same drugs. You can find these discussions on the www. The research of which APBC is aware
suggests that universities that are successful today are the ones who were successful 30 years ago,
and those others who tried to follow entrepreneurial models have actually failed, generating vast
amounts of red ink in the process. APBC is concerned that in pursuit of the campus mission, the
campus maintains the traditional spirit of independence appropriate to the role of the academy in
society. That means a particular relation to its research partners, expressed in contractual
arrangements between campus and those partners. It means a particular relation to artistic and
literary expression in the Arts and Humanities. It means a particular relation to generating
knowledge and being an intellectually vibrant part of the culture. We are mindful of the words
affixed on Bascom Hall:
"Whatever may be the limitations which trammel inquiry elsewhere, we believe that the great
state University of Wisconsin should ever encourage that continual and fearless sifting and
winnowing by which alone the truth can be found."
We look forward to working with the campus administration in support of these words.


