
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MILWAUKEE
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

MINUTES (as corrected)

Thursday, November 19, 2009; 2:30 P.M.; Curtin 175

Rules Committee Chair Mary Pat Kunert called the meeting to order at 2:30 P.M. Chancellor
Carlos Santiago was not present.

I. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
1. Chancellor’s Report

No report.

2. Student Association (S.A.): Jay Burseth, President
Mr. Burseth informed the senate that the S.A. has been engaged in the following:
 Implementing a book rental program to decrease prices of textbooks.
 state-wide campaign to lower tuition
Senator Welstead asked if representatives of the student association meet with
representative from other campuses. Burseth said that they meet every two months
with other campuses.

3. University Committee Report: Cindy Walker, Chairperson
Report is attached.
Senator Meyer stated that it is an appalling precedent to avoid searches for
administrative positions. Senator C. Williams replied that the
process to form a search committee for a new dean for L&S has already started, and
that the search for a dean of the School of Continuing Education has different
circumstances. Senator Van Horne added that interim designees may foreclose the
opportunity for others. Senator Schwartz replied that the UC has discussed this issue
and shared these concerns; however, considering all factors, including that there have
been two failed searches, and that the faculty of the School of Continuing Education
have indicated who they would like as the dean, it seemed reasonable in this case to
bypass the search process. Senator Martin argued that this is not a reasonable
approach and that the search process needs to be conducted. Senator Dunning said
that the first search failed because there was not a strong candidate who met the
standards for this position. The second search was suspended due to candidates
pulling out and weakening the pool of candidates. She also explained that the dean in
the School of Continuing Education must know curricula as well as be entrepreneurial.
Only $200,000 of the $12 million budget comes from UWM. It is very difficult to
conduct searches due to costs and finding qualified candidates who meet the high
standards. Senator Van Horne said that he would strike the word “difficult.” Senator
Anderson advised the UC to think through this and bring legislation or documentation
back to the senate. Senator Strickler concurred that a formal search should be
conducted even if the outcome will be the candidate from UWM. Mark Krueger was
the interim dean of the School of Continuing Education for six years and sat through
two failed searches. Krueger said that the faculty and the academic staff at the School
of Continuing Education have had these discussions and decided that from a pragmatic
standpoint to support this sensitive decision.
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A motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote to extend the
discussion five more minutes.

Senator Parsons stated that the School of Continuing Education does not deliver
programs or credits and that is the main reason UC endorsed it, but that the UC did not
want it to become a precedent. Meyer voiced concern that UWM faculty have not
been following the substance of governance, and this action goes against a long
tradition of faculty governance. Meyer added that he would support a faculty election
for their dean. Strickler voiced concern about not conducting a dean search, especially
with other dean searches, such as School of Freshwater and School of Public Health,
coming up soon. He also added that failed searches are due to failures of the search
committee. Schwartz responded to Meyer’s comment and said that a motion could be
made stating that under these unusual circumstances that the will of the School of
Continuing Education faculty will be accepted in electing their dean. Van Horne
added that the framework of not conducting a formal search could lead to the
inference of exclusion; therefore, the search process preserves the integrity of the
institution.

Parliamentarian Marcus called time.

4. Graduate School Reorganization Working Group: Cindy Walker
Presentation is available at:

http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/09-10/11-19-09GSchoolReorg.pdf

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

Senator Adesso asked how economic development fits into the model. Senator
Guptasarma explained that economic development in this context includes any
intellectual capability that the campus can contribute and goes hand-in-hand with
research. Senator Anderson said that if the Graduate School changes from a school to
a division, the academic approval matrix requires that all documentation goes to the
APBC and the GFC as well as the Provost. The Graduate School was created in 1965
and it will be a momentous change to abolish the school. Anderson also stated that
there are deep governance issues that need to be addressed. Senator Meyer asked if
vice chancellors are appointed by the Chancellor without a search. He voiced concern
that the elimination of a dean will make the Graduate School a representative of the
Chancellor. Provost Cheng said that once there is an agreement on structure of the
Graduate School and Research, a title for the two positions will be known. The search
process will be the same for a vice chancellor or a graduate school dean because there
are not any faculty members in the Graduate School, and it will have a campus-wide
composition of faculty and staff.

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

Van Horne voiced concern over the dismantling of the Graduate School which may
send a negative perception of graduate education at UWM. A senator said that
splitting the graduate school and office of research can raise the stature of graduate
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programs and research programs. Senator Arora voiced concern over the processing
of graduate student applications. Currently, it is a lengthy application process for
international students.

5. Academic Planning and Budget Committee Report: Jay Moore, Chairperson
Report is attached.

6. Physical Environment Committee: Mary K. Madsen, Chairperson
Report is attached.
A motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote to extend the
discussion five more minutes.

Senator Adesso stated that once a building has been approved with a set dollar figure,
the Building Commission will not change its mind too easily. Claude Schuttey replied
that in this particular request, it was asked for the authority to move those dollars if
necessary. Adesso followed up by asking if the $240 million is fluid. Schuttey replied
that the request has been made to have the authority not to be fixed with the particular
dollar amounts that have been identified. Senator Anderson asked if the capacity to
shift money will be allowed. Senator Madsen confirmed flexibility in moving dollars.

II. SENATE ROLL CALL
Secretary of the University Trudy Turner conducted the role call for the senate. There
were 39 senators and Parliamentarian Richard Marcus present. A quorum of the Faculty
Senate was present

III. AUTOMATIC CONSENT BUSINESS
1. The minutes of the October 15, 2009 Faculty Senate meeting were approved as

amended.

2. 2008-09 Annual Reports of the Faculty Standing Committees:
Faculty Appeals and Grievances Committee, FD 2681, was received
Faculty Ethics Advisory Committee, FD 2687, was received
Nominations Committee, FD 2688, was received

2008-2009 Annual Reports, pending receipt:
Economic Benefits Committee
Extension Policy Committee
Faculty Rights & Responsibilities Committee
Research Policy Committee

IV. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT
Status of Faculty Documents:
1. Faculty Document 2686, 10/15/09: Recommendation of the Physical Environment

(PEC) to Revise UWM Policies and Procedures, Supplemental, A3.6: Physical
Environment Committee. Approved by UWM Administration 10/21/09.

V. BUSINESS
1. Faculty Document 2137R4. Senator Margo Anderson moved approval of FD

2137R4, Motion by the Senate Subcommittee on the Evaluation of Administrators
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(SSEA) to Revise Policy for the Evaluation of Administrators. Anderson presented
the rationale. The revisions to the present SSEA document allow closure to the
evaluation process and allow the Faculty Senate to be informed when the process has
been completed.

Senator Walker said that after Senator Van Horne presented the revised document to
the UC, the UC had concerns about number 7 under the procedures which states, “The
SSEA shall share with the Faculty Senate, in a closed session, the executive summary
of its final report.” The UC is concerned about the discussion of personnel matters in
a closed session with a large body. Anderson explained that there are three reports
that are prepared: 1) preliminary report, 2) final evaluation report, and 3) executive
summary of the final report. Currently, there is no procedure in place to have the
SSEA report back to the senate. The revised SSEA document will allow the
executive summary of the final report to be presented to the Faculty Senate. She also
explained that the closed session was modeled after the procedures used when
honorary degrees is brought to the senate.

C. Walker made a motion to amend FD 2137R4, number 7 under procedures: strike
in the first line “in a closed session, the executive summary” and replace it with “the
status.” The motion was seconded and discussion supporting the amendment to
2137R4 as well as discussion supporting the original 2137R4 ensued.

Senator Stoffel stated that as a former chair of the SSEA the details of the evaluation
report are of most interest to those parties closest to whomever is being reviewed
and is only made available to those parties; therefore, she supports the amendment.
Senator Van Horne stated that as a member of the SSEA when the original
evaluation document was drafted the intent was more similar to course evaluations

by students, rather than a confidential letter regarding a
candidate for a position as chancellor. He also pointed out that the SSEA is the
senate talking to itself and the reason for inserting “closed session” was to show
consideration to the administrator. He added that the Journal Sentinel could get this

information under the freedom of information act. C. Walker disputed Van Horne’s comment
and said that the evaluation is a personnel issue and that student evaluations are not discussed

within an entire department rather it is discussed with a personnel or executive
committee. Senator Dunning, a former chair of the SSEA, stated that the activities
of the SSEA are confidential and that there were times when the SSEA was
pressured to disclose information, but the SSEA voted to decline.

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

Provost Cheng pointed out that the evaluations are a personnel issue and that the
senate body is too large to be discussing this in closed session, and an administrator
could place the senate liable for defamation of character.

It was moved, seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote to close the
discussion.

The amendment to the FD 2137R4, number 7,passed.
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C. Walker made a second amendment to FD 2137R4, number 8 under procedures in
the first line:

1. strike “in a closed session,”
2. strike “of the substance of that discussion.” replace it with “when that has
been completed.”

Van Horne responded by saying that the second amendment renders the original
motion pointless.

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

Senator Mark Schwartz said that faculty members have access to the evaluation
reports, and that the 2137R4 gives the senate unnecessary privileges over the rest of
the faculty. Anderson and Van Horne pointed out that the original intent of the
senate’s evaluation of administrators was to bring the results, including the quality of
the administrator’s skills, back to the senate. However, as the senate body changes,
the consensus of how the results are reported back to the senate changes, as well.
Schwartz replied that the language in 2137R4 is a new procedure.

Stoffel requested to amend the second amendment to 2137R4 to remove number 8
under procedures.

Anderson made a motion to refer FD 2137R4 back to the SSEA. The motion was
seconded and approved with one nay.

2. Faculty Document 2689. UC Chair Cindy Walker moved approval of FD 2689:
Motion from the University Committee to Dissolve the Extension Policy Committee.

FD 2689 was approved unanimously by voice vote.

3. Faculty Document 2690. Senator Tom Walker moved approval of FD 2690: Motion
from the Division of Professions Executive Committee to Include the Department of
Electrical Engineering/Computer Science in the Division of Professions.

Senator Cindy Walker stated that the Division of Professions has a high volume
workload and inquired how the proposed motion will affect their work load. T.
Walker replied that it would not result in a high case load. The Department of
Electrical Engineering and Computer Science will parallel the other departments in
the School of Engineering. Senator Guptasarma asked under the existing structure if
this department is affiliated with the Division of Natural Sciences, and if the other
departments in the School of Engineering are affiliated with the Division of
Professions. T. Walker said that the other departments have a choice. Schwartz
stated that when a department is affiliated with more than one division, then the
faculty members will have the choice to choose an affiliation.

FD 2690 was approved with 1 nay and 1 abstain.

4. Faculty Document 2691. Senator Jon Welstead moved approval of FD 2691: Motion
from the Academic Policy Committee to Change the Language of the Campus Final
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Examination Policy (SAAP 22). Welstead presented the rationale. The changes have
been requested by the Department of Enrollment Services (DES) and the UC to
address language in the policy to: 1) allow faculty latitude for an emergency during
the final examination period; 2) clarification to on-line classes; 3) change who
oversees the scheduling of final examinations from the Secretary of the University to
DES and approved by the Faculty Senate as part of the academic calendar.

Senator Stoffel asked when the changes would become effective. Welstead replied
that the intent is to have this document become effective spring 2010. Discussion
ensued regarding the scheduling of final exams according to the day and length of
time a class meets as well as consideration to graduate level courses versus the
allotted time and room availability. Jon will bring these issues back to the APC for
review.

FD 2691 was approved unanimously by voice vote.

5. Faculty Document 2692. Senator Vince Adesso moved approval of FD 2692:
Motion to Review and Vote on the Current Stage of the Master Plan Documents.
Adesso presented the rationale. Two years ago the UC approved a motion to vote to
accept the stages of Master Plan process.

Senator Margo Anderson made a motion to amend the current motion to change the
word “accept” to “receive,” due to the inaccuracy with the current document, “Master
Plan Draft, October 2009,” particularly considering that the document is using the
wrong mission statement. Hence, once the document is received, it can be corrected.
Senator Schwartz made a counter argument to vote to not accept the current
document. Furthermore, since it is a draft document, there will be revisions made.
Senator Van Horne stated that there are five different definitions of the word
“accept,” and if “accept” remains in the motion, he will request a roll call vote
because he wants each senator to be clear on what they are doing when they vote.
Schwartz went on record to say that he will vote no.

There was a second to Anderson’s motion.

Senator Lyman agreed that there should not be any ambiguity in the motion and
supports the amendment. Senator Garrison pointed out that there have been a lot of
people who have been called for responses to the draft and it has not been put into the
document yet. Senator Florsheim said a definitive response is to vote “no” on the
present motion. Anderson explained that amending the motion with “receive” would
bring the document into the purview of the Faculty Senate. Schwartz argued that the
draft is being considered by committees of the Faculty Senate, most notably the
APBC, and their recommendation will come to the senate. Adesso said that the
Faculty Senate as a group has not had the opportunity to provide feedback to the
consultants, and it is important for the Faculty Senate to provide feedback to the
consultants as soon as possible so that they will be able to incorporate it into the final
document. Senator C. Walker replied that the Faculty Senate as well as all faculty on
campus have received the Master Plan draft. It has been up on the Master Plan Web
site, there have been feedback forms, and committees have been reviewing it. The
consultants have received feedback and are already making revisions; therefore, it
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would be a waste of time for the Faculty Senate to make revisions to the draft
document. Garrison said that the deadline for revisions is November 9. Anderson
believes that the Faculty Senate is the formal body to review, amend, and approve the
document.

A motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote to extend
the meeting for fifteen minutes. Discussion ensued.

There was a motion and a second to call the question. The motion failed. Discussion
continued.

Provost Cheng presented her Master Plan report. This is available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/09-10/MP%20Presentation.pdf

Senator Parsons asked if the final draft of the Master Plan will be completed by the
December 9 presentation. Cheng and Claude Schuttey said that with the large amount
of feedback and technical reviews a printed copy will not be completed for several
months; however, an up-to-date copy of the substance of their work will be presented.

Schwartz made a motion to amend FD 2692. The amendment: The Faculty Senate
votes to receive the October 2009 draft of the UW Milwaukee Master Plan, but finds
it inaccurate and in need of revisions. The motion was seconded.

There was a motion and a second to call the question. The motion passed
unanimously by voice vote.

The amendment to FD 2692 passed unanimously by voice vote.

Van Horne retracted his earlier request for a roll call vote due to the amendment to
FD 2692.

FD 2692 amended was unanimously passed by voice vote.

6. Faculty Document 2693. Senator Vince Adesso moved approval of FD 2693: Motion
for the PEC and the APBC to Review and Vote on Each Stage of the Milwaukee
Initiative. Adesso presented the rationale. The Physical Environment Committee
(PEC) at their last meeting received and reviewed the document, “The University of
Wisconsin System Request for Board of Regents Action December 2009,” which
explains how the $240 million funding will be spent. Adesso said that there is not
adequate faculty input in the Milwaukee Initiative and each stage should be voted on
because it affects academic programs.

Senator Meyer requested to amend the FD 2693. 1) at the end of the motion add:
“and shall report its actions to the Faculty Senate.” 2) following that sentence add:
“The Faculty Senate shall conduct a tallied vote for each component and inform the
Chancellor of its preferences for the Milwaukee Initiative.”

Secretary Turner asked all senators to raise their hand to see if there was still a
quorum of the Faculty Senate. There was still quorum.
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The motion to amend FD 2693 was seconded.

P. Lyman questioned whether voting on each component will reflect the priorities of
the senate body. Meyer’s replied that he would like to give the Chancellor
information on what the Faculty Senate thinks about the components of the
Milwaukee Initiative. Senator Bell responded that the priority list will not provide a
complete picture of the senate’s priorities. He also inquired about the impact of the
PEC’s vote on the Milwaukee Initiative. Meyer’s responded that administration is
not listening to faculty governance, and there has to be a way for faculty to give input.
Senator Velez made two points: 1) There was already a survey conducted, and 2)
PEC is the right body to review these issues and report to the senate.

Discussion ensued regarding whether to tally or prioritize the projects, and whether
there should be a written ballot sent to all faculty senators or conduct the vote at a
senate meeting.

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

Adesso said that he is in favor of voting on stages rather than priorities, because the
implementation of projects may change over time. Senator Bell said that the UC
survey conducted last year did not mention specific projects, but now the distribution
of money and resources going to these projects is at stake. Although building on the
Kenwood campus is what most faculty prefers, it does not appear that the
administration is aware of faculty preference. Provost Cheng said that the IRC could
be voted as the first priority, but without bundling it with donor funds, it will not be
approved by the Building Commission. The bundling strategy is to leverage donor
money to get more projects approved. At this point, there has not been a donor
identified who wants to give to the Kenwood campus.

Meyer said that he will pull the tally vote from the amendment, but with the
understanding that at some point a decision will have to be made as how to prioritize
the projects. He is willing to accept any form of the senate prioritizing these projects
and informing the Chancellor.

Meyer’s read his revised requested amendment: at the end of implementation add,
“and shall report their actions to the Faculty Senate.

Meyer voiced concern that there is a two track system working on the future of this
campus: Master Plan and Milwaukee Initiative. The faculty should give their voice
on these matters because it affects how academic programs are conducted.

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

Secretary Turner read the motion to amend FD 2693. At the end of the original
motion add, “and shall report their actions to the Faculty Senate. The Faculty Senate
will report its priorities to the Chancellor.”

The amendment to FD 2693 was seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote.
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The Faculty Senate voted on the amended motion. Van Horne requested a roll call
vote. The amended motion passed unanimously by roll call vote:
A. Alkhas –yes S. Meyer – yes M. Kunert - yes
L.A. Garrison – yes A. Bell – yes V. Stoffel -yes
A. Gillam – yes P. Guptasarma – yes W. Van Horne - yes
J. Hayes – yes P. Lyman – yes C. Walker - yes
J. Lilly – yes M. Schwartz – yes V. Adesso - yes
M. Parsons – yes R. Strickler – yes S. Arora - yes
J. Welstead –yes R. Azen – yes M. Anderson - yes
E. Winkler – yes P. Florsheim – yes L. McCarthy - yes

W. Velez - yes

VI. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None

VII. GENERAL GOOD AND WELFARE
None

VIII. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:16 P.M.
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UC Faculty Report to the Senate
November 19, 2009

The UC has been extremely busy over the past month and I have quite a few things to report. I'll

try to do so in a sequential manner:

 Sometime over the summer, faculty from the SCE came to the UC to discuss how they

might go about the process of appointing Patricia Arrendondo, currently the interim

Dean of the SCE, as their permanent dean. There are good reasons for this request, not

the least of which is the fact that there have been two failed searches in the past. Rita

approves of this request, although it is slightly atypical, given the extenuating

circumstances, and can make a request to system for this to happen, again because of

the extenuating circumstances. However, since it is unusual to appoint a dean without a

formal search, the UC thought it important that the Senate be made aware of this

before the request be put forth. I would like to read to you a statement from Dan

Folkman, chair of the EC of the faculty of the SCE:

"The SCE faculty strongly supports the appointment of Dr. Arredondo to

permanent dean. The SCE faculty met on June 24, 2009 to discuss this

possibility, which was initially raised by Rita Cheng. The SCE faculty

is in full agreement that a change to a permanent appointment would be

in the best interest of the School. The argument being that a) Dr.

Arredondo has completed a successful first year as interim dean, b) she

has gained the trust and confidence of the faculty and all of the SCE

staff members, c) she has initiated a number of strategic actions

dealing with the current economic and budgetary situation that the SCE

faculty and staff fully support, d) a new search for a permanent SCE

dean would be costly, and e) given a new search Dr. Arredondo would

apply with the most likely result of her being a strong, if not the

strongest, contender among the final applicants."

The reason it has taken this long for me to report this to you is because the UC had

originally requested that this be on our agenda so that Dan could present this to you

himself. As a matter of fact, we made this request in August, hoping that it would be on

our first agenda. However, it seems to keep getting postponed by Rules, due to other

pressing business. Therefore, we thought we would just bring it to your attention

during my report. Chris Dunning is in the audience if anyone would like to ask any

questions of her after my report.

 The UC met with Rita and Dev to discuss a project known as Pathways. Basically, UWM

has been selected to participate in pilot project to try out a new model of continued

accreditation. It seems to us that this is a win-win situation for us because the process is

quite a bit streamlined from what has transpired in the past. Moreover, it is an online

process so a team visit will not be required. For more details you may want to contact

Dev, but in our opinion it seemed like a great opportunity for us as we will be up for

accreditation in the next year or two.

 The UC met with the chair of APBC, Jay Moore, and suggested that his committee

review the draft of the MP, in addition to the review that is being conducted by PEC.

With the culmination of the MP and the commencement of the Milwaukee Initiative, it
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seems as if there is some confusion as to the role of the APBC and the PEC, especially

when it comes to budget. The UC views the roles of these two committees as

complementary, as opposed to mutually exclusive. While the PEC looks at how

spending money affects the physical appearance of the campus and buildings the APBC

looks at how spending money affects academic programs, which are housed in those

buildings. Therefore, it makes sense for both committees to look at the implications of

the MP from their two different lenses. The APBC seems to be making a lot of progress

in their review of the draft of the MP and I believe they hope to bring some type of

report to the Senate next month. I personally have also requested that the APBC look

more closely at their charge and be more specific about what budgetary issues they deal

with because as it currently stands there seems to be a belief that the PEC deals with

capital dollars while the APBC deals with operating expenses. However, this seems to

be a rather narrow view in my opinion since, as I said earlier, buildings are primarily

built to house academic programs.

 Before I conclude, I just want to address some of the negativity that has been circulated

through our Senate list serve in the past month or two. I have this belief that negativity

only fosters negativity and I'll repeat what I said at the open forum that the UC hosted.

It’s more than ok for us to disagree, either with the administration or amongst ourselves

as faculty and staff; however, we should try to do so in a collegial manner. The

foundation of shared governance is to foster and stimulate discussion so that all parties

are included in the decision making process, not to silence those that do not agree with

a particular point of view through intimidation. So I ask that we agree to disagree, but

that we do so in a respectful manner. On today's agenda there are several things that

we will be voting on and the UC has some reservations about some of these things.

However, that doesn't mean they shouldn't be on the agenda or that we shouldn't have

a healthy discussion about these agenda items. The worst things that we can do as

Senators is to simply go with the majority. Each of you were elected by your peers for a

reason, to listen to the rationales and discussion and to cast a vote, based on the

information that you have before you. If you don't have the necessary information to

cast a vote then ask for clarification! In my opinion, knowledge is power and by seeking

clarification you gain the knowledge to make an informed decision.
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APBC Report to Senate 11/19/2009
Jay Moore, Chair

In response to a discussion with the UC, APBC is undertaking its own review of CMP. The
review will take place in two phases. In the first phase, our goal is to report to you on Dec 17.
In this phase, we will report an independent assessment from a governance body of the draft of
CMP as it existed prior to Nov 9. This assessment will necessarily be brief, and may include
comments already made in conjunction with the earlier campus feedback process. We hope to
provide a brief written summary to you in advance of Dec 17.

In the second phase, our goal is to report to you sometime early in 2010. In this phase, we will
report an independent assessment from a governance body of the final version of CMP. This
assessment will emphasize how responsive the CMP process and content have been to faculty
concerns. It will further comment on the general merit of the recommendations contained
therein. As before, we hope to provide a written summary to you in advance of the report.

To carry out the review, APBC members have been assigned to four subcommittees. Each has a
separate scope of its review relating to CMP. One committee is concerned with SFS/WATER.
A second is concerned with CEAS/Tosa/IRB. A third is concerned with SPH/Pabst. A fourth is
concerned with Kenwood/CSM/IRB.

As are many other governance bodies, APBC is fortunate in that it routinely receives information
from various constituencies about campus initiatives. I would like to take this opportunity to
inform the Senate that we recently received correspondence from the Dept of Chemistry and
Biochemistry. This correspondence, dated Nov 12, 2009 and sent to the campus administration,
reported a motion unanimously passed in their department on Nov 11. The motion reads as
follows:

Motion: The Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry is unified in its strong
supports for the modification of the UW-Milwaukee expenditure plan. We urge
that requested funding for the Milwaukee County Grounds and for the Public,
Community, and Clinical Health Phase I projects should be dropped and that the
savings be transferred to the Kenwood Integrated Research Complex Phase 1
building and Columbia Hospital as determined by pre-design planning
considerations.

They expressed the rationale for the motion as follows.

Rationale: The Kenwood Integrated Research Complex Phase I is drastically
underfunded as is the Public Community, and Clinical Health Phase I (PCCH)
building. As such, the Kenwood IRC project will not serve the space needs of the
Chemistry and Biochemistry Department for many years. In this context, the
Dept. sees Columbia-St.Mary’s as the only option for new space in the shorter
term. It is also recognized that Columbia-St. Mary’s can serve as the site of the
public health building. In order to focus funds on the priorities of the natural
sciences and engineering as well as public health, the County Grounds and Pabst
sites should be dropped and those investments ($73,400,000) shifted to the
Kenwood IRB building and Columbia-St. Mary’s as determined by predesign
planning. In so doing, it is stressed that the needs of the College of Engineering
and Applied Science must be taken into account in this reorganization plan within
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the Kenwood IRB complex because some of its projected space on the County
Grounds is being eliminated.

The Chemistry and Biochemistry Department then closed their correspondence by encouraging
other interested parties to express their views with the aim of engaging in an open, constructive
dialog on the campus’s pressing space needs.

It seems to us that their motion is in the highest tradition of faculty involvement in the
governance process, particularly as CMP has been described as open, transparent, and inclusive.
I call the Senate’s attention to this motion, and ask that the Senate urge the campus
administration to take it into account in future decisions, as will APBC. I think it would be a
mistake to dismiss the motion because neither chemists, nor for that matter labor historians, are
economists.
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Report to the Faculty Senate
11/19/09

Physical Environment Committee

The Physical Environment Committee (PEC) has met two times since the last Faculty Senate
meeting. The first meeting was on November 4, 2009 to discuss the Milwaukee Initiative Phase
I $240M Expenditure Plan. The expenditures were given as:

 Replace Neeskay Research Vessel $20M
 Kenwood Campus IRC Phase I $50M
 Innovation Park Site Acquisition $15M, Infrastructure and Phase I $20M
 Public, Community and Clinic Health Phase I $38+M
 School of Freshwater Sciences Research Building Phase I $20M
 Columbia-St. Mary’s $66+M

These figures include money that must be raised by gifts and grants. The amounts enumerated
for each of the four pre-design projects listed were considered unrealistically low by committee
members. It was acknowledged by Christy Brown that the amounts were initial figures and they
represented inadequate funding for complete projects; this is a new strategy recommended by
UW System that would allow approval for projects with the understanding that adjustments
would need to be made as work progressed. It is not unusual to have projects change after
approval by the State Building Commission. The document was sent to UW System the day of
the meeting. The document will be reviewed by System, for its input, forwarded to the Board of
Regents, and then the State Building Commission. Other items discussed were the value of the
pre-design working groups’ recommendations and whether there should be prioritizing/ranking
of projects. It was explained that we cannot rank our projects for submission to the State
Building Commission.

It was stated that there is confirmation that the current campus footprint already has the square
footage required to provide space for buildings/facilities as described in the various projects
designated for off-campus projects. A motion was made that the PEC recommends to campus
administration that they focus the expenditure plan on a set of projects that may be adequately
funded. The motion passed 8 yes, 5 no, 0 abstentions.

The second meeting of the PEC was November 18, 2009. There was an update on the Campus
Master Plan. It was mentioned that a forum will be held on December 9th, the time and room
were not yet know. There was an update on the Pre-design Working Groups. There was an
update on the UWM Capital Budget, Six Year Project List (2011-2017). Among the
expenditures were:

 Innovation Park-IRC Phase 2 $75M
 Public, Community and Clinical Health Phase 2 $40M
 School of Freshwater Sciences Research Building Phase 2 $50M
 Kenwood Integrated Research Complex (IRC) Phase 2 $50

It was decided to wait until after the December 9th forum to make recommendations on the
Master Plan. There was approval of Special Transit-UWM will continue to rent the lakefront
parking lots from Milwaukee County only if parking remains free on the weekday during the
academic year for all UWM students, staff and faculty. The faculty/staff monthly contribution
for special transit will be 50% of the monthly fare from the Milwaukee County Transit System,
effective January 1, 2010. Both motions passed unanimously.
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There was a discussion of the UWM Smoking Policy S49, UWS 18 which is the enforcement
piece missing previously and the Wisconsin Clear Air Act. The final of business was a
discussion on Gender Inclusive Facilities.


