
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MILWAUKEE
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

MINUTES
Thursday, December 18, 2008; 2:30 p.m.; Curtin 175

I. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
1. Chancellor’s Report

The current state budget is estimated at a $500 million shortfall and the 2009-11 state
budget is projected at a $5.4 billion shortfall. It is still unknown what portion of the
deficit will fall on the UW System and individual campuses.

Chancellor Santiago discussed other sources of revenue. Tuition, which is now
UWM’s largest source of revenue, is expected to be down next year. Applications at
UWM are down about 8% from last year. Only two UW campuses are showing an
increase in applications and they border Minnesota. The tuition revenue decrease is a
result of demography, a smaller cohort of college-age students. Compared to the
previous year, fall 2008 enrollment is flat: freshman class decreased, retention
increased, Ph.D. students increased, and Masters students decreased. UWM’s $80
million endowment has decreased by $10 million. Research expenditures are flat
over the last year. Most revenue sources are down and cutbacks are necessary.

Ten years ago state support was 37% and today it is 24%. Santiago believes that 10
years from now it may be 15%. UWM received $10 million in July as the first
installment of a $30 million, six year investment in cluster hires in four strategic
areas: advanced automation, bio-medical engineering, water, and health. While
BOR has approved the second installment, it is unknown whether UWM will receive
it or the third installment.

BOR approved a multi-year capital spending process for new capital projects in the
amount of $240 million at this campus. UWM’s responsibility is to raise 25% of it.
BOR and building commission approval will be necessary for each project.

Funding per student is lower today than it was ten years ago in terms of real dollars.
FTE student/faculty ratio went from 26:1 to 29:1, which is very high for a research
institute. The ratio of full-time faculty to part-time faculty has decreased. There is a
trend for retired faculty to be replaced with part-time faculty.

UWM is the key to economic development in this region. The tax base in
Milwaukee has been disappearing. UWM is important in Wisconsin and can help
turn the economy around. If UWM loses its relevancy, i.e., if the wider community
does not perceive UWM as helping the community, then political support will be
lost.

Senator Van Horne asked if there are any plans to shrink the size of this institution.
Santiago said there is no plan to shrink the university and believes the opposite must
be done. UWM must grow.

Senator Adesso asked how the BOR approved money for capital projects will be
spent and if priorities are already established. Santiago explained that this is public
information and on the web site. The projects are potentially earmarked for
Columbia St. Mary’s, interdisciplinary research building, expansion plans for water,
expansion plans for a potential site at Wauwatosa, and potential expansion plan for
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an academic health center. It will be UWM’s decision to determine what will go on
those sites. Adesso inquired about the approval process for new construction.
Santiago replied that it will go through the Physical Environment Committee. The
BOR and the Building Commission will also need to approve the projects.

A senator inquired about relevancy and the role of humanities in economic
development. Santiago said that economic development spans the width and depth of
this institution and that cultural institutions are an important part of development,
however, not everyone outside of this campus may agree. The senator asked how
this could be addressed. Santiago replied that any linkage to the wider community is
valuable. The governor and the UW System see the growth agenda as having two
components: increase enrollment and economic development. Santiago continued
by saying that UWM’s overall revenue streams and research must grow so that all
areas on campus may be supported.

2. University Committee (UC) Report: Cindy Walker, Chair
 The UC looked at different scenario planning and worked closely with the

Administration to understand how the budget works.
 The UC has made the Faculty Senate requested changes to FD 2642:

Recommendation of the University Committee for Development of Policies and
Procedures Governing the Selection and Roles and Responsibilities of UW
Milwaukee Distinguished Professors. FD 2642 will be brought back to the
Senate in January.

 Department Chairs meeting is scheduled for February and will discuss the budget
situation.

3. Academic Planning and Budget Committee (APBC) Report: Rob Yeo, Chair
 Christy Brown, Don Weill, and Ed Rodriguez presented a report on planning for

the 2009-2011 state budget. This included priorities of the governor and the next
steps on the state, UW System, and campus level.

 The APBC examined the campus budget process.
 The APBC looked at projections for marginal tuition for this year.
 The APBC reviewed biennium budget cut scenarios for this campus: $25

million, $15 million, and $10 million.
 The APBC reviewed a draft of the Guiding Principles. One factor that needs to

be looked at is financial aid and the impact on the students and their ability to
meet tuition costs.

 All documents that are distributed at APBC meetings are available on the APBC
Pantherfile site, which is accessed from the APBC web site on the Secretary of
the University web site.

 Mark Harris reported on a proposal to NIH.

Senator Adesso asked if the APBC had examined the actual budget. APBC member
Margo Anderson replied that the committee started looking at the budget at the
December APBC meeting. Adesso inquired about the delay in reviewing the budget.
Anderson replied that a request was made in August and budget material was
provided in December. Yeo said more material will be examined by the APBC, and
as documents are received and reviewed, they will be on the APBC Pantherfile.
A senator asked about the Marginal Tuition Revenue model and how programs are
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affected. Provost Cheng said that the 101 fund and the 189 fund must be looked at
together.

4. Student Association (S.A.): Tyler Draheim, President
 Segregated fee process is completed. Minor increases were necessary to keep

various resources on campus sustainable.
 SA looked at budgets to resource centers to see if funds need to be shifted.
 SA looked internally at fair process and transparency. There has been a

restructure in the election process to encourage more student involvement.
 Faculty advisors are needed for 300 student organizations
A senator voiced concern over cuts to the resource centers. Draheim replied that
resource centers will not be eliminated.

II. MEMORIAL RESOLUTION
Professor James Sappenfield presented the resolution for Professor Emeritus Campbell
Tatham. The Faculty Senate rose for a moment of silence in memory of Professor
Tatham.

III. SENATE ROLL CALL
Secretary of the University Trudy Turner conducted the role call for the Senate. There
were 38 senators and Parliamentarian Richard Marcus present. A quorum of the Faculty
Senate was present

IV. AUTOMATIC CONSENT BUSINESS
1. The minutes of the November 12, 2008 Faculty Senate meeting were approved.
2. 2007-08 Annual Reports of the Faculty Standing Committees:

Faculty Senate Rules Committee, FD 2646, was received
2007-2008 Annual Reports, pending receipt:

Extension Policy Committee

V. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT
No Items

VI. SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS
Special Election to find a replacement for Winston Van Horne on the Rules Committee
for Semester II, 2008-09. Senator Van Horne will be on sabbatical. Secretary of the
University Trudy Turner conducted the nominations and balloting. Tomas Lipinski was
voted as Van Horne’s replacement.

VII. BUSINESS
1. Faculty Document 2237R3. UC Chair Cindy Walker moved approval of FD

2237R3, Recommendation of the University Committee to Revise UWM FD 2237R2
(S-0.5), Academic Approval Matrix. UC Chair Cindy Walker presented the rationale.
The current Academic Matrix does not differentiate between the process of requesting
an Entitlement to Plan a new degree/major and a Request for Authorization to
Implement a new degree/major; hence, both processes are vetted through the same
approval matrix. This motion will improve efficiency by eliminating the approval
process at some levels of the Entitlement to Plan stage.
Senator Petering voiced concern over disrupting the checks and balance of the
approval process and the quality of documents that are sent to the UW System.
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Former UC Chair Jack Johnson stated that the Entitlement to Plan document is a brief
two to three page document, containing a broad curriculum overview with no
budgetary information. It is believed that FD 2237R3 could reduce the processing
time without removing the opportunity for committees to respond. Johnson added
that the Entitlement to Plan document has changed and is less detailed than it was five
years ago. Discussion ensued.

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

Petering made a motion to change the document to its original form. The motion
failed. FD 2237R3 was approved, 37 aye, 1 nay, 0 abstain.

2. Faculty Document 2645. UC Chair Cindy Walker moved approval of FD 2645,
Recommendation of the Academic Policy Committee that the Calendar for Academic
Year 2010-2011 be approved. UC Chair Cindy Walker presented the rationale.

FD 2645 was approved unanimously by voice vote.

3. Vice Chancellor and Dean Colin Scanes reported on Graduate School Research
Funding: RGI and 150 Funds. The Powerpoint presentation Update on Research is
available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/08-09/12-18presentations/FundedResearchupdate.pdf

Senator Van Horne suggested recruiting faculty with national and international
reputations to help the university. Scanes added that efforts are needed to nominate
colleagues for national and international awards because it create an atmosphere that
UWM is moving forward.

A question was asked if there was money available to assist faculty to apply for
grants or to hire grant writers. Scanes replied that providing intensive grant writing
workshops and continuing them annually will help to build grant writing skills, and
hiring grant writers could be useful for large awards where the proposal may be 300
to 400 pages.

Senator Meyers asked if there was a mechanism in place for collecting membership
information comparable to the NSF for the arts and humanities. Scanes responded
that it is not currently being collected, but it raises a good point. He added that the
grant writer proposal does include the natural sciences, engineering, social sciences,
and the arts.

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

Senator Van Horne commented that in the 1970s and 1980s individuals at UWM who
had generated dollars, but had not published very much were turned down for tenure,
which is the opposite of what was happening at Madison in the 1980s. Scanes replied
that if you are not published there is less chance of receiving grants.
Concern was raised about support once a grant is awarded. The burden is placed on
departments to find physical space for research assistances as well as handle post



Faculty Senate Agenda
December 18, 2008

Page 5

award accounting procedures for different granting agencies. Scanes concurred that
there is not sufficient physical space for research efforts. He also acknowledged the
need to invest in the infrastructure.

Santiago turned the meeting over to Provost Cheng.

4. Provost Cheng and Dean Bob Greenstreet reported on Master Planning and Academic
Planning. The Powerpoint presentation Master Planning Update is available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/08-09/12-18presentations/CMPupdate.pdf

Master Planning material is available at: www.masterplan.uwm.edu. Master
Planning is currently in the middle of Phase B. The Subcommittees, Steering
Committees, and the Coordinating Committees have developed Guiding Principles to
help frame UWM’s institutional aspirations and priorities. The Guiding Principles
are available at:
http://www4.uwm.edu/secu/senate/calendars/08-09/12-18presentations/GuidingPrR1204.pdf

Greenstreet reported on the slides that the consultants provided. The consultants laid
out three alternative strategies for possible development at UWM. The strategies,
which he emphasized are not options, all begin with the redefinition of better use of
space on the home campus. Greenstreet said that more faculty input is necessary to
make this a consensual process on campus. A year end summary will be put on the
Master Planning website. The images of the three alternative strategies and the
Guiding Principles will be sent out to everyone on campus and feedback will be
requested. The consultants will be back on February 5th and 6th for brainstorming
sessions. There are plans to have the consultants meet with the Faculty Senate,
Engineering, and Health Science.

A motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved by voice vote to suspend
the rule and extend the meeting 15 minutes.

Senator Petering stated that the Faculty Senate has a responsibility and a certain
amount of power with respect to the Master Planning Process. He said that the senate
needs to vote sequentially as the Master Planning Process progresses and would like
to see the Rules Committee place on the January agenda a business item to vote on
the adequacy of the Guiding Principles.

Petering moved that a formal process for faculty input be implemented, and include
an online survey tool. Individuals as well as the same units that provided input on the
academic plan would now provide response to “do these scenarios as presented work
for you academically?”
Senator Anderson seconded the motion. Discussion included having the survey out by
the first week of January and with a February 1, 2009 deadline. Anderson voiced
concern over conflicts in the Guiding Principles. For example, will outside donors
determine the academic future at UWM? She also questioned how the current
budget crisis will be integrated into the Master Planning Process.

Cheng informed the senate that Senator Petering’s motion reconfirms an action that
has already been planned, which is getting information out to the campus and
requesting feedback, but she welcomed the motion.
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A motion to suspend the rules was made, seconded and approved by roll call, 37 yes,
1 no, and 0 abstain.

Senator Petering moved that the Master Planning Committee set up an on-line survey
for all faculty and all units that participated in the original survey last fall, and have it
available by the end of the first week of January. The survey will cover the
workability of the three different scenarios from the Master Planning Committee. He
recommended that since the Master Planning subcommittees had set up the original
survey, it would make sense for the subcommittees to set up this proposed on-line
survey. Furthermore, the Guiding Principles could be used as a template for the
survey.

Senator Jeske suggested that the Master Planning Committees’ survey be compared to
Petering’s motion to see what is missing because the current motion is too complex
and lacking necessary detail. He added that to vote on it would be meaningless
because negotiations will have to be made afterwards in order to make the motion
workable. He does not see this as a viable way to do policy.

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

Petering said that he would like to ask the Administration to set up the survey.
Adesso suggested that academic colleagues who are experts in survey construction
help with the survey.

Provost Cheng asked Secretary Turner to read the motion and asked David Petering,
the author of the motion, to make any changes to the motion. Turner: The Master
Planning Committee by the end of the first week in January will come up with an on-
line survey to go to all faculty and all units that participated in the original academic
planning last fall and will seek input on the workability of the three different
scenarios. Petering added with a deadline to respond by February 2nd.

Anderson suggested as a survey questionnaire: Please look at the three scenarios,
look at the Guiding Principles, and look at your survey responses from last year.
Please answer the following questions. 1. Do they respond to your space needs.
Explain. 2. Do they respond to your academic needs. Explain. 3. What else is
missing? 4. Other comments.

Garrison added that after looking at the Master Plan, individuals should be asked if
there are any changes that their department should make to the Academic Plan.

A motion to call the question was unanimously passed by voice vote. The motion
authored by David Petering was approved, 37 yes, 1 no, and 0 abstain.

VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None

IX. GENERAL GOOD AND WELFARE
None

X. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m.


