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Office of the Secretary
1860 Van Hise Hall
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
(608)262-2324

February 27, 2004

TO: Each Charting A Neyy Course Participant

FROM: Judith A. Temby %4,};_)’%" '
PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE

RE: Agendas and supporting documents for meetings of the Board and Committees to be
held at the Friedrick Center, 1950 Willow Drive, Madison, on March 4, 2004.

Thursday, March 4, 2004

10:00 a.m. - 12:30 p.m. - Working Groups - Charting a New Course for the UW System
Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities, Friedrick Center, room 453
The Research and Public Service Mission, Friedrick Center, room 353
Our Partnership with the State, Friedrick Center, room 154

Achieving Operating Efficiencies reconvene, Friedrick Center, room 216
Re-Defining Educational Quality reconvene, Friedrick Center, room 215

12:30 - 1:00 p.m. - Box Lunch
Friedrick Center, dining room

Information regarding agenda items can be found on the web at
http://www.uwsa.edu/bor/meetings.htm or may be obtained from the Office of the Secretary,
1860 Van Hise Hall, Madison, Wisconsin 53706 (608)262-2324.
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http://www.uwsa.edu/bor/meetings.htm

AGENDA OF THE REVENUE AUTHORITY WORKING GROUP OF THE BOARD
OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

Thursday, March 4, 2003
Friedrick Center, 1950 Willow Drive, Madison
Room 453
10:00a.m.
1. Call to order
2. Approval of minutes
3. Adopt resolution on Risk Manager
4. Cohort Tuition

5. Performance bond discussion

5. Campus development and best practices



February 27, 2004

MEMORANDUM

TO: Revenue Authority Committee
FROM: David Olien

RE: Agenda item

The following draft resolution has been prepared for consideration of the
committee at our next meeting. Any suggestions on changes to this draft can be
considered at our next meeting.

5. The Revenue Authority Committee recommends that the UW System and
Department of Administration jointly contract for an actuarial study
examining whether creating a “captive” insurance company would result
in financial savings. The Revenue Authority Committee also
recommends that the UW System be added by the Department of
Administration to the team negotiating the State’s insurance policies to
address the concerns raised by the Gallagher study.

G:\SRVPADM\DWO\Memos\Revenue Authority Agenda item.doc



REVENUE AUTHORITY AND OTHER OPPORTUNITIES WORKING GROUP OF THE
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

Thursday, March 4, 2004
"Cohort Tuition™
Proposal

The Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities working group of the Board of Regents of the
University of Wisconsin System recommends that the following action items be included in the
"Charting A New Course For the UW System” final report:

1. Request that UW System Administration further study and report to the Board of Regents
the effects of implementing cohort tuition for nonresident students in order to make
nonresident tuition increases more predictable and potentially increase the number of
nonresident students attending UW institutions. Cohort tuition options that should be
considered include:

A. Guarantee nonresident students a single tuition rate for a specified length of time
or number of credits; and/or

B. Guarantee nonresident students a single tuition rate that would increase each year
by a predetermined factor (1%,2%...) or index such as the Consumer Price Index
(CPI).

Background

Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities working group discussions have converged on the
following views on cohort tuition:

1. Cohorts could be based on any number of criteria including residency status, class
standing based on credits earned, years enrolled, traditional or nontraditional student
status, or declared major.

2. Institutions have many options in determining the tuition charged to each cohort,
including guaranteeing one set rate, increasing at a specific rate, or increasing at specific
dollar or percentage levels.

3. Cohort tuition for resident undergraduates is not desirable at this time for several reasons:
a) resident tuition rates remain low relative to peers; b) cohort tuition would likely limit
the System's flexibility to control tuition revenues derived from resident undergraduate
students; c) resident undergraduate tuition revenues are the single largest component of
the System tuition revenue stream.

4. A significant benefit of cohort tuition is the ability to provide predictability in tuition
costs for students and their families.

5. UW System nonresident students have experienced unexpected significant increases in
tuition over the past 5 years.

6. The UW System has experience a sharp decline in the number of nonresident students in
recent years.



7. With nonresident tuition rates at about 4 times the rate of resident tuition, and already
near the top of each institution’s tuition peers, either option A or option B could enhance
the marketability of UW System institutions to nonresident students by providing
predictable tuition rates to students and families.

8. Cohort tuition option A may limit the System’s ability to generate sufficient revenues to
cover budgetary costs if the state (a) continued to provide only modest GPR increases, (b)
continued to ask UW System to absorb much of compensation increases from tuition, (c)
assessed frequent administrative base cuts, and (d) continued to cap resident
undergraduate tuition.

9. Option B provides additional flexibility to increase tuition revenues and thereby negates
one potential shortfall of option A.



REVENUE AUTHORITY AND OTHER OPPORTUNITIES WORKING GROUP OF THE

BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM
Thursday, February 5, 2003

"Nonresident Tuition"

Proposal

The Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities working group of the Board of Regents of the
University of Wisconsin System recommends that the following action items be included in the
"Charting A New Course For the UW System" final report:

1.

2.

Change current Board of Regents Tuition Policy Principles to specifically address tuition
setting guidelines for nonresident tuition rates.

Request that UW System Administration further study and report to the Board of Regents
on additional flexibilities that may be granted to institutions, or piloted at one or more
institutions, to allow them to target nonresident populations or majors in order to increase
the number of enrolled nonresident students and achieve institutional or statewide
priorities without decreasing access for resident students.

Request that UW System Administration further study and report to the Board of Regents
on additional nonresident student "brain gain™ strategies and proposals as outlined in the
Governor’s Grow Wisconsin Workforce Development Initiative. Additional institutional
initiatives, such as that which was approved for UW-Platteville are encouraged, as well
as system-wide proposals that target students who are most likely to remain in Wisconsin
upon graduation.

Background

Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities working group discussions have converged on the
following views on nonresident tuition rates:

1.

2.

Nonresident students pay tuition that far exceeds the cost of their education, allowing the
UW System to use the "excess" resources to increase access for Wisconsin residents.
Attracting nonresident students to Wisconsin is a vital building block in the state's overall
"brain gain" strategy.

Wisconsin resident students benefit educationally and socially by having a geographically
heterogeneous campus.

Nonresident students are important to local economies as well as the overall state
economy.

Nonresident undergraduate tuition rates have increased dramatically in the past five
years, largely due to mandatory tuition surcharges of 5% per year that were included in
the 2001-03 biennial budget.

Currently, all UW institutions rank near the top of their respective peer group for
nonresident undergraduate tuition and mandatory fees.

While a number of factors impact the decision by nonresident students to attend a UW
institution, price likely plays a significant role.

During the 2002-03 academic year, the UW System experienced a widespread reduction
in nonresident undergraduate students which resulted in approximately $4-$5 million of
related lost tuition revenues.



UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

TUITION POLICY PRINCIPLES

Board of Regents
GUIDING PRINCIPLES*

Tuition and financial aid in the UW System should balance educational quality,
access, and ability to pay.

As a matter of fiscal and educational policy, the state should, at a minimum, strive
to maintain its current GPR funding share (65%) of regular budget requests for
cost-to-continue, compensation and new initiatives, and fully fund tuition increases
in state financial aid programs.

Nonresident students should pay a larger share of instructional costs than resident
students, and at least the full cost of instruction when the market allows.
Nonresident rates should be competitive with those charged at peer
institutions and sensitive to institutional nonresident enrollment changes
and objectives.

Where general budget increases are not sufficient to maintain educational quality,
supplemental tuition increases should assist in redressing the imbalance between
needs and resources.

Tuition increases should be moderate and predictable, subject to the need to
maintain quality.

GPR financial aid and graduate assistant support should “increase at a rate no less
than that of tuition” while staying “commensurate with the increased student budget
needs of students attending the UW System.” In addition, support should also
reflect “increases in the number of aid eligible students.”

General tuition revenue (to cover regular budget increases under the standard
65% GPR and 35% Fees split) should continue to be pooled systemwide. Special
fees may be earmarked for particular institutions and/or programs increasing those
fees.

When considering tuition increases beyond the regular budget, evaluation of
doctoral graduate tuition should consider impacts on multi-year grants and the
need to self-fund waivers or remissions from base reallocation within departmental
budgets.

* Proposed modification by Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities
working group (February, 2004)




REVENUE AUTHORITY AND OTHER OPPORTUNITIES WORKING GROUP OF THE

BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM
Thursday, February 5, 2003

"Per Credit Tuition"

Proposal

The Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities working group of the Board of Regents of the
University of Wisconsin System recommends that the following action items be included in the
"Charting A New Course For the UW System” final report:

1.

2.

Request that UW System Administration recommend to the Board of Regents one or
more additional institutions to pilot per credit tuition.

Request that UW System Administration further study and report to the Board of Regents
the effects of implementing per credit tuition on a larger scale in order to generate
additional revenues for the UW System and expand access to lower and middle income
students.

Background

Revenue Authority and Other Opportunities working group discussions have converged on the
following views on per credit tuition:

1.
2.

3.

May be designed to be revenue neutral or revenue generating

May be structured to significantly increase revenues and at the same time reduce the
overall tuition paid by most students taking 13 credits or less.

Even when structured to be revenue neutral, it may eliminate the tuition loss that
institutions face when their mix of students becomes more heavily weighted to full-time
students who take "free credits” within the plateau.

Part-time students would no longer subsidize full-time students through higher actual per
credit costs.

Based on initial findings at UW-Stout, course drop-rates may decline. Reducing the drop
rate should result in additional access for other students. Currently, some students within
the plateau enroll in more courses than they intend to finish because there is no financial
disincentive for dropping courses.

Students may benefit from a simplified tuition schedule, particularly those students that
enroll in courses at more than one institution.

It is still unclear how student behavior may change. What will happen to time and credits
to degree? Will it change the type of elective courses in which student's enroll?

Some of the uncertainty could be addressed by implementing new initiatives designed
explicitly to reduce time and credits to degree.



Research & Public Service Working Group
March 4, 2004
Room 353, Friedrick Center
10:00 a.m.

AGENDA

. Call to order

. Approval of minutes of February 20 meeting

Preliminary recommendations discussion, including discussion of budget
implications

. Adoption of recommendations



Draft #2 — Research and Public Service Working Group
Public Service Recommendation
(a) Communication

Traditionally, universities have viewed their mission as teaching and research. More recently,
and particularly in light of the fact that most states are facing severe deficits, universities are
being viewed by their states as economic engines. Consequently, economic development is
becoming as important a mission for universities as teaching and research.

Given that local business and community leaders and legislators have revealed a general lack of
awareness of university resources available to assist local government and the private sector;
given that the university has invested time and energy in four highly successful statewide
economic summits; given that the primary service local employers desire from the university is a
well-prepared cadre of graduates, in the liberal arts as well as in specific technical disciplines; and
given that UW System chancellors and deans have made local and regional economic
development and community partnerships a high priority during the past four years, the
committee recommends that the university’s role in economic development and business outreach
be continued as a major UW System priority and that these activities be enhanced. Specifically,
in this regard, the committee recommends:

e That a “front door” to the UW System be created to assist local businesses in accessing
faculty and staff expertise wherever it exists.

¢ The UW System engage in a major public relations/communications campaign with
external stakeholders to better inform them of what resources the university has to offer
and how they can be accessed.

e That a comprehensive, targeted marketing campaign be undertaken in partnership with
the private sector to address very specific Wisconsin workforce development issues —i.e.,
manufacturing, health care, new technologies.

Some examples of existing partnerships include:

» The Wisconsin Economic Summits, co-sponsored by the University of Wisconsin
System and the Wisconsin business community, which promote economic
growth and the stability of the state of Wisconsin;

» The Wisconsin Small Business Development Centers, which provide counseling,
technology and information transfer and instruction to small businesses.
Wisconsin’s SBDC was first established in 1979 and was one of the first such
organizations in the nation;

» The UW System Business Consortium, a partnership of the business schools in
the University of Wisconsin System formed to address the needs of businesses
and other organizations in the state. The business schools work collaboratively,
where appropriate, to offer both credit and non-credit programs to organizations
and students utilizing new distance education technologies.

e The UW System continue to play a role in serving as a neutral convener of the many
parties engaged throughout the state in economic development activities at the state,
regional and local levels.



e That the Board of Regents seek ways to recognize and celebrate university leaders,
faculty, staff and students who are having a major impact on the economic health of their
communities.



Draft #2 — Research and Public Service Working Group
Public Service Recommendation
(b) Community and Civic Engagement

The faculty, staff and students of the University of Wisconsin System use their expertise to
enhance communities beyond the classroom. Their efforts consist of service on national
professional organizations, service within their own campuses, and service within their
communities.

The Wisconsin Campus Compact is bringing together many Wisconsin higher education
institutions to introduce more service-learning into the curriculum and to enhance student
“citizenship” through a variety of civic engagement and volunteer activities. The Wisconsin
Campus Compact is the only campus compact in the country working in collaboration with UW-
Extension programs. Further, it works across public, private, two-year, four-year and technical
educational institutions and focuses on economic development, extension service, resource
sharing, student volunteerism, service learning, among other components.

Several examples of faculty, staff and students engaged in service include:

» Wisconsin K-16 AmeriCorps*VISTA Service-Learning Project: Faculty and staff at
UW-Eau Claire, UW-Extension, UW-Madison, UW-Stevens Point, UW-Oshkosh, and
UW-Parkside are currently involved in the Wisconsin K-16 AmeriCorps*VISTAService-
Learning Project. The project places AmeriCorps*VISTA members at these campuses or
in local community settings to assist as service-learning coordinators and support
postsecondary faculty, staff and student connections with community-based
organizations. The VISTA volunteers build service-learning connections between local
elementary and middle school students, college students, and educators aimed at
improving the academic achievement and aspirations of young students.

» The American Democracy Project: UW-Eau Claire, UW-Stevens Point, UW-La Crosse,
UW-Parkside, UW-Oshkosh and UW-River Falls are each participating in the American
Democracy Project. The goal of this project is to strengthen the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities’ affiliate efforts to “produce graduates who understand
and are committed to engaging in meaningful actions as citizens in a democracy.” The
project is coordinated by the American Association of State Colleges and Universities
and supported by the New York Times, Campus Compact, and other national partners.

» New Voters Project: Wisconsin Campus Compact is a partner in the New Voters Project,
a non-partisan project funded through the Pew Charitable Trusts aimed at increasing 18-
24 year-old voter participation by five percent in the November 2004 election. The New
Voters Project will help support campus efforts to institutionalize voter registration and
mobilization efforts.

Specifically, in this regard, the committee recommends:

e That the Wisconsin Campus Compact be congratulated for the early successes it has
achieved and, further, that the University of Wisconsin System strongly support
continued participation of the Wisconsin Campus Compact in service to communities
across Wisconsin and encourages its continued growth.



Draft #2 — Research and Public Service Working Group
Public Service Recommendation
(c) Diversity

Wisconsin has among the highest high school graduation rates in the country; yet, Wisconsin has
one of the lowest high school graduation rates in the nation for black students. According to
2001-02 Department of Public Instruction data, the graduation rate for white students is 90.83
percent and 59.87 percent for black students. Wisconsin has the second largest high school
graduation gap between white and minority students in the country, according to a study
conducted by the Civil Rights Project at Harvard University and the Urban Institute. The only
state that fared worse in the study was New York.

The rate is abysmal in Milwaukee, where only 54.54 percent of black students graduate from high
school. More than 62 percent of black students in the state of Wisconsin attend Milwaukee
public schools. Further, there are similar low completion rates for targeted minorities, especially
American Indian and Hispanic students.

Historically, Wisconsin has taken pride in providing opportunities for its citizens, regardless of
income, to participate in higher education. However, in recent years, the UW System has seen a
decrease in participation rates from the lowest income segment of the population. In 2002, only
11.2 percent of the UW new freshmen came from the lowest income quintile. The under
representation of low income students can be attributed, in part, to the fact that low income
students, on average, are less well prepared for college when they graduate from high school.
However, even after adjusting for academic preparation levels, low income students have lower
participation rates than their higher income counterparts. Clearly, income matters.

Further, the Working Group heard from the business community that it, too, needs a diverse pool
of workers, which is daunting in terms of projections. While the college-age population is
projected to increase, the minority population is growing at a faster rate than the population as a
whole — a group that historically has encountered obstacles toward degree attainment. Steps will
need to be taken to improve low-income and minority students’ attendance and graduation rates if
this state — and country — is to meet its future workforce needs.

It is important to note that the University of Wisconsin System has taken deep budget cuts in its
state appropriations. The combination of deep budget cuts and rising costs of other parts of the
state budget have forced our institutions to raise tuition in order to maintain quality and provide
for increases in enrollment. Grant aid is especially beneficial for low-income students, who react
more strongly to changes in tuition charges and aid than do middle- and upper-income students.
Once again, financial aid, and especially grants, has had a positive influence on the postsecondary
participation of low-income students, even after taking academic background and other factors
into consideration.

The Research and Public Service Working Group believes that any plan to build a pool of
students of color qualified to apply, be admitted to and potentially enroll in UW System
institutions must focus on the Milwaukee public schools and its students. Further, the Working
Group believes partnerships that build the educational pipeline to reach children and their parents
at an earlier age should be expedited.

In 1997-98, UW System launched Plan 2008 to increase higher education diversity.



Further, the Working Group heard presentations from Dr. Christine Anderson, of the Milwaukee
Partnership Academy, about the initiative to enhance the quality of teaching and learning in
Milwaukee public schools. The committee enthusiastically supports and applauds this example
of true partnerships. The committee also believes the MPA will positively impact graduation
rates of students of color in Milwaukee.

The Working Group also heard a presentation from Dr. Paul Barrows about the University of
Wisconsin-Madison’s PEOPLE program, which works to increase enrollment in institutions of
higher education for targeted populations. It is apparent from Dr. Barrows’ presentation and from
related studies that the program is highly successful. It has demonstrated that enrollment and
graduation rates can be increased by pre-college programs that encourage students to aspire to
opportunities available through higher education and assist students in developing critical
academic skills.

Therefore, it is the recommendation of the committee that:

» Financial aid for low-income students is increased. Comparisons of college participation
rates of students in the lowest and highest income groups and between minorities and
whites show longstanding gaps with regard to higher education opportunities. This
opportunity gap can be attributed to many factors, including a lack of financial resources
to pay for college. These students face financial barriers to access and persist in higher
education. Financial aid, and especially grants, has a positive influence on the
postsecondary participation of low-income students. Accordingly, the Research and
Public Service working group strongly recommends that financial aid — both state and
federal — must be increased to enable these and other low-income students to go to
college and graduate.

» The PEOPLE program, or other successful models such as the POSSE program or
Chancellor Scholars program, should be replicated by other four-year campuses of the
UW System to work with African American, American Indian, Asian American
(especially Southeast Asian American), Latino and disadvantaged students. Similar pre-
college programs have been established on other UW four-year campuses. The
guaranteed admission and other features of these programs should be incorporated into
pre-college, scholarship and mentoring programs at other UW four-year campuses,
including those already established. In addition, pre-college programs should also focus
on at-risk students to try to provide them with the incentives to stay in school, graduate
and continue on to college.

» The Milwaukee Partnership Academy, a community-wide partnership devoted to the
quality of teaching and learning in Milwaukee Public Schools, be strongly supported.

» Successful models, like the MPS Academy and UW-Madison’s PEOPLE program, be
identified and marketed by UW System.



Draft #2 — Research and Public Service Working Group
Public Service Recommendation
(d) Brain Gain and Economic Development

Over the past several years, the institutions that comprise the University of Wisconsin System
have focused a significant amount of time and energy on developing strategies for supporting
economic development in Wisconsin. Many of these efforts have been aimed at the generation of
additional baccalaureate degree holders in the state, with a primary focus on adult students who
have made a prior commitment to reside in Wisconsin. Working in partnership with the
Wisconsin Technical College System, the following three initiatives will enhance access for
underserved Wisconsin residents and provide for workforce development. To that end, the
committee recommends:

» A Brain Gain Strategy for Wisconsin: The Center for Adult Access: The demand for
higher education will continue to rise and will be driven by both students and employers
at a time when public higher education institutions face diminishing state resources.
Achieving this vision of lifelong learning for Wisconsin calls for more flexible responses
on the part of providers to meet the needs of learners. Statistics indicate that Wisconsin’s
per capita income is below the national average ($29,270 versus the national average of
$30,472) and considerably below per capita incomes in Minnesota ($33,101) and Illinois
($33,023), and falling further behind. There is a need to create significantly more high-
paying employment opportunities within the state’s economy and, equally important, to
prepare Wisconsin’s workforce to meet the increased demand for education, training and
workforce skills. The creation of the Center for Adult Access to expand postsecondary
opportunity for adult students is recommended.

» Stout Technology Proposal: Building upon its strengths, UW-Stout, a Malcolm Baldrige
National Quality Award recipient and well-known and respected for its technology
emphasis and its state-of-the-art educational delivery system, proposes establishing itself
as one of the nation’s premier institutions of workforce preparation in higher education.
Endorsement of the proposal to align and cooperate more closely with the Wisconsin
Technical College System to provide workforce education, development and solutions, to
transform curriculum and delivery systems, and to serve in a national and state leadership
role in technology education, service and business processes is recommended.

» Northeast Wisconsin Educational Resource Alliance (NEW ERA): NEW ERA is a
consortium of leaders in the thirteen public colleges and universities in northeast
Wisconsin fostering regional partnerships to serve northeast Wisconsin’s educational
needs. Further, it is working to provide resources for communities, businesses and local
government and driving regional economic development and stability. To advance the
economic vitality of the region, generate stakeholder commitment and support and
enhance student navigation among NEW ERA institutions without duplication or
unnecessary financial burden, endorsement of the proposal is recommended.



DRAFT # 2 — Research and Public Service Working Group
Research Recommendation

The University of Wisconsin’s annual impact on Wisconsin’s economy is $9.5 billion. UW
institutions brought $590 million in federal and private research funding to Wisconsin in 2001-02.
University research plays a critical role in the creation of new companies and ensuring a dynamic
economy for Wisconsin.

Given that the 21* century economy will be knowledge-based, given that university jobs are
“brain gain” jobs for the state, given the University of Wisconsin System’s strong national
reputation, and given UW-Madison’s exceptional success in attracting research funding, this
committee recommends the explicit promotion of academic research — both applied and basic —
and development as a growth industry for the state of Wisconsin.

Specifically, in this regard, the committee recommends:

1. The strategic rebuilding of the faculty with the capacity to conduct research and
scholarship in areas of national and state need, including greater recognition and reward
for faculty whose research serves national, state, regional and local needs.

2. The creation of an incentive fund and infrastructure at the System level that will
encourage faculty and staff collaboration across campuses, communities and disciplines
to prepare competitive research proposals for the federal and state governments, private
foundations and corporations and to take advantage of funding opportunities that require
a broad geographic/interdisciplinary approach.

Examples/models include:

» The Wisconsin Space Grant Consortium, which is the official face of NASA in the state
of Wisconsin. Most of the Wisconsin universities, non-profits and businesses interested
in space and aerospace are members of WSGC. The Consortium uses NASA grants to
provide tens of thousands of grant dollars every year to enable undergraduate and
graduate students, faculty, staff and industries to pursue aerospace-based scholarship and
research studies in every field of discipline.

» WiSys Technology Foundation, Inc., which identifies innovative technologies developed
throughout the University of Wisconsin System and brings them to the marketplace for
the benefit of the inventors, their institutions, Wisconsin’s economy and society as a
whole.

3. An effort to address infrastructure needs on the campuses to enhance research capacity,
including:
0 The need for additional/remodeled space
Supply and expense funding
Library resources
Funding to retain the UW System’s top researchers, release time for faculty and
summer salaries for faculty and staff
o Training of faculty

(el elNe]

4. The continuation of the Wisconsin Idea as a proud tradition of public service, built by the
faculty and staff of the University of Wisconsin for more than 150 years by working with



government and citizens all over Wisconsin to help solve the most pressing problems
confronting the state. “Wisconsin Idea Fellows” should be designated to work with the
citizens of Wisconsin to define several major public policy areas where university
expertise could appropriately be used to address and solve significant issues.

5. The creation of a Wisconsin Research Opportunities Fund that can be used for the
development of federal grants and to provide federal matching funds and/or business
research partnerships.



MINUTES OF THE RESEARCH AND PUBLIC SERVICE WORK GROUP OF THE
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN SYSTEM

Via Conference Call
Friday, February 20, 2004
1:00 P.M.

PRESENT: Regent Danae Davis (presiding), Regent Connolly-Keesler, Chancellors
Reilly and Wiley, Academic Staff Representative Hank, Faculty Representatives Erdman
and Wood, Student Representative Amys, WARF Managing Director Gulbrandsen, Vice
President Weimer, Assistant Vice President Andrews, and Executive Assistant to the
Chancellor Sears.

The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. The minutes of the February 5, 2004
meeting were approved.

The group determined that they would forward two recommendations for consideration at
the Working Group meeting on March 4. The two recommendations would be in the
areas of: (1) Research and (2) Public Service. The Public Service recommendation
would include four categories: (a) communications, (b) brain gain and economic
development, (c) volunteerism, and (d) diversity.

With regard to the Research recommendation, the committee asked that the following
changes be made:

e Interms of creating an incentive fund, the statement should include the words
“and communities,” as follows: The creation of an incentive fund and
infrastructure at the System level that will encourage faculty and staff
collaboration across campuses and communities and across disciplines to prepare
competitive research proposals for the federal and state governments, etc.

e The committee asked that examples/models be identified under the incentive fund
statement; examples to include the NASA Space Grants and WiSys.

e Under the section about infrastructure needs, there should be a bullet added that
addresses the training of faculty.

e Under the section about infrastructure needs, the committee asked that all the
bullets pertaining to faculty salary be combined into one bullet.

e UW System and State of Wisconsin headings should be deleted from the draft
recommendation.

With regard to the Communication recommendation, that will no longer be a stand alone
recommendation, but will fall under a new category of Public Service.



The committee asked that the following changes be made to the Communication
recommendation, including:

e An opening statement (to be submitted by Carl Gulbrandsen).

e Move the bullet, “That a front door” to the UW System be created for local
businesses to help them access faculty and staff expertise wherever it exists,” to
the top (followed by the public relations/communications campaign to inform
external stakeholders of what the university has to offer and a marketing
campaign to address Wisconsin workforce development).

e Reward bullet #2 to stress partnerships to meet the needs of Wisconsin’s
workforce development.

e For bullet #2, the wording should include exploring private sector partnerships to
address the staffing needs of certain programs.

e This section should also include examples.

e The last bullet should be revised with the words “recognize and celebrate,” to say,
“That the Board of Regents seek ways to recognize and celebrate university
leaders, faculty, staff and students who are having a major impact on the
economic health of their communities.

There will be a Volunteerism recommendation that will fall under the category of Public
Service.

e The volunteerism recommendation will cite the Wisconsin Campus Compact,
with a statement from the committee that it supports continued participation in
communities, encourages its continued growth and cites examples of service-
learning opportunities and early successes. These examples could include Vista,
Wisconsin Vote project, and the American Democracy project. Chancellor Reilly
to submit language and examples.

The Diversity recommendation will fall under the category of Public Service, and was
amended as follows:

e The bullet regarding financial aid should be strengthened and tied to the effect
that financial aid has on the participation of minority and low-income students in
postsecondary education.

e The bullet regarding financial aid should be moved to the top.

e The summary should include comments from Frank Goldberg’s presentation
regarding income disparity issues.



e The summary should be shored up in terms of financial support and why it is
important, i.e., a decrease in state aid, greater reliance on loans, will likely deter
diversity.

e The summary should include a discussion of median income and why financial
aid funding is important.

e The summary should include a statement that the university needs a diverse pool,
otherwise, business will not recruit from the university — a sentiment expressed
across the state by business leaders.

e The bullet regarding the PEOPLE program should incorporate categories of
success models the committee wants to replicate, including PEOPLE, POSSE,
Chancellor Scholars. In this regard, the recommendation should focus on long-
term support for pre-college, aid, scholarship and mentoring programs.

e The recommendation should indicate that the working group enthusiastically
supports the Milwaukee Partnership Academy.

e Chancellor Wiley offered to bring budget implications of the PEOPLE Program to
the March meeting.

The fourth area under Public Service is Brain Gain and Economic Development.
e This segment should incorporate the three proposals presented by Chancellors
Messner and Reilly, Chancellor Wells and Chancellor Sorensen at the February 5,
2004 meeting.
The committee directed Linda Weimer and Kris Andrews to work with University of
Wisconsin System budget analysts to determine the fiscal impact of each proposed
recommendation, and present to the March 4 meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.



Charting a New Course for the UW System

Committee on
Our Partnership with the State

Agenda
March 4, 2004
10:00 a.m.
Friedrick Center, Room 154

Review and discuss financial aid budget initiative

Further discussion of mechanisms for communication with legislative and executive
branches of state government

Update on operating efficiencies



Achieving Operating Efficiencies Work Group
March 4, 2004, 10 a.m.
Friedrick Center, Room 216
Agenda

. Approval of January 7, 2004 and February 5, 2004 meeting minutes

. Capacity-related discussion topics:

a. Capacity in context

b. Student support services

c. Faculty workload and productivity
d. Campus facilities

. Access-related discussion topics:

a. General education requirements

b. Options for high school students to earn college credits
c. Distance education

Expanded preliminary work group recommendations

. Additional recommendations

a. Efficiency-related
b. Access-related
c. Other

Report format and schedule

. Goals for April meeting

. Other



Minutes - DRAFT
Achieving Operating Efficiencies Work Group
Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System
February 5, 2004

The Achieving Operating Efficiencies Work Group met at 10:35 a.m. at the Pyle Center,
Madison, Wisconsin. All work group members were present: Regent Mark Bradley, (Chair),
Regent Nino Amato, Vice President Debbie Durcan, Student Representative Alan Halfen,
Chancellor Douglas Hastad, Academic Staff Representative Therese Kennedy, Chancellor Jack
Miller, Regent Jose Olivieri, Faculty Representative Lisa Seale, Regent Emeritus Jay Smith,
Chancellor Charles Sorensen, Vice Chancellor Andrew Soll, and Director of Operations Review
and Audit Ron Yates. Also present were Assistant Vice President Nancy Ives and Assistant
Director of Operations Review and Audit Jane Radue.

Transforming Instructional Delivery

The Achieving Operating Efficiencies Work Group initially met in joint session with the
Re-Defining Educational Quality Work Group; the groups were joined by Dr. Alan Guskin of the
Project on the Future of Higher Education, who had just completed a presentation to all Charting
a New Course work groups. Regent Bradley began the meeting by stating that the joint
meeting’s purpose was to identify and try to answer a focus question that involves both groups.
Regent Bradley called upon Vice President Durcan to focus the discussion, based on last month’s
Achieving Operating Efficiencies meeting.

Vice President Durcan indicated that the Achieving Operating Efficiencies Work Group
was interested in how to achieve greater efficiency in instructional delivery. Traditionally this
has been done by serving more students through an increase in faculty workload, thereby
decreasing the cost per student; however, this could diminish the quality of education. Also, she
posed a question about what kind of investment would be needed to generate the kind of change
about which Dr. Guskin had spoken. Regent Bradley suggested the groups imagine that they are
charged with implementing this change.

Sr. Vice President Cora Marrett added that a vision of student learning and quality as the
drivers of change also brought the groups together; these should be emphasized, and then
efficiencies can be identified. She also asked: 1) how the groups can draw upon existing
experiments in alternative methods of instructional delivery; and 2) who needs to be in the
conversations leading to enhanced learning and quality outcomes. Regent Fred Mohs, chair of
the Re-Defining Educational Quality Work Group, further suggested the need for a framework
for encouraging experimentation and innovation.

Dr. Guskin responded that the nature of the framework needs to be substantial — perhaps
800 to 1,000 students and a related ratio of faculty — with the faculty given time to work with the
administration to carefully plan a meaningful experiment; also, there should be more than one
experiment.



Chancellor Miller cited the Western Governors University model as an example of using
objectives and learning outcomes, assessment, contracts for software, and mentors, while
lessening the investment. Dr. Guskin replied that Western Governors University made mistakes;
it did a wonderful job on assessment-of-learning issues, but it used on-line programs at
traditional institutions for its delivery system. It was cost effective, but not innovative. The
University had to contend with the existing problems at the institutions with which it worked.
Also, Dr. Guskin commented that he liked the mentoring system; but distance learning can be
used only in limited programs, because undergraduate education requires significant interaction
with faculty.

The discussion turned to UW-Stout’s effort to become a charter institution and the
possibility of using UW-Stout as a model. Dr. Guskin suggested that UW-Stout, although
innovative, has restrictions just as the other campuses have. He said he would not suggest
choosing a single institution as a model because of the political problems inherent in imposing
one model on other institutions. He suggested that student-to-faculty ratio and funding are
controlling issues, but within these constraints it is important to start a totally new model. Dr.
Guskin responded similarly to a suggestion to implement the “Carol Twigg model,” used as a
way to design a statistics course at Pennsylvania State University. Dr. Guskin said that a
systemwide policy would create conflict on campuses. He said faculty are under stress, and they
know that change has to occur; they should be encouraged to be creative and to develop
experiments at individual campuses.

UW-Madison Provost Peter Spear noted that there are a number of experiments going on
at UW-Madison. He agreed with Dr. Guskin that having a mandated process will not work and
that there are faculty interested in conducting experiments. He noted, though, that resources are
an issue; there needs to be a reward system for faculty who participate in the experiments. He
also suggested that experiments need to be incremental and discarded if they fail, adopted if they
succeed. He asked whether there is evidence that innovation in delivery modes saves money.

Dr. Guskin said Carol Twigg’s work has demonstrated savings. The problem with the
incremental mode is that all of the basic costs are still present, plus the costs of the
experimentation. Until a significant change is made in the delivery system, the existing costs
remain. He stressed that more than one experiment is needed. Also, he said that UW-Madison is
too large and complex to be a good starting point for experimentation, although it might work to
try experiments in individual schools or colleges at UW-Madison. A college within an
institution might be a possible venue, if it is “bounded,” so that it has fewer requirements and an
existing infrastructure of software, etc.

Regent Mohs asked Dr. Guskin what question should be posed to faculty to prompt them
to suggest experiments. Dr. Guskin suggested first setting the financial and quality parameters;
he then listed some possible criteria — the experiment should be cost effective, be of high quality,
and use the best that we know about teaching and learning strategies. The first order of business
would be to set the vision. This could be done, for example, by 150 faculty in three groups of
50; these faculty would agree to the set of learning outcomes that are common across the three
groups. The vision must be clear, strategic and directional. The faculty would communicate the



proposed vision to the leadership of the System and institutions, who would facilitate the process
by supporting the vision if they find it acceptable.

Regent Emeritus Smith reiterated the importance of first articulating the intended
accomplishments. He noted that unlike in the business world, change occurs slowly in higher
education; but he suggested that faster change seems to be required in th