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Freshmen Admissions Policy 
University of Wisconsin-Stout 

Effective for students entering September 2008 
 
 
 
 Academic preparation is the primary consideration for admission, we do not have a minimum 
GPA, test score, or class rank which if achieved would guarantee an applicant admission to the 
university.  No single factor, attribute or characteristic will be used to determine admission, we will 
consider both academic and personal achievement.  Non-academic qualifications can make a good 
applicant strong however; they will never make an academically weak applicant admissible. 
 
 The Admissions Office will review applicants individually and holistically.  An application will 
be reviewed by either the Freshman Admissions Examiner or one of the Admissions Counseling staff 
and they will review all academic and non-academic factors. 
 
 The Admissions Office will look for a student’s potential for success and ability to contribute 
to the university and to broaden the educational experience of its student body.  In order to determine 
the admissibility of a student the Admissions Office will consider the following: 
 
 Academic Criteria: 
 

I. Graduation from a recognized high school or equivalent evidence. 
 

A. A recognized high school is one which: 
 

1. Is operated by public school districts; or 
2. Is a private school accredited by an association that is certified  

by the U.S. Department of Education to accredit private 
schools, and whose name appears in the Federal Register as an 
approved accreditation association; or 

3. Is a private school not accredited under 2, but may be 
“recognized” by an institution in the System, based on 
performance of previously admitted graduates from that high 
school. 

 
B. An applicant who has not graduated from a recognized high school must 

provide evidence of ability to begin college work.  Such evidence may 
include General Education Diploma test scores/High School Equivalence 
Diploma test scores or a high school equivalency diploma or other 
established criteria, transcripts of course work completed in high school, 
high school rank-in class before leaving, written recommendations, 
ACT/SAT scores, or other evidence deemed appropriate by the 
university.  High school equivalency applicants may not normally be 
enrolled unless they are a minimum of two years past their expected date 
of high school graduation.  
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II. Academic Rigor:  All UW System institutions require a minimum of 17 high 

school credits (1 credit=1 year) distributed as follows: 
 

   English  4 credits 
   Math   3 credits (Algebra I and higher) 
   Social Science  3 credits 
   Natural Science 3 credits 
   Electives  4 credits 
 

III. Academic GPA:  Students must earn good grades and maintain a high level of 
achievement in challenging coursework. 

 
IV. Trend in Grades:  The pattern of grades over time is important and an 

increasingly strong academic record can improve the likelihood of admission. 
 

V. Rank in Class:  Class rank is requested of all applicants and we consider rank 
along with other factors. 

 
VI. ACT/SAT Test Scores:  A copy of your ACT score is also required of all 

applicants to be considered with other factors.  We will also accept the SAT. 
 
 

Nonacademic Criteria:  In addition to academic achievement, the Admissions Office will 
consider the following as part of the review of an application, leadership, volunteerism, personal 
statement, honors and awards, letters of recommendation, socio-economic background, extra curricular 
activities, diversity of personal background, and work experience. 
  

The criteria for out-of-state applicants will be the same as for resident applicants.  If the 
number of qualified out-of-state applicants exceeds our ability to accommodate them, UW-Stout will 
determine the criteria for selection among the qualified applicants. 
 
 Applicants who are not admitted to the university may appeal the admission decision for 
special consideration through the Director of Admissions.  The University of Wisconsin-Stout may 
fully or conditionally admit students are who not admitted initially but who are deemed to merit special 
consideration and appear to have a reasonable probability of success.  An appeal would consist of a 
supplemental application form which could be requested by a student.  In the supplemental application 
a student would write on two of three questions crafted by the Admissions Office on items like: 
integrity, character, diversity, and leadership.  In addition to the supplemental application a student 
could submit any new information (letters of recommendation, rank, grades, test scores etc…) which 
has not already been provided with their application and that would aid admissions in making the best 
decision possible at that time for both the student and the university. 
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In order to help judge the likelihood of admission based on numbers alone please see below for a 
profile of what the average student at UW-Stout has looked like over the past seven years: 
 
 
 Academic Rigor 17+ credits 
 
 Academic GPA: 3.2 
 
 Rank in Class:  Top 50% or higher 
 
 ACT/SAT Scores: 22 ACT 
    1030 SAT 
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The Admissions Office will review applicants individually and holistically.  An application will be 
reviewed by either the Freshman Admissions Examiner or one of the Admissions Counseling staff and 
they will review all academic and non-academic factors. 
 
 The Admissions office will have a single review process, meaning that one person will review 
an application and make an admission decision.  It will only require one person to admit an applicant.  
If the first reader’s decision is to not admit, that applicant will go to a second counselor to be reviewed 
and if the second reader agrees with the decision that student would be denied admission.  If however 
the second counselor disagrees with the decision of the first reader then the application will go to our 
Director of Admission for a third and final review and decision. 
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TO: Steve Schlough, Chair, Faculty Senate 
 Dennis Shaw, Chair, Senate of Academic Staff 
  c:  Jan Jordan 
       Meridith Wentz 
       Sue Foxwell 
       Joy Evenson 
 
FROM: Charles W. Sorensen 
 Chancellor 
 
DATE: June 6, 2006 
 
RE: Revisions to UW-Stout Policy #76-2 – Protection of Human Subjects 
 
 
The attached document describes proposed revisions to the UW-Stout Protection of Human 
Subjects Policy (76-2).  The revisions include: 

• If the researcher determines that the project does not meet the federal definition of 
research [as described in Appendix B (1)], no Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
review is necessary. 

• Information updated where needed 
• Detailed information moved to the appendices 
• Addition of appropriate information that was missing from the policy 

 
The policy revision has been reviewed by the campus policy committee, working in 
conjunction with Sue Foxwell, Kat Lui and Laura McCullough.  On June 5th, it was reviewed 
and endorsed with members of the Chancellor’s Cabinet. 
 
I am now forwarding the proposal to the senates for review and comment.  I would request 
receiving any responses by the end of summer in order that the policy may be established for 
the 2006-2007 academic year.  You may want to invite Meridith Wentz and Sue Foxwell to 
your discussion to provide an overview of the revised policy proposal and respond to 
questions. 
 
 
 
attachment 



     Policy No. 76-2  
 Date: 06/23/76  

Rev Date: 5/9/2006 
 

NAME: PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
The University of Wisconsin-Stout has established and maintains an Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) competent to review projects and activities that involve human subjects. The IRB 
determines for each research project involving human subjects whether subjects will be placed at 
risk and if risk is involved, whether, (a) The risks to the subject are so outweighed by the sum of 
the benefit to the subject and the importance of the knowledge to be gained as to warrant a 
decision to allow the subject to accept these risks; (b) The rights and welfare of any such subjects 
will be adequately protected; and (c) Legally effective informed consent will be obtained by 
adequate and appropriate methods in accordance with the provision of the regulations. IRB 
review of projects will be conducted at appropriate timely intervals.  
 
2.0 Purpose and Principles 
 

2.1 The purpose of the review procedures on protection of human subjects is to protect the 
rights of human subjects and researchers involved in activities conducted through UW-
Stout. 

 
2.2 Of particular concern are those individuals who may be at risk as a consequence of 

participation as a subject in research or other activities conducted by the university. An 
individual is considered to be at risk if he or she may be exposed to the possibility 
of harm as a consequence of the activity conducted by the university. Harm may be the 
result of immediate physical risk to the individual and also may be the result of the use of 
procedures such as personality inventories, interviews, questionnaires, observations, or 
stored records or data which may involve varying degrees of discomfort, harassment, 
invasion of privacy, or may constitute a threat to the subject's dignity through the 
imposition of demeaning or dehumanizing conditions. 

 
2.3. The determination of when an individual is at risk is a matter of common sense and 

sound professional judgment. This determination should take into account the rights and 
welfare of the individual, established and accepted methods of meeting the needs of the 
individual, the potential benefits to the individual, and the importance of the knowledge 
to be gained. Risks should be weighed against benefits; it is possible that risk to the 
individual may be outweighed by benefit to a community or society in general with no 
direct benefit to the individual. At all times, consideration should be given to societal and 
professional ethical principles which may apply. Wherever possible, the informed 
consent of the subjects obtained by adequate and appropriate methods must be sought.   
 

2.4 The objectives of the IRB are to: 
 

2.4.1 Protect the welfare of any human subjects involved in UW-Stout projects.  
2.4.2 Assure compliance with the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) 



human subjects guidelines. 
2.4.3 Minimize liability of individual principal investigators at UW-Stout and project-

sponsoring agencies. 
2.4.4 Assist principal investigators in developing and implementing effective human 

subjects procedures for their projects. 
2.4.5 Educate researchers on the rights of human subjects and the responsibilities of the 

researcher. 
 

3.0 Composition of Institutional Review Board, Protection of Human Subjects 
 
      The committee shall be composed of members of varying backgrounds to assure 

complete and adequate review of projects and activities conducted through UW-Stout. 
Committee membership will follow IRB committee membership guidelines.  (see 
Appendix A for committee membership guidelines) 

 
4.0 Statement of Policy and Procedures 

 
      To protect the rights of human subjects, proposals that meet the federal definition of 

research must go through the IRB review process prior to the initiation of the research.  
The researcher determines whether the project meets the definition of research by using 
information available on the human subjects web page. If the researcher determines that 
the project does not meet the federal definition of research, it does not have to go through 
the IRB review process. The IRB will follow general procedures outlined in Appendix B. 

 
5.0 Records 

 
5.1 UW-Stout will maintain records of all submitted protocols and actions taken on those 

protocols, including all attachments and related documents according to federal 
guidelines. The Research Services office will keep records of IRB meeting minutes, 
government guidelines and written procedures and policies relating to the IRB. Research 
Services will keep a list of all UW-Stout faculty, staff and students who have completed 
human subjects training.  

 
5.2 The IRB will assess its policies and procedures at least every three years and make any 

appropriate changes, including changes to keep the IRB consistent with UW-Stout and 
DHHS regulations.  
 

 
 
Appendix A:  Composition of Institutional Review Board, Protection of Human Subjects 
 
Appendix B:  Institutional Review Board Review Process 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Appendix A.  Composition of Institutional Review Board, Protection of Human Subjects 

The committee shall be composed of 13 members of varying backgrounds to assure 
complete and adequate review of projects and activities conducted through UW-Stout. 
 
Membership: 

• Two members from each college (College of Arts and Sciences, College of Human 
Development, and the College of Technology, Engineering and Management) and the 
School of Education 

• Three members from Student Services, Administrative and Student Life Services or 
University Relations 

• Two community members  
 
Committee members should be selected on the basis of their experience, interest, and expertise 
and should be able to determine acceptability of projects and activities in terms of professional 
competence, institutional regulations, applicable law, standards of professional conduct and 
practice, and community attitudes. At least one member will come from a scientific area and at 
least one member will come from an area other than the sciences. Committee members must 
have completed the UW-Stout human subjects training. 

The Chairperson of the committee will be elected at the last meeting in the spring for a two-year 
term. The elected Chair must have served on the IRB for at least one academic year. The Vice-
Chair will be elected at the first meeting in the fall for a one-year term. 
 
Temporary replacement of a committee member by an alternate of comparable experience and 
competence may be made if a member is temporarily unable to fulfill committee responsibility.  
The individual will be approved by the IRB. 
 
Temporary service by an individual with specialized experience and competence may be made to 
ensure complete and adequate review in case a particular proposal or activity outside the scope 
of activities commonly conducted by the university is made. This individual may not vote with 
the IRB but serves in an informational role.  This individual will be selected by the chair with 
input from the IRB and/or the greater Stout community. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B.  Institutional Review Board Review Process 
 
Steps of IRB review: 
 
To protect the rights of human subjects, the IRB will review all procedures for use of human 
subjects in all research being conducted through UW-Stout. All proposals involving human 
subjects that meet the federal definition of research must be reviewed by the IRB prior to 
initiation of the research. The IRB follows these general procedures: 
 
A protocol form available on the Research Services website must be prepared by the researcher 
for each proposal that meets the federal definition of research.  Each protocol is reviewed for: the 
federal definition of research, inclusion of human subjects, exemption from review, expedited 
review and full board review. 
 
1.  Definition of "research": Research is defined by the Department of Health and Human 

Services (DHHS) as follows; "Research means a systematic investigation, including research 
development, testing and evaluation, designed to develop or contribute to generalizable 
knowledge. Activities which meet this definition constitute research for purposes of this policy, 
whether or not they are conducted or supported under a program which is considered 
research for other purposes. For example, some demonstration and service programs may 
include research activities." -45 Code of Federal Regulations §46.102(d) 

 
2. A protocol form must be completed by the researcher and routed to Research Services for all 

projects that the researcher determines meet the federal definition of research. 
 
3.  Involvement of human subjects: If human subjects are involved, the IRB must review the 

proposed procedures. A human subject is defined as "a living individual about whom an 
investigator (whether professional or student) conducting research obtains (1) data through 
intervention or interaction with the individual, or (2) identifiable private information." This 
step involves only a determination of whether human subjects are involved. If they are 
involved, it is the responsibility of the IRB to determine whether they are actually at risk. 

 
4. Review for exemption: Research that is exempt from IRB review as set forth in the Office of  
    Human Research Protection (OHRP) guidelines §46.101(b) must go through the proposal  
    submission process. Researchers should submit a protocol form and should note that they wish  
    the IRB reviewers to consider whether or not the proposed project is exempt from review.  
    Research designated as exempt from review maintains exempt status for five years provided  
    approved procedures are followed. 
 
5.  Expedited Review: If risk is minimal and the research belongs to one of the categories 

designated by OHRP as appropriate for expedited review, the protocol may be reviewed 
through the expedited review procedure. Expedited review involves review by one or more 
IRB members and can usually be completed within ten days.  

 
6. Full board review: If the research involves more than minimal risk, does not belong to the  
    categories designated by OHRP, or the reviewer of an expedited protocol feels the protocol  
    requires full board review, then the protocol will be reviewed by the full IRB committee at the  
    monthly meeting.   



 
    Meetings are held monthly during the academic year and during the summer as needed.  The   
    IRB will meet to act upon items submitted for consideration. A quorum consisting of more  
    than 50% of the IRB members must be present at the meeting, or members must submit a vote  
    in writing, for any action to be taken officially.  No member of the committee may be involved  
    in either the initial or continuing review of activity in which he or she has a professional  
    responsibility except to provide information as requested by the committee. 
 
7. Notice of IRB action: Research Services will provide notice of a project's approval, 

modification, or disapproval. If the proposal is being supported by federal funds, the IRB 
administrator shall provide notification to the funding agency of the project's approval by the 
IRB. IRB approval of non-exempt research is valid for one year.  IRB approval of exempt 
research is valid for 5 years. 

 
Requirements for Informed consent:  
 
    All protocols must include a method for obtaining informed consent.  The IRB must approve 

the informed consent statement and procedures as part of the review process outlined above. 
Sample consent forms are available from the Research Services website. 

 
Responsibilities of the investigators: 
 
    The principal investigator is responsible for ensuring that the project is adhering to the 

procedures approved by the IRB.  The principal investigator should contact the IRB on his or 
her own initiative should problems arise or changed procedures require re-approval by the 
IRB. 

 
Requirements for re-approval/renewal: 
 
    Significantly changed procedures require re-approval by the IRB.  If research continues after 

the expiration date, the principal investigator is responsible for submitting a renewing protocol 
and getting a renewed approval of the research project prior to the expiration date. A renewing 
protocol is a form explaining the changes to the original protocol.  It is submitted via email to 
the Research Services office.   

 
Review for Classroom projects:  
 
Research projects conducted by students as part of a course may not require review.   Course-
related research is not subject to IRB review if all of the following are true.  If at least one of 
the following is not true, the research must follow the IRB review process outlined above: 
 

· The project is limited to surveys / questionnaires / interviews / observations of public 
behavior directly related to topics being studied in an official university course. 

 
· The above surveys/questionnaires, etc. contain no sensitive personal questions (e.g., no 
questions about drug use, sexual behavior or attitudes, criminal activity, grades, medical 
history) or other personal information that could stigmatize an individual.  



 
· The participants in the project are not from a vulnerable or special population (e.g., pregnant 
women, prisoners, minors, cognitively impaired individuals).  

 
· Either no identifying information is recorded to link a person with the data, or if 
identification is possible, no questions are being asked or information being collected that 
could reasonably harm the individual's reputation, employability, financial standing, or place 
them at risk for criminal or civil liability.  

 
· The collected data does not leave the classroom setting, or if the project involves collecting 
data on an organization, agency or company, the data are shared only with that entity. 

 
· No UW-Stout employee or student is receiving financial compensation for collecting, 
organizing, analyzing, or reporting the data.   

 
  The complete UW- Stout IRB guidelines on classroom research can be found on the 
Research Services website. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Simplified Parliamentary Procedure 
I.  USUAL ORDER OF BUSINESS  

A. Call to order 
B. Roll call 
C. Minutes, read and approved or corrected 
D. Report of committees  

1. Standing committees 
2. Special committees 

E. Unfinished or old business 
F. New business 
G. Announcements 
H. Adjournment 

II.  PROPER PROCEDURE FOR HANDLING A MOTION  

A. Member rises or signifies they would like to speak and addresses 
chairperson 

B. Chairperson recognizes member by saying name or nodding 
C. Member states motion 
D. Chairperson asks for a second if one is not offered voluntarily 
E. Chairperson states the motion. 
F. Chairperson asks for discussion if it a debatable motion. 
G. When discussion ceases, chairperson restates motion and asks for a vote. 
H. Chairperson gives results of vote and declares the motion passed or failed. 

 (Some motions do not require all 8 steps see section III for variations.)  

III.   MOTIONS MOST OFTEN USED DURING A MEETING  
Motions have rank or precedence, those of lower rank yield to those of higher rank, resulting in more 
than one motion of the floor at one time.  A higher ranking motion can be moved during the 
discussion period of the motion before the assembly.  The following motions are listed according to 
their rank, starting with the lowest.  

A. The main motion (a proposal of an activity for an organization) 
1. Phraseology example: “I move that we have a party.”) 
2. Rules for procedure:  

a. Requires the 8 steps as described in proper procedure, section 
II. 

b. Majority vote 
B. Amendment (a change in a motion by adding, subtracting or substituting 

words)  



1. Phraseology example: “I move we amend the motion by adding the 
word "Christmas" before the word "party".”  

2. Rules for the procedure:  
a. Requires 8 steps in as described in proper procedure 
b. Majority vote 

3. An amendment to an amendment changes or modifies the original 
amendment. Say, “I move we amend the amendment by...”.  Use same 
rules for procedure as above for the original amendment. 

C. Refer to committee (having a special group investigate or arrange necessary 
details to carry out the motion) 

1. Phraseology example: “I move we refer this matter of a Christmas 
party to the program committee..”  

2. Rules for procedure:  
a. Requires the 8 steps in proper procedure  
b. Majority vote  

D. Postpone to a certain day (a motion which allows the motion to be postponed 
until a later meeting) 

1. Phraseology example: “I move we postpone consideration of this 
motion until the next meeting.”  

2. Rules for procedure:  
a. Requires 8 steps in proper procedure  
b. Majority vote  

E. Close debate (to stop discussion upon the motion)  
1. Phraseology example: “I move we close debate and vote immediately 

on the pending question.”  
2. Rules for procedure:  

a. Requires 7 steps of the proper procedure - omit discussion (step 
F)  

b. Two-thirds vote  
F. Lay on the table (motion sets aside the motion for later consideration) 

1. Phraseology example: “I move we table this motion concerning the 
Christmas party.”  

2. Rules for procedure:  
a. Requires 7 steps of the proper procedure - omit discussion (step 

F)  
b. Majority vote  

3. Motion to take from the table is the method used to bring the motion 
back on the floor for discussion after a period of time has elapsed, 
Say, “I move we take from the table the motion...”. The same rules as 
for lay on the table apply. 



IV.  OTHER USEFUL MOTIONS  

A. Withdraw a motion (to retract, recall or take back a proposed motion)  
1. Phraseology example: “I wish to withdraw the motion concerning the 

party.” Note: This motion is made by the originator of the motion.  
2. Rules for procedure:  

a. If a member objects to the withdrawal, a motion by another 
member is in order.  (example: "I move that Senator Smith be 
permitted to withdraw her motion.") 

b. Requires 7 steps of the procedure- omit requirement of a 
second. (step D)  

c. Majority vote.  
B. Reconsider (motion to bring an old motion on to the floor)  

1. Phraseology example: “I move we reconsider the vote on the motion 
to have a party.”  

2. Rules for procedure:  
a. Requires 6 steps of the proper procedure  

- omit interruption of speaker (step A) and recognition by 
chairperson (step B)  

b. Majority vote  
C. Point of order (member indicates an error in parliamentary procedure)  

1. Phraseology example: “I rise to a point of order.”  
2. Rules for procedure:  

a. May interrupt a speaker; does not need recognition; does not 
need a second  

b. Decision made by chairperson  
D. Parliamentary inquiry (member tactfully asks if an error has been made in 

parliamentary procedure)  
1. Phraseology example: “I rise for parliamentary inquiry.”  
2. Rules for procedure: same as for point of order 

E. Division (to obtain an accurate account of the vote)  
1. Phraseology example: “I call for division.”  
2. Rules for procedure: same as for point of order  

F. Questions of privilege (to bring up urgent matter concerning personal 
comfort)  

1. Phraseology example: “I rise to a question of privilege,”  
2. Rules for procedure: same as for point of order  

G. Adjourn (motion to end the present meeting)  
1. Phraseology example: “I move we adjourn.”  
2. Rules for procedure:  

a. Requires 7 steps in proper procedure - omit discussion  
b. Majority vote  



How to Attempt to Carry or Defeat Motions 

How to attempt to pass a motion  

1. Second the motion immediately. 
 

2. Give arguments for it during the 
discussion. 
 

3. Vote for the motion. 
 

4. Vote against any motion to postpone the 
motion indefinitely. 
 

5. Move to amend it, to perfect or improve 
it.  
 

6. Vote against the motion to refer. 
 
 

7. Vote against the motion to postpone. 
 
 

8. Vote against the motion to close debate.  
 
 

9. Vote against the motion to table.  
 

10. Vote against the motion to recess.  
 
 

11. Vote against the motion to reconsider.  
 
 

12. Carry out motions immediately, so the 
motion to rescind cannot be used.  
 

13. Vote against motion to adjourn.  
 
 

14. The only way to carry a motion is to get 
the votes.  Have your supporters at the 
meeting and encourage them to vote 
your way.  

   
How to attempt to defeat a motion  

1. Do not second the motion.  
 

2. Give arguments against it during the 
discussion. 
 

3. Vote against the motion. 
 

4. Move to postpone indefinitely in an 
attempt to “kill” it.  
 

5. Move to amend it to make it undesirable 
or complicated.  
 

6. Move to refer it to a committee to delay 
action.  
 

7. Move to postpone it to the next meeting 
to delay action.  
 

8. Move to close debate to stop further 
discussion of good points.  
 

9. Move to table the motion.  
 

10. Move to take a recess to delay the 
discussion and strengthen your side.  
 

11. If opponents win, move to reconsider the 
motion.  
 

12. If opponents win and action has not been 
taken, move to rescind it. 
 

13. Move to adjourn in order to prevent 
voting.  
 

14. The best way to defeat a motion is to 
vote it down.  Get your supporters to the 
meeting.  Encourage them to stay and 
vote your way. 



FACT SHEET 
 

Number 1 Revised April 2003  

WISCONSIN OPEN MEETINGS LAW  
§§19.81-19.98, Wisconsin Statutes  

POLICY  
§19.81  

A. Declaration. The legislature declares that state policy is to  
1  enable the public to have “the fullest and most complete information regarding the affairs of 
government as is compatible with the conduct of government business.”  
2   ensure that meetings of governmental bodies are held in places reasonably accessible to the public.   
3  ensure that such meetings are open to the public unless otherwise expressly provided by law.  
 

B. Interpretation. The Open Meetings Law is to be “liberally construed” (i.e. broadly interpreted) to 
achieve the purpose of open government. (The rule that penal statutes are strictly construed applies only 
to the enforcement of forfeitures under the law.)  

DEFINITIONS; COVERAGE  
A. “Governmental bodies” subject to the Open Meetings Law  

1  State & local bodies. A “governmental body” under the Open Meetings Law includes any state or local 
agency, board, commission, committee and council created by law, ordinance, rule or order. §19.82(1). At the 
local level, bodies covered include school boards, county, village and town boards, city councils, and all their 
committees, commissions and boards. The term “rule or order” has been broadly interpreted by the attorney 
general to include formal and informal directives by a governmental body or officer that sets up a body and 
assigns it duties

1

. §19.82(1). The term would include resolutions.   
2  Governmental & quasi-governmental corporations; other bodies. In addition to the above, the term 
“governmental body” under the law includes governmental and quasi-governmental corporations and certain 
other specified entities. §19.82(1). A governmental or quasi-governmental corporation includes corporations 
created by the legislature or by other governmental bodies under statutory authorization

2

. A quasi-governmental 
corporation is subject to the law, even though it was not created by a governmental body, if it has the attributes 
of a governmental corporation

3

. However, merely serving a public purpose and receiving more than 50% of its 
funding from a public source do not in themselves make a corporation a “quasigovernmental corporation.” But 
when a corporation, such as a local economic development corporation, performs public duties and sufficiently 
exhibits the characteristics of a governmental corporation, then it falls under the law

4

.  
3  Special and advisory bodies. Special study committees and other advisory committees set up by a 



local officer, the local governing body or by a body it has created are also subject to the law
5

.  
4  Collective bargaining. A local governmental body conducting collective bargaining is not subject to 
the law. However, notice of reopening a collective bargaining agreement must be given under the Open 
Meetings Law and final ratification of the agreement must be done in open session under such law. §§19.82(1) 
& 19.86.  
 
B. “Meetings” under the Open Meetings Law  

1. Definition. A meeting is defined as a gathering of members of a governmental body for the 
purpose of exercising responsibilities and authority vested in the body. §19.82(2). The courts apply a purpose 
test and a numbers test to determine if a meeting occurred

6

.  
2. Purpose & numbers tests  

�  a. Purpose test. This test is met when discussion, information gathering or decision-making takes place 
on a matter within the governmental body’s jurisdiction. This test is met even if no votes are taken; mere 
discussion or information gathering satisfies the test. Notice is therefore required if the numbers test is also met.  
�  b. Numbers test. This test is met when there are enough members to determine the outcome of an 
action. If the purpose test is also met, then a meeting occurs under the law. The numbers test may be met if 
fewer than one-half of the members of the body are present—if such number can determine the outcome. This 
is called a “negative quorum.” For example, since amending an adopted municipal budget requires a two-thirds 
vote, a meeting occurs when one-third plus one of the members meet to discuss the matter

7

. (This number can 
block the required two-thirds vote to pass a budget amendment.)  
 
1  “Walking quorums”; telephone calls; email. A series of gatherings of members of a governmental 
body may cumulatively meet the numbers test, making a “walking quorum” in violation of the Open Meetings 
Law if the purpose test is also met

8

. Telephone conference calls among members, when the two tests are met, 
qualify as meetings, and must be held in such manner as to be accessible to the public, as with use of an 
effective speaker system

9

. (Telephone conference meetings should be used rarely, and preferably held only after 
seeking the advice of legal counsel.) A “walking quorum” by successive telephone calls is also subject to the 
law. Email messages could also be construed to qualify as a meeting of a governmental body, but this method 
of communicating raises numerous issues under the law concerning such matters as public accessibility and 
inadvertently meeting the numbers test. The state attorney general discourages members of a governmental 
body from communicating with each other in this fashion about issues under the body’s authority

10

.  
2  Multiple meetings. A meeting under the law may occur when a sufficient number of members of one 
governmental body attend the meeting of another body to gather information about a subject over which they 
have responsibility. Unless the gathering of the members is by chance, a meeting should be noticed for both 
bodies

11

.  
3  Certain gatherings not meetings. Chance gatherings, purely social gatherings, and joint attendance at 
conferences, where the numbers test is met, are not meetings if business is not conducted (that is, if the purpose 
test is not met). §19.82(2).   
4 Presumption of a meeting. If one-half or more of the members of a governmental body are present, a 
statutory presumption exists that there is a meeting.  This presumption can be overcome by showing that the 
purpose test was not met or that an exception applied. §19.82(2).  
5  Town & drainage board exceptions. Limited exceptions to when a “meeting” occurs under the Open 
Meetings Law have been created for town boards, town sanitary commissions and drainage boards gathering at 
certain sites. §19.82(2).  
 
�  a. Exception. The town board may gather at the site of a public works project or highway, street or alley 



project approved by the board for the sole purpose of inspecting the work, without following the usual notice, 
accessibility and other requirements under the Open Meetings Law. §60.50(6).  
�  b. Notice. To come under this exception, the town board chairperson or designee must notify news 
media by telephone or fax of the upcoming inspection, if the media have filed a written request for notice of 
“such inspections in relation to that project.”   
�  c. Report. After the inspection, the town board chairperson or designee must submit a report describing 
the inspection at the next town board meeting.   
�  d. Prohibition on taking action. No town board action may be taken at the inspection site.   
�  e. Sanitary commissions & drainage boards. The same exception and requirements apply to town 
sanitary commissions gathering at one of their public works projects, with the notice and reporting duties 
performed by the commission president or designee. §60.77(5)(k). A similar provision applies to drainage 
district boards gathering at specified sites. §88.065(5)(a).  
 

NOTICE & ACCESS  
A. Accessibility. The place of meeting must be reasonably accessible to the public, including persons with 
disabilities. §19.82(3). Accordingly, the facility chosen for a meeting must be sufficient for the number of 
people reasonably expected to attend

12

.  

B. Public notice; posting. Public notice is required for every meeting of a governmental body. §§19.83 & 
19.84. This notice may be accomplished by posting in places likely to be seen by the public; a minimum of 
three locations is recommended

13

. The notice requirements of other applicable statutes must be followed.  
Although paid, published newspaper notices are not required by the Open Meetings Law, other specific 
statutes may require them

14

. §19.84. If notices are published, posting is still recommended.  

C. Notice to media. Notice must be provided to news media who have requested it in writing. §19.84(1)(b). 
Notice may be given in writing, by telephone

15

, voice mail, fax or email.  Written methods are preferable 
because they create a record that can be used to show compliance with this notice requirement.  Notice must 
also be provided to the governmental unit’s official newspaper, or, if there is no official newspaper, it must be 
sent to a news medium likely to give notice in the area.  

D. Notice of certain disciplinary & employment matters. Actual notice must be given to an employee or 
licensee of any evidentiary hearing or meeting at which final action may be taken at a closed session regarding 
dismissal, demotion, licensing, discipline, investigation of charges or the grant or denial of tenure. §19.85(1)(b). 
The notice must contain a statement that the affected employee or licensee has the right to demand that such 
hearing or meeting be held in open session.  
E. Timing of public notice. At least a 24-hour notice of a meeting is required; however, if 24 hours is 
impossible or impractical for good cause, a shorter notice may be given, but in no case may the notice be less 
than 2 hours. §19.84(3). This “good cause” provision allowing short notice should be used sparingly and only 
when truly necessary.   

F. Separate public notice required. A separate notice for each meeting is required. §19.84(4). A general 
notice of a body’s upcoming meetings is not sufficient

16

.  

G. Public notice contents  
1 Items shown. Notice must specify the time, date, place and subject matter of the meeting. §19.84(2).   
2  Specificity. The notice must be “reasonably likely to apprise members of the public and the news 



media” of the subject matter of the meeting. §19.84(2). In other words, the notice must be specific enough to let 
people interested in a matter know that it will be addressed.   
3  Anticipated closed session. If a closed session on an item is anticipated, notice of such item and closed 
session must be given, and the statutory citation allowing closure should be cited. §19.84(2).  
4  Consideration limited. Consideration of matters in open and closed session is limited to the topics 
specified in the notice, except as noted in 5. §§19.84(2) & 19.85(1)(intro.).  
5  Public comment. The notice may provide for a period of “public comment.” During this period the 
body may receive information from members of the public and discuss such matters (but may not take action on 
them unless properly noticed). §§19.83(2) & 19.84(2).  
 
H. Openness; recording & photographing. Meetings must be open to all persons, except when closed for a 
specific purpose according to law (see following heading). §§ 19.81(2) & 19.83(1). In addition, the 
governmental body meeting must make a “reasonable effort to accommodate” persons wishing to record, film 
or photograph the meeting, provided that such acts do not interfere with the meeting or the rights of 
participants. §19.90.   

PERMITTED EXEMPTIONS FOR HOLDING CLOSED SESSIONS  
A. Policy; strict construction of exemptions. The Open Meetings Law generally declares that it is state policy 
to provide the public with “the fullest and most complete information regarding the affairs of government as is 
compatible with the conduct of government business,” and that the law must be interpreted liberally to achieve 
this purpose (except for the forfeiture provisions, which are interpreted strictly). §19.81(1) & (4).  The law 
further provides that sessions must generally be open to the public. §19.83(1). In light of these provisions, the 
exemptions in §19.85 that allow closed sessions must be interpreted strictly and narrowly, rather than broadly

17

. 
Any doubt as to the applicability of an exemption or, if an exemption applies, the need to close the session 
should be resolved in favor of openness. A closed session may be held only for one or more of the 13 specified 
statutory exemptions to the requirement that meetings be held in open session. The following 7 exemptions 
(B—J) are of interest to local government bodies.  

B. “Case” deliberations. Deliberating on a case which was the subject of a quasi-judicial hearing. §19.85 
(1)(a). Note: this exemption should seldom be used in light of the narrow judicial interpretation given to it

18

.  
C. Employee discipline; licensing; tenure. Considering dismissal, demotion, licensing, or discipline of a 
public employee or licensee, the investigation of charges against such person, considering the grant or denial 
of tenure, and the taking of formal action on any of these matters. The employee or licensee may demand that a 
meeting that is an evidentiary hearing or a meeting at which final action may be taken under this exemption be 
held in open session. Employees and licensee must be given actual notice of such hearing or meeting and their 
right to demand an open session. §19.85 (1)(b). If this demand is made, the session must be open.   

D. Employee evaluation. Considering employment, promotion, compensation or performance evaluation 
data of an employee. §19.85 (1)(c).  

E. Criminal matters. Considering specific applications of probation or parole, or strategy for crime 
prevention or detection. §19.85 (1)(d).  

F. Purchases; bargaining. Deliberating or negotiating the purchase of public property, investment of public 
funds, or conducting other specified public business when competitive or bargaining reasons require a closed 
session. §19.85 (1)(e).  



G. Burial sites. Deliberating on a burial site if discussing in public would likely result in disturbance 
of the site. §19.85 (1)(em).  

H. Damaging personal information. Considering financial, medical, social or personal histories or 
disciplinary data of specific persons, preliminary consideration of specific personnel problems or the 
investigation of charges against specific persons, except where the subject’s right to open the meeting (item C 
above) applies. This exemption may be used only if public discussion would be likely to have a substantial 
adverse effect on the reputation of the person involved. §19.85 (1)(f). Note that this exemption applies to 
“specific persons” rather than the narrower class of public employee or licensees (item C above.)  

I. Legal consultation. Conferring with legal counsel about strategy regarding current or likely litigation. 
§19.85 (1)(g).  

J. Confidential ethics opinion. Considering a request for confidential written advice from a local ethics 
board. §19.85 (1)(h).  

CONDUCTING PERMITTED CLOSED SESSIONS  
A. Public notice. Notice of a contemplated closed session must describe the subject matter and should 
specify the specific statutory exemption(s) allowing closure. §19.84(2) & 19.85(1).   

B. Convening in open session. The body must initially convene in open session.  
§19.85(1)(intro.).  

C. Procedure to close. To convene in closed session, the body’s presiding officer must announce in open 
session, prior to the vote, the nature of the business to be considered in closed session and the specific 
statutory exemption(s) allowing closure. This announcement must be made part of the record. A motion to go 
into closed session must be made and a vote taken so that the vote of each member can be determined. 
§19.85(1)(intro.). The motion, second and vote must likewise be made a part of the record.    

D. Limits on reconvening in open session. Once a body convenes in closed session it may not reconvene in 
open session for at least 12 hours, unless public notice of its intent to return to open session was given in the 
original notice of the meeting. §19.85(2).  

E. Unanticipated closed session. The body may go into an unanticipated closed session, if the need arises, on 
an item specified in the public notice

19

. In such case, the closed session item should be placed at the end of the 
agenda because the body cannot reconvene in open session without having given prior public notice. This 
provision on unanticipated closed sessions is very narrow. Whenever time allows, the 24-hour notice provision 
must be followed, or, at a minimum, when there is good cause, the 2-hour notice can be used to give an 
amended notice of the meeting indicating a closed session on an item that was not previously anticipated.   

F. Recording actions. As with open sessions, motions and votes made in closed session must be recorded. 
§19.88. Whenever feasible, votes should be taken in open session.   

G. Matters considered. The body may consider only the matter(s) for which the session was closed. 
§19.85(1)(intro.).  



VOTING & RECORDS  
A. Requiring recording of each member’s vote.  A member of a governmental body may require that 
each member’s vote be ascertained and recorded. §19.88(2).   

B. Recording votes; Public Records Law applicability. In general, motions, seconds and any roll call votes 
must be recorded, preserved and made available to the extent prescribed in the Public Records Law (§§19.32-
19.39). §19.88. Vote results, even if not by roll call, should likewise be recorded. Certain statutes may require 
that each member’s vote be recorded. For example, motions, seconds and the votes of each member to 
convene in closed session must be recorded. §19.85(1). In addition, various provisions outside of the Open 
Meetings Law require keeping minutes of proceedings

20

.  

C. Narrow secret ballot exception. Although secret ballots are generally prohibited under the Open Meetings 
Law, a narrow exception allows a governmental body to use secret ballots to elect the body’s officers. 
§19.88(1). For example, a city council may so elect its president and a committee may so elect its chair 
(unless the chair is otherwise designated). This narrow exception does not allow secret balloting to fill offices 
of the governmental unit, such as vacancies in the office of chief executive officer or on the governing body.   

SUBUNITS  
§19.84(6)  

A. Definition. Subunits are created by the parent body and consist only of members of the parent body
21

.  
B. Applicability of Open Meetings Law; exceptions  
1 Generally, meetings of subunits are subject to the advance public notice requirements of the law.  
2 However, a subunit, such as a committee of a governing body, may meet without prior public notice 
during the parent body’s meeting, during its recess or immediately after the meeting to discuss noticed subjects 
of the parent body’s meeting.  
 
C. Procedure. To allow the subunit to meet without prior public notice, the presiding officer of the parent 
body must publicly announce the time, place and subject matter (including any contemplated closed session) 
of the subunit in advance at the meeting of the parent body.  

D. Attendance at closed sessions. Members of the parent body may attend closed sessions of a subunit unless 
the rules of the parent body provide otherwise. §19.89.  

PENALTIES & ENFORCEMENT  
§§19.96 & 19.97  

A. Coverage. All members of a governmental body are subject to the law’s penalty provisions. E.g., if a 
committee consists of two governing body members and one citizen member, the law applies to the citizen 
member just as it does to the other members.  

B. Penalties; liability  
1  Forfeitures; personal liability. Forfeitures ($25-$300) can be levied against governmental body 
members who violate the Open Meetings Law. No reimbursement for forfeitures is allowed.   
2  Voiding actions. A court may void any actions taken by the governmental body at a meeting in 
violation of the Open Meetings Law.   
3 Prevention & self-protection. Media and persons unhappy with actions of the body are the ones most 
likely to bring complaints of Open Meetings Law violations. Members can prevent problems by making sure, at 



the beginning of a meeting, that the meeting was properly noticed. Members should also be sure that topics 
considered were specified in the notice (unless they are brought up under the public comment agenda item

22

) 
and that proper procedures for closed meetings are followed. Useful protection can come from a clerk’s log 
documenting proper notice, particularly when shorter notice is given or the notice is amended. Members can 
protect themselves from personal liability by voting to prevent violations, such as by voting against going into 
an improper closed session. However, if a meeting goes forward over a member’s motion or vote in objection, 
the objecting member may still participate in the meeting.  
 
C. Bringing an enforcement action. A person may file a verified complaint (see following heading) with the 
district attorney (DA) to enforce the Open Meetings Law. If the DA does not begin an action within 20 days, 
the person may bring the action and receive actual costs and reasonable attorney fees if he or she prevails. 
The attorney general (AG) may also enforce the law, but these matters are almost always viewed as local 
matters, for the DA to enforce, rather than of statewide concern appropriate for the AG.  

REFERENCE & ADVICE Refer to §§19.81-19.98 of the Wisconsin 
Statutes for the specific wording of the law; the statutes may be accessed on the internet at 
http://folio.legis.state.wi.us/. Advice on the Open Meetings Law is available from the county corporation 
counsel, municipal attorney or the Wisconsin Department of Justice. Wisconsin Open Meetings Law, A 
Compliance Guide (2001), by the Wisconsin Department of Justice, may be found on the internet at 
http://www.doj.state.wi.us/dls/spar.asp. This guide contains a copy of a verified complaint. The Local 
Government Center has videotapes on the law, available through county Extension offices.  On the internet, go 
to http://www.uwex.edu/lgc/, click on “Publications” and scroll down to “Video Tapes” for information on 
ordering.  

1
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2
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FACULTY SENATE RESOLUTIONS FOR 2005-2006 
 

 
Res. No.  Item      Sent to Chancellor Action Taken 
 
05-06/9  CIO Search and Screen Committee   9/23/05   Approved 10/12/05 
 
05-06/10 Committee Structure and CAC   9/26/05   Approved 10/24/05 
 
05-06/19 2007-2008 Academic Calendar    11/4/05   Approved 11/15/05 
 
05-06/20 M.S. in Education     11/4/05   Approved 11/16/05 
 
05-06/21 B.S. in Vocational Rehabilitation   11/4/05   Approved 11/16/05 
 
05-06/22 B.S. in Technical Communication   11/4/05   Approved 11/16/05 
 
05-06/25 Committee Process     11/4/05   For Information Only 
 
05-06/26 Faculty Senate Constitution Amendments  11/10/05  For Information and 
                 Inclusion in the Handbook 
 
05-06/28 Dahlgren & Price Ranney Professorships for 
  2006-2007 Academic Year    12/8/05   Approved 12/12/05 
 
05-06/29 Digital Governance     12/8/05   For Information Only 
 
05-06/30 Focus Groups and Discussion of Polytechnic  12/8/05   For Information Only 
 
05-06/32 B.S. in Hotel, Restaurant and Tourism Management 12/8/05   Approved 1/3/06 
 
05-06/33 Scanner      12/8/05   For Information Only 
 
05-06/35 General Education Credit Distribution  12/16/05  Approved 12/28/05 
 
05-06/36 Technology and Faculty Evaluation   12/16/05  For Information Only 
 
05-06/38 Salary Guidelines for 2006-2007   12/16/05  Approved 1/20/06 
 
05-06/39 Faculty Rep to Serve on the Polytechnic 
  Steering Committee     12/16/05  For Information Only 
 
05-06/42 B.S. in Information and Communication 
  Technologies      2/8/06   Approved 2/20/06 
 
05-06/43 Bylaws of the Graduate Education Committee 2/8/06   Approved 2/20/06 
 
05-06/44 GREC’s Recommendation for Revising the 
  Exceptions to Graduate School Policies Committee 2/8/06   Approved 2/20/06 
 
05-06/46 B. A. in Psychology     3/10/06   Approved 3/29/06 
 
05-06/47 1st Year Early Alert Program    3/10/06   Approved 3/27/06 
 
05-06/48 Graduate Faculty     3/10/06   Approved 3/27/06 
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Res. No.  Item      Sent to Chancellor Action Taken 
 
05-06/49 PPC’s Recommendation Regarding SOE and Other 3/10/06   For Information Only 
 
05-06/50 Polytechnic Timeline Proposal for Faculty Senate 3/10/06   For Information Only 
 
05-06/53 B. S. in Dietetics     4/12/06   Approved 4/21/06 
 
05-06/54 M. S. in Scientific and Technical Communication 4/12/06   Approved 4/21/06 
 
05-06/55 B. S. in Technology Education    4/12/06   Approved 4/21/06 
 
05-06/57 B. S. in Early Childhood Education   4/12/06   Approved 4/21/06 
 
05-06/58 M. S. and Ed.S. in School Psychology   4/12/06   Approved 4/21/06 
 
05-06/59 National Survey of Student Engagement  
  2005 Results      4/12/06   For Information Only 
 
05-06/60 Facility Use Policy     4/12/06   Approved 4/14/06 
 
05-06/63 Confirm Donna Albrecht as Assistant Marshal 5/1/06   For Information Only 
 
05-06/64 2006-2007 Promotion Procedures Events & 
  Timetable      5/1/06   Approved 5/11/06 
 
05-06/65 Sabbatical Application Timeline 2006-2007 for 5/1/06   Approved 5/6/06 
  2007-2008 and Cover Sheets for Sabbatical  
  Appointment Application 2006-2007 for 2007-2008    
 
05-06/67 B.S. in Manufacturing Engineering   5/1/06   Approved 5/25/06 
 
05-06/68 B.S. in Electrical/Computer Engineering   5/1/06   Approved 5/21/06 
  Entitlement to Plan 
 
05-06/69 B.S. in Polymer Engineering Entitlement to Plan 5/1/06   Approved 5/24/06 
  
05-06/71 Polytechnic Designation    5/11/06   For Information Only 
 
05-06/73 Amended Grade Change Process   5/11/06   Approved 6/5/06 
 
05-06/74 Undergraduate Probation, Dismissal and   5/11/06   Approved 6/5/05 
  Withdrawal Policy 
 
05-06/75 M.S. in Career and Technical Education  5/11/06   Approved 5/21/06 
 
05-06/76 Ed. S. in Career and Technical Education  5/11/06   Approved 5/21/06 
 
 
 
 

 END OF 2006-2007 YEAR 
 
 



 
         
 
 
DATE:  September 1, 2006 
 
TO:  Faculty and Academic Staff 
 
FROM: Forrest Schultz, Chair  Dennis Shaw, Chair 
  Faculty Senate   Senate of Academic Staff 
 
RE:  Senate Meeting Dates and Locations for 2006-2007 
 

*ALL SENATE MEETINGS BEGIN AT 2:30 P.M. WITH THE MEETING OF THE COMBINED 
SENATES*

SEMESTER I 
 

September 5 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in the Glass Lounge 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in the Glass Lounge (Organizational Mtg.) 
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in 146 Commons 
 
September 12  - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
     
September 19 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff Executive Committee immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
September 26 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
October 3 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Commons 146    
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Commons 146   
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Commons 144 
 
October 10 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
October 17 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff Executive Committee immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
October 24 - Advisement Day; No Classes 
 
October 31 -  Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room  
 
November 7 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Great Hall D 
   Faculty Senate, 3:30-5:00 p.m. in the Great Hall D 
   Senate of Academic Staff, 2:00-3:30 p.m. in the Great Hall A 
 
November 14 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
November 28 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff Executive Committee immediately follows in Ballroom B  
 
December 5 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
December 12 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Ballroom B 



 
 

SEMESTER II 
 
 

January 23 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
January 30 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
February 6 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
February 13 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff Executive Committee immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
February 20 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
February 27 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
March 6 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
March 10-March 18- Spring Break 
 
March 20 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
March 27 - Advisement Day; No Classes 
 
April 3  - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
April 10 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C  
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
April 17 - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Prairie/Pioneer Rooms 
 
April 24 - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff Executive Committee immediately follows in Ballroom B  
 
May 1  - Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Oakwood Room 
 
May 8  - Meeting of the Combined Senates begins at 2:30 p.m. in Ballroom C 
   Faculty Senate immediately follows in Ballroom C 
   Senate of Academic Staff immediately follows in Ballroom B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
jointcalendar 



  
 FACULTY SENATE MEMBERSHIP 2006-2007    As of 8/30/06 

 
 
OFFICERS       NAME  TERM   COMMITTEE   BUILDING/ROOM       PHONE
Chair   Forrest Schultz  2007 Executive; SPG  Science Wing 303D  5009 
Vice Chair  Vacant         2007 Exec.; SPG; Election 
Secretary  Anne Hoel  2007 Executive; SPG; PPC  Tech Wing 245     1109 
Past Chair  Steve Schlough  2007 Executive; SPG   Comm. Tech 232B  1484 
 
DEPARTMENT REPS    NAME  TERM   COMMITTEE  BUILDING/ROOM       PHONE  
Art & Design  Tamara Brantmeier 2008     Applied Arts 306A  5337 
Biology  Steve Nold      2008 EAC    Science Wing 213  2560 
Business  Renee Howarton 2008 Executive; SPG  Tech Wing 261   2540 
ACT   Ted Bensen  2006     Comm. Tech. 160  1294 
Chemistry  Marcia Miller-Rodeberg2009      Science Wing 303  2146 
Education  Byron Anderson 2008 Executive; PPC  Comm. Tech. 224C  2757 
English & Phil.  Julie Watts  2009     Harvey Hall 136  1486 
Food & Nutrition Gladys Earl  2007     Home Ec. 234   1408 
HDFLCES  Leslie Koepke  2006 Executive   Home Ec. 102   2237 
Hospitality & Tour. Brian Bergquist 2008     Home Ec. 302   2290 
Oper., Const., & Man. John Dzissah  2008  Executive; GREC  Tech Wing 246   1265 
Math, Stats., etc. Petre Ghenciu  2009     Harvey Hall 237D  1149 
Phy. Ed. & Ath. Steve Terry   2006 FC    Phy. Ed. 205   2161 
Physics   Alan Scott   2007     Science Wing 103G  2401 
Psychology  Richard Tafalla  2008         McCalmont Hall 326  1662  
Rehab. & Couns. Bob Peters  2006 Election;    Voc. Rehab. 232  1983 
Social Science  Kim Zagorski  2007     Harvey Hall 332D  5388 
Speech, Comm. Etc. Paul Calenberg     2006      Harvey Hall 22H  2642 
Technology  Rich Rothaupt  2007     Fryklund Hall 325  5021 
 
COLLEGE REPS       NAME  TERM   COMMITTEE  BUILDING/ROOM       PHONE
Arts & Sciences Radi Teleb  2007         Harvey Hall 223  1404 

Vacant   2007  
   Alec Kirby  2009 GE    Harvey Hall 332A  1140 
Human Development Vacant    2006 PPC    McCalmont Hall 330  2659 

Tom Allen    2007        McCalmont Hall 313  2273 
School of Education Barb Flom        2008 EAC; GREC   McCalmont 403  1343 
   Jackie Weissenburger 2009     McCalmont 409   1326 
Tech., Eng. & Man. Steve Cole    2007 Executive; CIC   Tech Wing 256   1230 

Anne Hoel     2008 Executive; SPG; PPC  Tech Wing 245   1109 
Kevin McDonald 2007 PPC    Tech Wing 266   1152 
Len Bogner      2009     Comm. Tech. 158  5632 

At-Large  Julianne Taylor  2009     McCalmont 419   1443 
   Kitrina Carlson  2008 PPC    Science Wing 203C  1248 
 
COMM. CHAIRS  NAME  TERM   COMMITTEE  BUILDING/ROOM       PHONE
Election   Vacant   2007 Exec.; SPG; Election    
CIC   Steve Cole  2007 Executive; CIC   Tech Wing 256   1230 
EAC   Donna Albrecht 2007 Executive; EAC; CIC  Home Ec., 330   2405 
FC   Bill Murphy  2006 Executive; FC; PRC  Tech Wing 258   2219  
PPC   Karen Martinson 2007 Executive; PPC   Tech Wing 251  

 
2215 

PRC   Brian Finder  2007 Executive; PRC  Science Wing 125G  1422 
GEC   Ken Parejko  2007 Executive; GEC  Science Wing 203J  2561 
GREC   Gene Ruenger  2007 Executive; GREC; FC  Science Wing 303B  2148 
 
New Senate.revised 



 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
DATE:  July 5, 2006 
 
TO: Forrest Schultz, Faculty Senate Chair 
    cc:  Chancellor Sorensen 
  Provost’s Council 
 
FROM: Julie Furst-Bowe 
 
SUBJECT: Sabbatical Quotas for 2006-07    
 
 
 
We have a goal of 10 sabbatical awards for 2006-07 to be effective 2007-08.  In order to fully 
cover the replacement costs for sabbaticals, at least two of the sabbaticals must be for a full year.  
If there are no full year sabbatical recommendations, then the sabbatical awards will probably 
not exceed eight.  There is also the possibility that fewer sabbaticals will be approved based upon 
the budget situation.  This will not be known for several months but please use these numbers as 
our planning parameters. 
 
Currently, we emphasize a 25% goal for sabbaticals with an international component, which we 
have achieved the past five years.  Sabbaticals are funded by the institution and are to serve 
institutional purposes.  Preference should be given to those that significantly contribute to 
teaching and learning where there is an application of instructional technology and distance 
education as a major feature. 
 
 
 
 
 
JFB:rm 
Sabbatical Quota for 06-07 
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NOTES FROM THE MEETING OF THE COMBINED SENATES 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-STOUT 

MAY 9, 2006 
BALLROOM C 
2:30-5:00 P.M. 

 
Vi Jones, Chair of the Senate of Academic Staff, welcomed everyone at 2:35 p. m. 
 
I. Chancellor’s Report – The Chancellor said that he would give his time to Margaret Lewis, UW-System  
 Associate Vice President of State Government Relations. 
  
II. Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs’ Report    
 A. Enrollment Report (Cynthia Gilberts) – Cynthia Gilberts, Director of Admissions and School  
  Relations, reported that last fall, Stout had 1708 freshmen (a record number) enrolled.  Other  
  campuses (besides Stout) that exceeded their enrollment target included UW-Madison, UW-  
  Milwaukee, and UW-La Crosse.   Target numbers for this fall’s enrollment at Stout are 1600 for  
  new freshmen and 570 for transfer students.  So far, 3,809 freshmen applications have been   
  received.  However, the transfer students usually wait until later to apply.  Minority student  
  applications are up by 8% (28 more than last year).  Gilberts explained that her office doesn’t only  
  look at the student numbers generated from her office, but also at other numbers on campus, such  
  as housing contracts and deposits.  As of April 26, 2006, 1436 freshmen have responded back to the  
  Housing Office with contracts.  Summer registration numbers are also examined; so far, there are  
  1336 freshman who have made reservations and selected a date to register, and the Admissions  
  Office was still accepting applications.  Gilberts said that her office was predicting for this fall’s  
  enrollment 1525 new freshman and 570 transfer students.  She said that questions were raised  
  concerning a recent article in the Eau Claire Leader and clarified that Stout has not lowered its  
  admission standards.  Students need to graduate in the top 50 percent of their class or earn a  
  cumulative grade point average of at least 2.75 (on a 4.0 scale) for high schools that do not rank  
  only, or receive a composite score of 22 or greater on the ACT or SAT equivalent (ACT preferred)  
  and for high schools that rank, graduate in the top 75 percent of their class.  Another question that  
  came up during the last Senate meeting was why Stout was accepting Undecided students.  Gilberts  
  clarified that virtually all of the students are Undecided.  Her office made 536 major changes last  
  year for new freshman even before they attended any classes.  This year so far, 223 major changes  
  have been made for freshman and many more are anticipated during the summer orientation  
  period.  Gilberts also explained that the campus was expanding its recruitment efforts into southern 
  Wisconsin and Illinois.  A live, interactive Admissions website has also been added, where students  
  can be communicated with from inquiry through attrition.   Students can check the status of their  
  housing, financial aid, registration, etc., as well as be informed through broadcast emails and a  
  message board.  Gilberts concluded by saying that she had some handouts that Senators could pick  
  up from Joy regarding admissions by other campuses.     
 
III. Vice Chancellor for Administrative and Student Life Services’ Report
 A. Summer Projects (Shirley Klebesadel; Attachment A) –Shirley Klebesadel, Associate Director of  
  the Physical Plant, gave an overview of twelve Summer State Funded Projects that will begin on  
  May 15.  These include three roof replacements and the multi-building chiller and tower   
  replacement.  An inspection will also be done for asbestos in buildings on campus. 
 B. Proposed Chilled Water Route (Shirley Klebesadel; Attachment B) – Klebesadel also reported that  
  contractors will be putting in a loop system for the proposed chilled water route beginning in July.   
  The process will take a year to complete.    
 C. Process for Funding and Developing Priorities (Meridith Wentz; Attachment C) –Meridith Wentz,   
  Director for Budget, Planning and Analysis, explained the planning process for developing and  
  funding Stout’s priorities and the process used to identify university policy/priorities initiatives,  
  including major program shifts and reallocations within activities.    
 
IV. Margaret Lewis, UW-System Associate Vice President of State Government Relations -  Vi Jones, Senate of 
 Academic Staff Chair, introduced Margaret Lewis, UW-System Associate Vice President of State 
 Government Relations, to the group and explained that she invited her to talk about things that individuals 
 could do to lobby successfully.  Lewis responded by saying that she looks forward to opportunities each 
 year (after the legislators finish with their regular session) where she can travel and help other groups 
 improve their communications with their local legislators.  She added that during legislators’ elections was 



 a great time because the candidates were especially open to comments and recommendations, as they want 
 votes.    
 
 Chancellor Sorensen asked Lewis what the attitude of the state was in regard to budgetary changes for the 
 UW-System.  Lewis replied that there was a strong prevalence among legislators that the government needs 
 to be shrunk and that the university was part of it and need to bring in more revenue than what they use.  
 Lewis continued by saying she thinks the budget will continue to be tight and competitive for the resources 
 going forward.  Part of the reason, she explained was that Medicaid has increased by 6% per year.  UW-
 System will constantly compete with the health care for the elderly for the budget.  As more people reach 
 retirement age and need health care, the challenge will continue to grow.  However, Lewis said that there 
 were favorable ways to communicate the wonderful things that the universities were doing.  Everyone 
 needs to take responsibility for government relations or things won’t change.  She distributed “Spirit 
 Alumni Visits” to the group and noted that the second page listed helpful hints (things to do and not to do) 
 for successful legislative contacts.  Try to share some of the talking points and concerns that seem to be 
 resonating with the legislators and tailor them to fit the needs of your own institution (i.e., how Stout can 
 provide more students with college degrees and how it makes them more affordable). The goal that you 
 always want to share is that the campus is accessible for students to be able to go to college.     

 Lewis said that Senators could go to the website, “Solutionsforourfuture” for the American Council on 
 Education (ACE) Solutions for Our Future initiative to raising awareness of the critical role higher 
 education plays in the future of our country. Partnering both with ACE and nearly 400 colleges and 
 universities across the country, FirstWorthing/University Partners is playing a key role in establishing a 
 dialogue with local communities and policy makers to increase awareness of the public benefits of higher 
 education.  As part of the college and university community, it is imperative that FirstWorthing/University 
 Partners and its colleagues enable campuses to meet the nation’s needs for higher education by providing 
 funding for infrastructure and programs, as well as helping to set policy that makes higher education a 
 larger priority in the mind of both the general public and our country’s leaders now and for years to 
 come. 

 How do we get the legislative candidates to hear our various concerns?  When it’s election season and 
 everyone is listening, it’s very important to tell them at this time, as they remember what they hear when 
 they’re campaigning.  If a person could take an extra moment to say, “I care about higher education 
 because of (fill in the blank) and it means so much to our region and state.”   Tell legislators that you’re 
 concerned about the declines you’re seeing. Ask them to please keep higher education on their radar.  The 
 legislators will remember, register these things, as well as how many people were raising that same issue.  
 Don’t talk about it in your own self interest, but always in the context of “how can we do better, or how we 
 can advance our students.”  All candidates and public officials will have picnics, parades, hold office hours, 
 press releases, etc.  Go to any opportunity that you can find in order to share what you know, but always 
 try to focus on the students’ success.  Most events are free and would only be a commitment of your time.  
 However a candidate remembers forever—and these are wonderful ways to get your views out.  Also, 
 candidates are always looking for help to distribute flyers or in other ways while they’re campaigning, 
 which can help them remember your name later and recognize your concerns because you helped them 
 achieve their goals. 
 
 Lewis gave the following top things that people can do to interact positively with the legislators: 
 
 1. Host candid forums on campuses--students are good to team up with.  Candidates are always  
  looking for free exposure that doesn’t cost money. 
 2. Provide candidates with fact sheets about the campus. 
 3.  Help the candidates by providing them with a list of questions they might be asked at forums or  
  meetings.  
 4.  Encourage other faculty/staff to volunteer and participate in campaigns. 
 5.  Write letters to newspaper editors regarding the candidate’s stance, especially if you agree with  
  their position concerning a higher education issue. 
 6.  Invite candidates in to speak to your specific group.  Candidates are interested in meeting with  
  others.  Explain to them the different levels on campus and how each works.  This can help them  
  reach out to different groups of people better to learn what’s important to them.  
 7.   Host events for alumni and candidates.  Team up with alumni to host a coffee or “meet the   
  candidates” in  your home or a small public place. 
 8.  Ask your newspaper to publish a questionnaire comparing the candidates—or ask The League of  
  Women Voters to do that--to help inform the public of various positions they have on many issues. 
 9. Help circulate candidates’ nominations papers. 
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 10. Make financial contributions toward the candidate’s campaign costs. 
 11. Put up nomination signs in your yard and in other areas, take pictures, maximize the candidate’s  
  exposure (so they don’t have to buy it).     
 12. Write press releases; drop literature door-to-door. 
 13. Help them update their web pages, run data bases, and assist in running survey research tools. 
 14. Use your expertise to do anything to help reduce their costs.  
 15. Invite them to your organizations and clubs and introduce them to your friends.  Help them learn  
  everything they can about your campus and town. 
 16. Work to strengthen legislator relations with the candidates any way you can. 
 
 Lewis reminded everyone to vote during the election process because it does make a difference in Madison.  
 When employees of the university system speak to the candidates, this sometimes is the only connection the 
 legislators have to a particular college.  When attending events, don’t complain, but speak positive things 
 about all the good things that your university is doing.  Focus on the strengths and how your campus makes 
 a difference in peoples’ lives and community.  The degree that you can identify the good and positive things 
 about issues works much better than complaining.  Lewis concluded by encouraging Senators to build 
 relationships with the legislators before wanting something from them, not afterwards.  For additional 
 information, she invited people to e-mail her at mlewis@uwsa.edu.    
 

 
MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE  
MAY 9, 2006 

BALLROOM C – (Following Administrative Briefing) 
 

ATTENDANCE: 
CHAIR:             Steve Schlough    SECRETARY:  Anne Hoel 
VICE CHAIR:  Forrest Schultz    PAST CHAIR:  Mike Galloy 
 
PRESENT:  T. Allen, B. Anderson, C. Bendel, T. Bensen, P. Calenberg, K. Carlson, S. Cole, M. Decker, J. Dzissah, 
G. Earl, B. Flom, P. Ghenciu, R. Howarton, L. Koepke, K. Mauldin, K. McDonald, S. Nold, M. Ondrus, B. Peters, 
A. Scott, K. Thomas, N. Weckmueller 
 
EXCUSED:  B. Bergquist, T. Brantmeier, W. Haid, E. Hughes, R. Teleb, S. Terry 
 
GUESTS:  Chancellor Sorensen, Interim Provost J. Furst-Bowe, D. Albrecht 
 
  
I. Call to Order – 3:40 p.m. 
 
II. Announcements and Information – Chair Schlough invited everyone to Zanzibar’s Restaurant to visit after 

the meeting as an incentive to finish the Faculty Senate Meeting on time.    Chancellor Sorensen announced 
that a decision regarding the Provost’s position would be made by May 15, if not before. 

  
III. Minutes of April 25, 2006 (Attachment 1)  
 
 Motion: Galloy/Decker moved to approve the Minutes of April 25, 2006. 
 
 Vote:    Passed unanimously. 
 
IV. Committee Reports – Chair Schlough explained that the reports were for information only.  

A. Curriculum and Instruction Committee (Steve Cole; Attachment 2) – Cole noted that the   
 Ethnic Studies Subcommittee (Jerry Kapus, Chair) will be presenting to the CIC the status   
 of their review and recommendations for next year concerning the Chancellor’s charge to   
 the CIC for a review of the effectiveness and the requirements of the designated Ethnics   
 Studies courses.  The committee has also been using a “Consent Agenda” during its    
 meetings, so item could be passed as a group (if there was no discussion on them). 

 B. Educational Activities Committee (Donna Albrecht; Attachment 3) 
C. General Education Committee (Ken Parejko; Attachment 4) 
D. Planning and Review Committee (Brian Finder; Attachment 5)  

 E. Other 
 
V. Old Business

mailto:mlewis@uwsa.edu
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 A. Polytechnic Designation (tabled from October 18 Faculty Senate Meeting for more input) 
  Chair Schlough explained that the following motion was tabled from the October 18 Faculty Senate 
  Meeting:  
 
   “Weckmueller/McDonald moved for the Faculty Senate to support Chancellor Sorensen in  
   delegating Stout as a polytechnic university.”  
 
  Motion: Galloy/Weckmueller moved to remove the item from the table. 
 
  Vote:  Passed by majority vote. 
 
  Schlough stated that the Senate could now vote or amend the original motion. 
 
  Motion: Mauldin/Decker moved for paper ballots to be distributed to Senators and called for 
    the question. 
 
  Vote:  Passed by majority vote.  

 
  Vice Chair Schultz distributed and collected ballots from the group, tallied, and reported the  
  following results: 
 
  Vote Regarding the Polytechnic Designation for UW-Stout:  15 Aye’s; 10 No’s.   
  The motion was approved.  
 
 B. Faculty Senate Continues to Engage in Polytechnic Discussion (Motion from Faculty Senate  
  Meeting of November 29, 2005) 
 
  Motion: Galloy/Mauldin moved that the Faculty Senate discontinue discussion regarding  
    the Polytechnic. 
 
  Vote:  Passed unanimously.   
 
 C. Other 
 
VI. New Business 
 A. Amended Grade Change Process (Donna Albrecht; Attachment 6) – Albrecht gave an overview of  
  the document and explained the amended changes. 
  
  Motion: Peters/Koepke moved to approve Amended Grade Change Process  
 
  Vote:    Passed unanimously.  
 
 B. Undergraduate Probation, Dismissal and Withdrawal Policy (Donna Albrecht; Attachment 7)  
  Albrecht explained that the Withdrawal part of the policy was unchanged; only the Probation and  
  Dismissal areas were revised so the policy would be easier to enforce.   
 
  Motion: Weckmueller/Bensen moved to approve the Undergraduate Probation, Dismissal  
    and Withdrawal Policy.   
 
  Bendel asked the group what would happen if a student had a 2.1 or 2.2 grade point average for the 
  semester.  Discussion ensued. 
 
  Friendly Amendment:  Bendel/Weckmueller recommended to revise the Academic Dismissal 
      portion of the document by striking the words, “Semester and” in  
      the second paragraph. 
 
  Vote on Friendly Amendment:  Passed unanimously. 
 
  Vote on Original Motion:  Passed as revised. 
 
 C. M.S. in Career and Technical Education (Brian Finder; Attachment 8)   
 
  Motion:  Mauldin/Decker moved to approve the M.S. in Career and Technical Education. 
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  Weckmueller called for the question. 
 
  Vote:    Passed unanimously. 
 
 D. Ed.S. in Career and Technical Education (Brian Finder; Attachment 9) 
 
  Motion:  Mauldin/Decker moved to approve the Ed.S. in Career and Technical Education. 
 
  Vote:    Passed unanimously. 
 
 E. Other  
 
VII. Adjournment - 4:04 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Anne Hoel, Secretary 
 
Recorded and prepared by, 
Joy Evenson 



Deans and Senate Chairs, 
 
Since Judy Jax will be retiring as SOE Dean after the fall semester, I would like to put together a search 
committee for this position ASAP.   
 
Can you please send me the name/s of a representative/s from your respective areas no later than Friday, 
September 8th? 
 
CAS – 1 representative 
SOE – 3 representatives; undergraduate representative, graduate representative and student representative 
CHD – 1 representative 
CTEM – 1 representative 
Student Services – 1 representative 
Faculty Senate – 1 representative 
Senate of Academic Staff – 1 representative, preferably from Enrollment Services or Outreach Services 
Provost’s Office representative – Hector Cruz 
 
I will either appoint a chair from the names submitted or ask the committee to elect a chair. Rose McLean will 
serve as secretary for the group. 
 
Thank you for your assistance with this important project. 
 
Julie 
 
 



 
 
 

Proposed Chapter UWS 7, Wisconsin Administrative Code 
Procedures for Dismissal of Faculty in Special Cases 

 
 
UWS 7.01  Declaration of policy.  University faculty members are responsible for 
advancing the university's missions of teaching, research and public service.  The 
fulfillment of these missions requires public trust in the integrity of the institution and in 
all members of the university community.  The university's effectiveness and credibility 
are undermined by criminal activity that poses a substantial risk to the safety of others, 
that seriously impairs the public trust in the university or the university's ability to fulfill 
its missions, or seriously impairs the faculty member's fitness or ability to fulfill his or 
her duties. Situations involving such serious criminal misconduct by faculty members 
must be addressed and resolved promptly to ensure that public trust is maintained and 
that the university is able to advance its missions.  The board of regents therefore adopts 
the procedures in this chapter for identifying and responding to those instances in which a 
faculty member has engaged in serious criminal misconduct.   
 
UWS 7.02  Serious criminal misconduct.   (1)  In this chapter, "Serious Criminal 
Misconduct" means: 
 
(a) Being charged with, pleading guilty or no contest to, or being convicted of a felony, in 
state or federal court, that involves: 

1. Causing serious physical injury to another person; 
2. Creating a serious danger to the personal safety of another person; 
3. Sexual assault; 
4. Theft, fraud or embezzlement; 
5. Criminal damage to property; or 
6. Stalking or harassment; and that 

 
(b)  Clearly poses a substantial risk to the safety of members of the university community 
or others; or 
 
(c)  Seriously impairs: 

1. The public trust in the university; 
2 The university's ability, or the ability of the charged faculty member's 
colleagues, to fulfill teaching, research or public service missions; 
3. The charged faculty member's fitness or ability to fulfill the duties of his 
or her position; or 
4. The opportunity of students to learn, do research, or engage in public 
service. 

  
(2)   Conduct, expressions, or beliefs which are constitutionally protected, or protected by 
the principles of academic freedom, shall not constitute Serious Criminal Misconduct.  



 
(3)  Except as otherwise expressly provided, a faculty member who has engaged in 
behavior that constitutes Serious Criminal Misconduct shall be subject to the procedures  
set forth in ss. UWS 7.03-7.06. 
 
(4)  Any act required or permitted by ss. UWS 7.03-7.06 to be done by the chancellor 
may be delegated to the provost or another designee pursuant to institutional policies 
approved by the Board of Regents under s. UWS 2.02.  
 
UWS 7.03  Dismissal for cause.   (1)  Any faculty member having tenure may be 
dismissed only by the board and only for just cause and only after due notice and hearing.  
Any faculty member having a probationary appointment may be dismissed prior to the 
end of his or her term of appointment only by the board and only for just cause and only 
after due notice and hearing.   
 
(2)  Just cause for dismissal includes, but is not limited to, Serious Criminal Misconduct, 
as defined in s. UWS 7.02.  
 
UWS 7.04  Reporting responsibility.  Any faculty member who is charged with, pleads 
guilty or no contest to, or is convicted of a felony, in state or federal court, shall 
immediately report that fact to the chancellor.  
 
UWS 7.05  Expedited process.  (1)  Whenever the chancellor of an institution within the 
university of Wisconsin system receives a report under s. UWS 7.04 or other credible 
information that a faculty member has engaged in Serious Criminal Misconduct, or where 
the chancellor has determined to impose a suspension without pay pending the final 
decision as to dismissal under s. UWS 7.06, the chancellor shall: 
 
(a)  Within three working days of receipt of the report or information, inform the faculty 
member of its receipt and, after consultation with appropriate institutional governance 
representatives, appoint an investigator to investigate the report or information; 
 
(b)  Upon appointing an investigator, afford the faculty member three working days in 
which to request that the investigator be disqualified on grounds of lack of impartiality.    
In the event that the chancellor determines that a request for disqualification should be 
granted, the chancellor shall, within two working days of the determination, appoint a 
different investigator.   
 
(2)  The investigation shall be completed and a report filed with the chancellor not later 
than ten working days following the time allowed for the faculty member to request an 
investigator's disqualification, or the naming of a different investigator, whichever is 
later.   
 
(3)  Within three working days of receipt of the investigator's report, the chancellor shall 
consult with appropriate institutional governance representatives and decide whether to 
seek dismissal of the faculty member pursuant to this chapter, to seek dismissal of the 
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faculty member pursuant to ch. UWS 4, to seek an alternative disciplinary sanction, or to 
discontinue the proceedings.   
 
(a)  If the chancellor decides to seek dismissal of the faculty member pursuant to this 
chapter, the chancellor shall file charges within two working days of reaching the 
decision. 
 
(b)  If the chancellor decides to seek dismissal of the faculty member pursuant to ch. 
UWS 4, the chancellor shall file charges and proceed in accordance with the provisions 
of that chapter and implementing institutional policies. 
 
(c)  If the chancellor decides to seek an alternative disciplinary sanction, the procedures 
under ch. UWS 6, and implementing institutional policies, shall be followed. 
 
(4)  If charges seeking dismissal are filed under par. (3)(a), the faculty member shall be 
afforded a hearing before the institutional standing committee charged with hearing 
dismissal cases and making recommendations under s. UWS 4.03.  The hearing shall 
provide the procedural guarantees enumerated under s. UWS 4.05-4.06, except that the 
hearing must be concluded, and written findings and a recommendation to the chancellor 
must be prepared, within 15 working days of the filing of charges. 
 
(5)  Upon receipt of the findings and recommendation of the committee under par. (4), 
the chancellor shall, within three working days, prepare a written recommendation on the 
matter. 
 
(a)  If the chancellor's recommendation is for dismissal, the recommendation shall be 
transmitted to the board of regents for review.  
 
(b)  Disciplinary action other than dismissal may be taken by the chancellor, whose 
decision shall be final, unless the board at its option grants a review on the record at the 
request of the faculty member. 
 
(6)  Upon receipt of the chancellor's recommendation, the full board shall review the 
record before the institutional hearing committee, and may offer an opportunity for filing 
exceptions to the recommendation, or for oral argument.  The full board shall issue its 
decision on the matter within 15 working days of receipt of the chancellor's 
recommendation. 
 
(7)  If a faculty member whose dismissal is sought under par. (3)(a) does not request a 
hearing, the board shall take appropriate action within 10 working days of receipt of the 
statement of charges and the recommendation of the chancellor.  
 
(8)  The burden of proving just cause in this chapter shall be clear and convincing 
evidence.   
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(9)  (a)  The time limits set forth in this section may be enlarged if the parties are unable 
to obtain, in a timely manner, relevant and material testimony, physical evidence or 
records, or where due process otherwise requires. 
 
(b)  Enlargements of time under this section may be granted by the chair of the faculty 
hearing body, subject to the approval of the chancellor.  

 
UWS 7.06  Temporary suspension from duties.    (1)  The chancellor, after 
consultation with appropriate faculty governance representatives, may suspend a faculty 
member from duties without pay pending the final decision as to his or her dismissal 
where: 
 
(a)  The faculty member has been charged with a felony of a type listed in UWS 7.02 
(1)(a) and the chancellor finds, in addition, that one or more of the elements listed in s. 
UWS 7.02(1)(b) and (c) is present, and that there is a substantial likelihood that the 
faculty member has engaged in the conduct as alleged; or 
 
(b)  The faculty member is unable to report for work due to incarceration, conditions of 
bail or similar cause; or  

 
(c)  The faculty member has been convicted of serious criminal misconduct. 
 
(2)  Before imposing a suspension without pay, the chancellor shall evaluate the available 
information to determine whether the conditions specified in par. (1) are present.  If the 
chancellor finds that the conditions in par. (1)  are present, he or she shall immediately 
notify the faculty member, in writing, of the intent to impose a suspension without pay, 
and shall, within two working days, provide the faculty member with an opportunity to be 
heard with regard to the matter.  The faculty member may be represented by counsel or 
another at this meeting.  
 
(3)    If, after affording the faculty member the opportunity to be heard, the chancellor 
determines to suspend without pay, the chancellor shall inform the faculty member of the 
suspension, in writing.  The chancellor's decision to suspend without pay under this 
section shall be final, except that: 
 
(a)  If the chancellor later determines that the faculty member should not be terminated, 
the chancellor may discontinue the proceedings, or may recommend a lesser penalty to 
the board, or may order the payment of back pay, as appropriate; 
 
(b)  If the board later determines that the faculty member should not be terminated, the 
board may order a lesser penalty and/or the payment of back pay. 
 
(4)  If, after affording the faculty member the opportunity to be heard, the chancellor 
determines that the conditions in par. (1) are not present or that a suspension without pay 
is otherwise not warranted, the provisions of s. UWS 4.09 shall apply. 
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UWS 7.07  Initial Applicability.  The provisions of this chapter shall first be applicable 
to conduct occurring on or after the effective date.   
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