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MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY 
University Academic Senate Minutes 

Special Senate Session 
May 3, 2021 

4:00 – 5:30 p.m. 
Teams 

 
Members in attendance:  Dr. Allison Abbott, Dr. Kimo Ah Yun, Ms. Katie Blank, Ms. Rebecca Blemberg, Dr. Heidi Bostic, Dr. 
Noelle Brigden, Dr. Joshua Burns, Dr. Sumana Chattopadhyay, Dr. Alexandra Crampton, Mr. Michael Danduran, Dr. Joseph 
Domblesky, Dr. Michael Donoghue, Mr. Atiba Ellis, Dr. Marilyn Frenn, Dr. Sarah Gendron, Dr. Arndt Guentsch, Mr. Tim 
Houge, Dr. Yasser Khaled, Dr. Chima Korieh, Dr. William Lobb, Mr. Patrick Loftis, Dr. Tim Melchert, Dr. Michelle Mynlieff, Dr. 
Lars Olson, Ms. Samari Price, Ms. Taylor Ralph, Dr. Madeline Schmidt, Dr. John Su, Ms. Regina Vela-Mesta, Mr. A. Jay 
Wagner, Dr. Doris Walker-Dalhouse, Dr. Miao (Grace) Wang, Dr. David Wangrow, Mrs. Janice Welburn, Dr. Amber 
Wichowsky, Ms. Mary Jo Wiemiller, Dr. Doug Woods  
Members excused:   
Members not present:  
Guests: see spreadsheet for full attendance list 

 
 

I. The Chair observed a quorum and called the meeting to order at 4:00 pm. 
 

II. Reflection was given by Dr. Sumana Chattopadhyay. 
 

III. Introduction of Presentations on Preliminary Recommendations of the Academic Planning Work Groups – Dr. Sumana 
Chattopadhyay, Chair, University Academic Senate, and Dr. Alexandra Crampton, Chair, Faculty Council (4:04 to 4:07)   
o Faculty Council Chair – I was invited to help organize the work groups and give input as well.  People were 

overwhelmed with the potential implications of their work; they took their work seriously and it was stressful.  I 
am impressed with what the work groups were able to get accomplished.  This was a new process institutionally 
with regard to how we worked together in problem-solving these issues.  Something we may want to reflect on 
over the summer is what we would like to retain from this once the work groups disband. 

o Senate Chair – The work groups have been working hard since September as they engaged in listening sessions, 
group meetings, and assembling their reports.  The UAS Executive Committee continue to work with the 
administration as we move forward. 

 
IV. Presentation on the Preliminary Recommendations of the Research Work Group and Q&A – Dr. Jeanne Hossenlopp and 

Dr. Noelle Brigden, Work Group Co-leads 
 
Dr. Noelle Brigden: 
o Senator Brigden presents the members of the work group and thanks them for their diligent work.  She briefly 

reviews the long-term charges of the Research Work Group.   
o Process and guiding principles drawn from the university mission as well as Beyond Boundaries include equity, 

inclusivity, innovation, and diversity (including disciplinary diversity).  It was clear from the beginning that there 
would not be a one-size-fits-all model for research.  This culminated with a Research Culture of Encounter 
statement (inspired by Pope Francis and his commitment to fostering a “Culture of Encounter”). 

o We looked back at Marquette as a research university, and recognized the tremendous amount of progress made 
over the last decade.  Some of the areas we reviewed to determine where we are as a research university included 
the Carnegie classification, R&D expenditures, faculty awards, scholarly publications (each discipline has its own 
standards for what types of publications it prioritizes), engaged scholarship (two recent task forces on corporate 
engagement and community engagement), and student impact.    

o Strategic priorities include 1) Workload: a foundation for understanding faculty research productivity and 
sustainability – We started from the place of scholar-teacher model, and recognized the need to understand 
faculty as full human beings.  Sustainability includes measures such as morale and retention.  2) Building upon our 
strengths to define focus areas for growth: research communities that can be interdisciplinary.  We focused on 
creating a model in which the existing COR can have a faculty-led process with an ongoing re-evaluation of 
research strengths.  3) Centralized resources: core facilities and centers/institutions are spaces where these 
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research encounters can take place.  4) Broadening undergraduate and graduate student participation in research: 
how can we value our capacity to do this and balance faculty workload as well? 

o Recommendations: the work group came up with a total of 47 recommendations that reach from the Beyond 
Boundaries Research in Action Implementation Team all the way up to the President, with a particular emphasis on 
issues of equity and diversity through this chain of command. 

 
Jeanne Hossenlopp: 

o I am looking forward to people having an opportunity to read and digest this lengthy report so it can produce some 
great communication.  Having a variety of individuals at various levels within the university who have a stake in 
these recommendations shows that this effort needs to be a collaborative process that engages faculty in a 
transparent way with campus leadership.  We also understand that there are recommendations on this list that 
people are already doing, but we wanted to make sure that we named as many of these as possible.   
 

o Discussion/Questions: 
• Q: Senator Abbott – There has been an appreciation for the hit that research has taken across campus with all 

of the changes in the last year.  There is increasing anxiety about increased faculty workload in teaching, 
research and service.  Is there thought about following up on this impact?  What are your thoughts about 
monitoring and adjusting in response to the effects of this shift? 

 A:  Dr. Hossenlopp – The Associate Deans for Research are already starting to work on this; this is a bit 
of an ad hoc group because not every college has someone with that title.  This groups convenes 
through the ORSP and there is representation from every college as well as the libraries.  The group is 
thinking through their respective areas and what kinds of things they should be tracking with regard 
to those impacts.  There is a charge in our recommendations for this group to bring this information to 
the COR in order to start discussing those indicators. 

 A:  Senator Brigden – In that conversation, the impact that this is already having on morale can be 
understood as another indicator.  We need to be thinking about research productivity and output but 
also the sustainability and faculty retention.  The indicators that we have from the surveys about 
faculty morale already suggest we should be concerned about that. 

• Q: Senator Melchert – What would you consider to be the top two to three recommendations to strengthen 
research at Marquette?  

 A:  Dr. Hossenlopp – One of the concerns we heard very clearly from faculty is that they may not be 
included in one of the focus areas that evolves.  For this, the group has committed to things such as 
summer faculty fellowships and regular research grants continuing on for any area of discipline.  As 
we continue to highlight research and its opportunities, we have to work creatively to find ways to 
develop resources.  As these grass roots research opportunities start to grow, UA and OMC will have 
to be partners in helping us frame the impact that this has not only on Marquette but on the world 
beyond us. 

 A:  Senator Brigden – One of the pathways for growth is to utilize the faculty-led institutions we 
already have such as the COR.  We would like an ongoing engagement on campus around how to use 
these existing resources.  Another pathway we have been discussing is looking at the ways that the 
existing workloads could accidentally reinforce structural inequities.  Therefore, we have departments 
reviewing their areas and tracking these concerns.   

• Q: Senator Mynlieff – I agree that it is great to have collaboration and centers, but we will still need to get TT 
faculty with a decent start-up package and a real lab.  We won’t be competitive in recruiting people if we don’t 
provide individual lab space for them. 

 A:  Dr. Hossenlopp – We are hoping this is additive and not solely a replacement for appropriate 
recruiting and everything else faculty need in order to be successful. 

 
 

V. Presentation on the Preliminary Recommendations of the Student Body Work Group and Q&A – Dr. William Welburn and 
Mr. Michael Danduran, Work Group Co-leads  
 
Mr. Michael Danduran:  
o Senator Danduran presents his workgroup and thanks them for the work they have done.  He then reviews the 

charges of the work group and advises that moving forward, the Marquette University student population will 
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likely resemble the more diverse national population.  Anticipating and planning for these changes must be 
prioritized.  The students of 2026 will also include greater needs-based applicants who will require a new model for 
student services. 

o The Student Body Work Group recommendations are centered on both the undergraduate and graduate students.  
Some of the recruiting and admissions recommendations include: remain a residential campus, maintain top 20 in 
UG teaching and achieve top 60 overall (recognizing this comes with significant cost), remain a best value in private 
education (maintain top 10 in Catholic college ranking), have creative discounting/scholarships, and maintain a 
commitment to inclusive teaching, learning and scholarship.   

o Some of the retention recommendations include: holding Marquette employees accountable for engaging in 
practices that contribute to student success, retention, and well-being; retention rates >93%; students leaving due 
to dismissed/academic non-dismissal below 25% (currently ~36%); students leaving due to medical 
withdrawal/health concern below 10% (currently 13%); colleges implementing student success initiatives (build on 
what is in place); having comprehensive, multidisciplinary early warning and intervention strategies in place to 
identify at-risk students and respective pathways for success (and using software such as Civitas for this); and 
embracing a student-led campus revision to include culturally acceptable spaces. 

o Several of the research and high impact learning recommendations include: all interested students having 
exposure to high-impact learning experiences both inside and outside the classroom; continue to establish for-
profit partnerships that highlight expertise within service areas among the major colleges; corporate and 
community-sponsored research will represent a growing percentage (10-20%) of research on campus; and 
providing graduate students with mentoring roles within the research environment. 

o Climate recommendations (admittedly lofty benchmarks) include: In 2026 the diversity of the student body will 
increase to >10% (currently at 4%) African American and >40% (currently at 28-30%) students of color across the 
university through targeted recruitment and retention programs; students, faculty and staff will all participate in 
mandatory diversity, equity and inclusion training; greater than 90% of the students will strongly agree that a 
professor made a positive impact on their life and cared about their academic success; Humanities will remain a 
central theme of the curriculum; and efforts by faculty to address the relevance of CORE and planning initiatives 
that have called for REIS initiatives will be supported and reinforced.  

 
Dr. William Welburn: 
o I would like to stress that we want every student to have access to the in and out of class learning experiences.  

This should be fundamental and foundational to a Marquette education.   
 

o  Discussion/Questions: 
• Q: Senator Wichowsky – 1) With regard to collecting data concerning student retention, some faculty both 

nationally and on our campus have raised concerns about bias in some of those software systems (i.e., 
Civitas).  Has your work group discussed with any of these experts the use of the systems and how they track 
students?  2) With regard to the models of corporate and community engagement, you mentioned a 15-20% 
target.  I am wondering what informed this number?  3) With regard to diversity initiatives and Marquette’s 
commitment to them, is the work group making any recommendations about the REIS program, particularly 
the faculty searches that were cancelled and whether or not they will be restored?  4)  Regarding HSI, what is 
your work group recommending for this initiative? 

 A: Senator Danduran: 1) With regard to retention bias, we did not take a deep dive into Civitas.  I was 
introduced to this software at a meeting about two months ago and found that it was very 
department-based and not widely used.  It did not seem like an effective tracking tool at that time, so 
we did not use Civitas as a guiding force.  Rather, we focused on the data sheets from OIRA.  2) In 
modeling the 15-20%, we were working strategically with Carmel Ruffalo and were looking at what 
Parkside University had done for their cultural center.  We moved away from the brick and mortar 
idea of the cultural center and more toward a strategic initiative.  The 15-20% was simply meant to 
not overdraw the research interest of the university.  3) We recognize that REIS is a priority, but we did 
not make recommendations about the reinstitution of the faculty searches.  I will defer to William for 
further information on that.  4) As far as the HSI is concerned, we continue to work toward increased 
numbers of Hispanic students, but we have not reached that level to qualify us as an HSI.  Despite 
that, this is not an initiative that we are moving away from. 

 A: Dr. Welburn: While REIS is mentioned in our report, perhaps there could be more information there.  
This would not so much apply to the faculty hiring, but insomuch as it is key to the student experience 
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and particularly those students of color who would identify that as a value in coming to this 
institution.  With regard to HSI, I think it is a valid point to do more in this area.  It is sort of mentioned 
implicitly within that number of 40% students of color, this percentage includes 25% Hispanic 
students.  However, we can work on making those areas a little more explicit.  

 
 

VI. Presentation on the Preliminary Recommendations of the Program Offerings Work Group and Q&A – Dr. Kristina Ropella 
and Dr. Amber Wichowsky, Work Group Co-leads  

 
Dr. Amber Wichowsky: 
o Senator Wichowsky presents the work group members then reviews the long-term charge.  
o Work group recommendations include: increase transparency and shared governance in academic program 

review; integrate student and financial data to better assess opportunities and challenges, maintain a commitment 
to Jesuit values and broad-based liberal arts education and professional programs.  

o Senator Wichowsky shows a schematic of the process in which the four inputs of financial data, student data, 
graduating senior survey results, and first destination survey results feed into an annual program snapshot (which 
includes financial data of department as well as the student make-up of their programs).  The annual program 
snapshot is reviewed and discussed by the deans and department chairs, and then ultimately this information is 
shared with the Provost during an annual meeting.  Next actions include 1) Deans meet with chairs/program 
directors; 2) Goals/plans should align with 7-year program review; 3) UBUS/UBGS process for program changes 
(termination, modifications).  This does not deviate from the existing model but just guarantees greater 
transparency. 

o Program Snapshot includes the following data inputs: 
 Financial data: department operating margins (with drilldown to programs), and net tuition revenue 

(includes tuition and grant dollars) 
 Student data: Student credit hours, numbers of primary/secondary majors and minors, graduation 

rates (4/6 years), student demographics, applications/acceptances (graduate-level), interdisciplinary 
connections, and service to professional development of MU faculty and staff.  

 Student survey data: senior survey, and first destination survey 
 

Dr. Kris Ropella: 
o Dr. Ropella thanks Amber for a great presentation.  The overarching theme is that we have a number of processes 

already in place, but what we have become aware of through this review is that maybe these processes need to 
adapt to the changing landscape of higher education.  These programs should be regularly managed rather than 
waiting until we are in a crisis to be reviewed.  We should use existing committees and structures but change the 
way we look at the inputs and data and how the programs are serving the mission of the university. 
 

o Discussion/Questions: 
• Question from the floor – Can you talk a little bit more about the data that you are referencing and whether 

there is any language in the report about the student survey data?  There are many kinds of data that we have 
on campus, and various professional organizations have deep and robust databases of information as well.  
I’m concerned about the first destination survey because for some majors that is not a good measure. 

 A: Senator Wichowsky – Yes, that concern has come up in our work group.  With regard to the data, 
we wanted to make sure this was not an onerous process. We want to leverage data that we are 
already collecting.  All data have limitations (response rates, for example).  We will be making 
recommendations about engaging alumni in a 5-year and 10-year survey.  I would encourage you and 
others that if you have surveys you are familiar with, please send them our way as we finalize our 
report.  

 
 

VII. Presentation on the Preliminary Recommendations of the Teaching Work Group and Q&A – Dr. David Clark and Dr. 
Michelle Mynlieff, Work Group Co-leads   
 
Dr. Michelle Mynlieff:  
o Senator Mynlieff begins by presenting the members of the work group who are also members of the Committee 
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on Teaching.  Most of the meetings that took place this semester were in subgroups rather than the larger work 
group.  She then reviews the long-term goals of the group.  The major recommendations from this work group 
come in the form of transparency and moving away from the strong oral tradition at Marquette which does not 
serve the faculty or administration well. 

o Data analyzed from 2010-2020: TT and NTT faculty composition along with student population, teaching loads for 
both TT and NTT-FT, and compensation in the form of course releases for administrative service.  

o Faculty composition 2010-2020:  Overall, the TT faculty did not change much in the past decade (224 to 222); 
however, the TT-FT nearly doubled during this same time (109 to 211).  The percent headcount of TT-FT decreased 
across all colleges. 

o Student population 2010-2020: decreased by ~1.7%; UG students +1.1%; Graduates -9.6%; Health Sciences 
Professional +76.8% (although it is a small percentage of the overall student population). Nursing +49.2% in UG 
and +96.8% in Grad.  A&S, COBA and COMM down by less than 8% for UG.  ENGI and HESC up by 7-19% for UG.  
Student Credit Hours (SCH) went up while student numbers went down.  A&S Humanities -34.3%; COMM +22.5%; 
HESC +29.7%; NURS +129.9%.  SCH do not reflect the increase in section numbers that occurred in 2018 to boost 
USNWR rankings (there is a shift in NTT faculty to accommodate all of the smaller sections that were added). 

o Department chairs were surveyed to determine optimal TT/NTT mix, and most responded that the TT/T numbers 
are too low.  Senator Mynlieff presents on teaching load.  Most chairs stated that all courses were counted equally, 
and the TT course teaching loads were categorized by meets, exceeds or below research expectations.  There are 
some departments that have grant expectations; these include biological sciences, chemistry and computer 
science.  OIRA data was also analyzed for teaching loads. In most departments, the load is slightly less than that 
stipulated in the chair’s survey, likely reflecting releases for service.  Assistant chairs, DGS, and DUS typically 
receive one course release although many departments do not have these positions.  Departments with lower 
teaching loads are less likely to give releases.  Chairs receive a release of 0-4 courses ranging from 0-80% of the 
standard teaching load in their department; the average is 50%. 

o Faculty mix recommendations: be careful about shifting away from TT to NTT-FT as this could have detrimental 
impacts on the university which can include less research output for TT faculty, inability to attract and retain high 
potential scholars, inability to support graduate students, potentially jeopardizing R2 Carnegie classification, and 
potentially decreasing the likelihood of reaccreditation at the college and university levels.  The work group also 
recommends that OIRA evaluate whether an increase in the share of FTE part-time faculty will erode Marquette’s 
USNWR ranking. 

o Teaching load recommendations include: teaching loads should be determined on a departmental basis and 
established collaboratively with chair and dean.  Chairs and deans should review practices across departments, 
both within and across colleges to determine optimal practices.  They should review all courses and determine if 
they should all count equally toward a faculty member’s teaching load.  Finally, they should evaluate load policies 
related to research productivity to maintain Marquette’s R2 Carnegie classification.  A written document should be 
made available to all faculty to detail standard load and identify the conditions under which a FT faculty member 
has an increased or reduced load.  OIRA should continue to expand its teaching load visualization tool and 
functionality. 

o Compensation for administrative responsibilities: deans and chairs should review and discuss current practices 
with fellow deans/chairs across campus to determine whether an alternative compensation strategy might be 
optimal.  All policies related to compensation and its practices should be made available to faculty. 

 
Dr. Dave Clark: 
o We weighed a lot of data and Michelle did a great job of outlining our principal findings.  While we did leave a few 

things unresolved, we have no intention of trying to resolve these after our final report.  There may be others such 
as John Su or Gary Meyer who may be inclined to look at some of these issues. 
 

o Discussion/Questions: 
• Question from the floor: I am curious about the ratio of TT to NTT faculty.  The numbers have changed over 

the last decade with the number of NTT faculty going up and the number of TT faculty remaining unchanged.  
Yet the argument you make for altering that ratio seems to be the number of TT faculty, not the ratio.  Are 
there recommendations about the ratio itself or is it about maintaining a critical mass of TT faculty?  

 A:  Senator Mynlieff – I think you have to look at individual departments.  The College of Engineering 
wants everyone to be TT.  Those departments that are low on TT faculty really would like to increase, 
and a good example of that is Computer Science.  That is for the student benefit as well as the 
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research benefit.  Most chairs preferred not to have NTT-PT faculty unless they were bringing in 
expertise not found on campus.  So part of the recommended change could be realized by removing 
some of the NTT-PT faculty.   

 A:  Dr. Clark – Chairs also think about research communities within the college.  As the share goes 
down and you are looking to collaborate with colleagues and for research expertise, this does become 
a concern.  The second issue is that there are potential accreditation issues.  Our accreditor focuses on 
percentages or research-active faculty, and very few NTT faculty members fit this description. 

 
 

VIII. Next Steps – Dr. Sumana Chattopadhyay, Chair, University Academic Senate, and Dr. Alexandra Crampton, Chair, Faculty 
Council  
o Senate Chair thanks the work group leaders and members for all of their work on the recommendations and 

advises that all of the reports will be posted on the Economic Planning website.  Please feel free to email any 
additional comments to the work group leaders.   

o Faculty Council Chair thanks the work groups and states that she learned a lot this year  
 
 

IX. Adjourned at 5:30pm 
o Motion to adjourn:  Senator Wichowsky 
o Second:  Senator Danduran   
o Passed without objection 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Ms. Rebecca Blemberg 
UAS Secretary 

 
The next meeting will be Monday, May 10, 2021 at 3:00 p.m. in Teams.   
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