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COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND BUDGET
Kahn, PhD, Chair

MINUTES
Meeting of February 13, 2003

PRESENT: A. Kahn (Chair), S. Barclay, M. Engler, D. Gardner, W. Gold, H. Goodis, D.
Greenspan, S. Janson, N. Oppenheimer, B. Spaulding, L. Zegans

ABSENT: D. Bainton, L. Bero, S. Glantz, J. Kane, R. Price, J. Showstack

GUESTS: B. Hoener, Chair, School of Pharmacy Faculty Council, H. Pinderhughes, Chair,
School of Nursing Faculty Council, P. Robertson, Chair, School of Medicine Faculty Council

The Committee on Academic Planning and Budget was called to order by Chair Kahn on February 13,
2003 at 2:10 PM in S-118. A quorum was present.

Minutes

The Minutes of the December 5, 2002 meeting were unanimously approved.  Consideration of the
January 9, 2003 Minutes was continued to the next meeting.

Chair’s Report

The Committee had been asked to comment on the proposed changes to Academic Personnel
Manual (APM) 390, relating to Postdoctoral Scholars.  The Committee’s input was requested late in
the process.  Comments from the Committee were sent to Dr. Daniel Bikle, Chair of the Academic
Senate, as well as to the Chairs of the Graduate Council and the Committee on Research.  See
Attachment 1.

The Committee was also requested to review the proposal for a Joint CSUSF and UCSF Doctorate in
Physical Therapy (DPT) program to identify any budget considerations.  Because the deadline for
response was short, Chair Kahn and S. Glantz reviewed the proposal. A letter was sent from the
Chair indicating that the program was reviewed with approval, and providing comments on items of
concern.  See Attachment 2.

M. Engler agreed to serve on a small task force charged with reviewing and commenting on the draft
response to the “Annual Request for Updated Campus Five-Year Perspectives for New Academic
Programs, 2003-2008” forwarded from the Office of the Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs.  M.
Engler provided her comments to the task force in sufficient time to meet the reporting deadline of
February 24, 2003.

Report of Faculty Council Chairs on Faculty Involvement in the Budget Planning Process

The Committee invited the chairs of the various Faculty Councils to attend APB meetings to
facilitate a reciprocal dialogue with the Schools.  All Faculty Council chairs were in attendance and
reported as follows:

http://www.ucsf.edu/senate/2002-2003/c-APB-02-13-03-Att1.pdf
http://www.ucsf.edu/senate/2002-2003/c-APB-02-13-03-Att2.pdf
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•  School of Dentistry:  D. Greenspan, Chair of the School of Dentistry Faculty Council,
reported that anticipated budget cuts for the School were announced and the School of
Dentistry’s APB Committee and Faculty Council were asked to provide input on how to
implement the cuts.  The School’s APB Committee is preparing a report which will be presented
to the School of Dentistry Faculty Council.

•  School of Medicine: P. Robertson, Chair of the School of Medicine Faculty Council,
reported that the School of Medicine does not have an APB Committee.  P. Robertson has not
yet met with Dean Haile Debas to discuss anticipated budget cuts.

•  School of Nursing:  H. Pinderhughes, Chair of the School of Nursing Faculty Council,
reported that the School of Nursing does not have an APB Committee.  A discussion of budget
cuts is on the agenda for the next Faculty Council meeting.

•  School of Pharmacy:  B. Hoener, Chair of the School of Pharmacy Faculty Council,
reported that the Faculty Council has not yet addressed budget issues for next year.

Update on Budget and Budget Planning Process – Vice Chancellor Steve Barclay

VC Barclay indicated that the state budget might not be adopted on time.  The current proposed
budget cuts for the University of California are unlikely to be final, and further reductions may be
imposed.  There was no new information to report since the January 2003 APB Committee meeting
regarding proposed cuts at UCSF.  Some cuts have been targeted to outreach and substance abuse
programs.  At this point, the proposed budget reduction for UCSF is expected to be between 6 and 9
percent.  Chancellor’s discretionary funds will be used to temporarily cover a yet-to-be determined
portion of the permanent cut to give units time to plan and implement their respective shares of the
permanent reductions.

The Chancellor’s Executive Budget Committee (EBC) has formulated a model with three
recommended items for action in connection with budget reduction decisions:

Protect those functions which are central to the academic mission of UCSF (“core activities”)

Protect assets so that UCSF can perform its fiduciary obligations

Adoption of a model of decision making in which core activities essential to the academic
mission would be the most protected from cuts, important support but not absolutely essential
activities would be less protected and activities which are desirable but not necessarily essential
would be the least protected from budget reductions.

The EBC has recommended a goal of maintaining UCSF’s ability to meet its long-term goals
without diluting present activities.

For the first year of budget cuts, it is anticipated that a share of the $8 to 12 million reduction would
be assigned to the Dean of each School with the understanding that their decisions would be made
within the context of guidelines developed by the Contingency Planning Group and approved by the
Executive Budget Committee.  The largest cut will be borne by S. Barclay’s office.  S. Barclay noted
that while large, permanent budget reductions are required, the University of California is also under
an absolute mandate to admit more undergraduate students and to proceed with the Merced campus.

Report from Representative to Senate UCP&B
No report.

Update on Long Range Development Plan –Vice Chancellor Bruce Spaulding
VC Spaulding reported that it appears that capital construction will proceed with no budgetary
impacts at this time.
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The goal of the UCSF LRDP Amendment process is to plan for hospital facilities that would
accommodate 650 patients.  At this time, it is anticipated that these facilities would be built in phases
and at different locations because there is insufficient funding to construct a 650 bed hospital(s) in a
single effort at Mission Bay.  The determination that the hospital replacement needed to be phased
led ultimately to 13 options for configuring the hospital.  These have been reduced to five options
(most of which involve hospital facilities at two locations), and an LRDP subcommittee is working
to reduce these to three options.  The options with two locations involve an acute care hospital at one
location and a specialty hospital at another location.  The only current proposed model for a
freestanding specialty hospital is a 250-bed mother’s and children’s hospital.  An LRDP Amendment
cannot be prepared until a workable business plan is approved.  Once that occurs, an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared for all proposed options, and the public hearing process for
the EIR must be completed.  It is anticipated that decisions regarding the LRDP Amendment will be
made by the summer, written up in the fall or winter, and will be brought to the Regents for approval
in 2004.

VC Spaulding also discussed the status of the Long and Mt. Zion facilities.  Long is an annex to
Moffit, not a freestanding building.  With renovation, Long could accommodate approximately 250
to 275 beds.  Due to seismic considerations, it also will be necessary to rebuild the Mt. Zion
inpatient facilities, whether at the Mount Zion site or elsewhere.  At this time there is no updated
plan for the Mt. Zion facility other than a plan that has been in existence since the early 1990s.  A
Mount Zion Master Planning Study was conducted in 2002 that identified various plan options for
the Mount Zion site, but no preferred plan was identified or taken to The Regents. For more
information about the LRDP, please visit:
http://chancellor.ucsf.edu/committees/adhoc/lrdp/contents.htm.

Consideration of Draft Document – Campus Review Process for Academic Programs, Academic
Units, and Research Units

The Committee reviewed the draft Campus Review Process document.  See Attachment 3.  This
document was distributed at the last Coordinating Committee meeting.  APB is involved in many of
the decisions identified in the document, and the Committee discussed the need to create a
mechanism for receiving timely notice of issues needing APB consideration.  Since Graduate
Council is the lead group that considers most of the issues which would require input from APB, the
Committee agreed to ask Graduate Council to provide APB with timely notice of those issues.

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 PM

http://chancellor.ucsf.edu/committees/adhoc/lrdp/contents.htm
http://www.ucsf.edu/senate/2002-2003/c-APB-02-13-03-Att3.pdf
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Meeting Attendance Record

MEMBERS 9/5/02 10/3/02 11/7/02 12/5/02 1/9/03 2/13/03 3/6/03 4/10/03 5/1/03 6/5/03

A. Kahn X X
RSVP’d
Absence

X X X

J. Kane X X X X X
RSVP’d
Absence

D. Bainton X
RSVP’d
Absence

X Absent X
RSVP’d
Absence

S. Barclay X X X Absent X X

L. Bero
RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

X X Absent

M. Engler X X Absent X X X

D. Gardner X X X X X X

S. Glantz X X X Absent Absent
RSVP’d
Absence

W. Gold X X X X
RSVP’d
Absence

X

H. Goodis X X X X X

D. Greenspan X
RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

X X X

S. Janson X X X X X

N.
Oppenheimer

X X X X X X

R. Price
RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

Absent Absent Absent

J. Showstack X X X X
RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

B. Spaulding
RSVP’d
Absence

RSVP’d
Absence

Absent X X

L. Zegans X X X Absent X

Senate Staff:
Melanie Fisch
476-4245
mfisch@senate.ucsf.edu


