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Annual Report
2002-03 Academic Planning and Budget Committee

The Academic Planning and Budget Committee (APBC) is comprised of 16 members:  11
faculty (appointed/elected reps from the four divisions; a rep from the UC; chairs of GFC and
APCC); 3 AS members; and ex-officio a rep from the Academic Deans Council and the Provost
or designee.  The functions of the APBC are to make recommendations to the faculty and to
campus administration regarding (a) short range and long range academic plans for the campus
that are consistent with the mission of the campus, and (b) budgetary implications of those plans.

The Committee met 20 times during the Academic Year 2002-03.  The meetings were generally
held on Thu mornings, from 8 to 9:30 am, every other week.  Minutes for each meeting are
available on the APBC website (http://www.uwm.edu/Dept/SecU/apbc/index.html).

During the early portion of Sem 1, APBC discussed how to spend the GPR that remained from
Sem 2 of 2002-03 (about $5M) and infrastructure/overhead funds (about $600K).  The GPR
funds, known as Phase 1 funds, were available primarily because of the state hiring freeze in Sem
2 of 2002-03.  The freeze suspended hiring under the auspices of the Action Plan proposals from
2001-03, which were derived from the overall Campus Investment Plan.  The
infrastructure/overhead funds were the result of increased grant activity.  APBC raised question
with the campus administration whether spending these funds was a wise action, as even then a
budget deficit for the 2003-05 biennium was apparent.  In response, the campus administration
argued that the campus should spend the funds at the earliest opportunity before the state decided
to sweep them up.  Accepting the arguments made by the administration, APBC then reviewed
the Action Plan proposals from 2001-03 and recommended how the remaining funds from 2001-
03 should be spent.  The amount with which APBC dealt was less than originally allocated,
owing to reductions already coming from the state, but represented a sizeable increment in state
GPR funding nevertheless.  An important consideration for APBC was to use the available
funding to complete the initiatives in designated areas so that the campus did not have all its
initiatives lingering in various stages of underfunding.  Accordingly, APBC recommended
funding for proposals in information studies, urban teacher preparation, and numerous campus
research activities.  With regard to infrastructure/overhead funds, a large portion was allocated to
Administrative Affairs, and another large portion to support faculty start-up funds.  Campus
administration then merged these recommendations with those of the Academic Deans Council
(ADC) to determine the final expenditures.

Later during Sem 1, APBC reviewed proposals and made recommendations for expenditures
during the 2003-05 biennium.  These proposals are called the Phase 2 proposals.  As were the
Phase 1 proposals, the Phase 2 proposals were linked to Action Plans associated with the
Campus Investment Plan.  It was also the case that both UWS and the UWM campus indicated
that the highest priority for the 2003-05 biennium was to receive the full amount of the Phase 1
funds that had been allocated for 2001-03, and then Phase 2 funds for 2003-05.  As was the case
with the remaining Phase 1 funds, members of APBC raised the question as to whether anything
would come of this Phase 2 exercise, given the looming budget deficit.  The campus
administration argued that despite a deficit, it would be useful for us to develop at a set of
recommendations, so that at least we had some recommendations on record.  Accepting this
argument, APBC recommended funding various proposals related to applied and basic research. 
Unfortunately, neither the full amount of the Phase 1 funds nor any of Phase 2 requests were
ultimately funded by the state, owing to the budget deficit.  Consequently, much of this whole
exercise ended up being in vain.
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At the close of Sem 1, APBC participated in the informal, campus wide “Budget 101 briefings.” 
These briefings prepared the way for the Investment Plan retreat in Jan, 2003.  Although it did
understand the retreat had some value, APBC ultimately expressed reservations about the validity
of the retreat.  In brief, APBC believed the exercise did not meet campus obligations of
assessment for the forthcoming NCA review, primarily because the data were limited and not
organized in a way that permitted a comprehensive analysis during the retreat.  APBC also
expressed reservations about the Town Hall Meeting format for dealing with such complex
budgetary matters.  Even though the format appears to have the virtue of inclusiveness, APBC
believes the format does not afford the sort of critical review that constitutes faculty input into
governance decisions.  Accordingly, APBC is of the position that campus assessment activities
have not yet met their desired goals.

Much of APBC activity during Sem 2 was devoted to dealing with the impending budget
reductions.  After lengthy discussion, APBC recommended a policy that prioritizes campus
mission and goals, and reduces the budget of the most important activities (instruction, research)
the least.  Thus, APBC agreed that reductions should be selective and differential, rather than
across the board.  Other considerations include reducing marketing and technology expenses,
taking funds from other activities than teaching and research, giving deans and unit heads the
flexibility to decide on reductions in their units, supporting revenue generating activities,
freezing any Phase 1 Action plan funds not spent, and selectively taking funds from units that
were currently operating at a deficit.  In a separate action, APBC also recommended against
“rounding up” various budget reductions already taking place, which would have used a form of
reallocation to create a campus reinvestment fund favored by the campus administration.  The
ADC also recommended against creating such a fund, and in the end campus administration
heeded the recommendations.

APBC also began a process of meeting with deans and unit heads to better inform themselves
and understand the missions of their units.  These meetings were scheduled at irregular times
during both Sem 1 and Sem 2, as opportunities and schedules permitted.  Accordingly, APBC
met with Dean Thurman of SOE, Dean Bucker of PSOA, Dean Gregory of CEAS, and
Chancellor’s Deputy Percy of the Milwaukee Idea.  APBC also scheduled a meeting with Dean
Prasad of SBA, but then the meeting had to be canceled due to unforeseen circumstances.  A
format was developed that served as a useful vehicle for guiding discussion, and we believe the
conversations were beneficial to both the committee and the deans.

APBC made the following recommendations concerning academic programs during the academic
year:
to change the name of the School of Nursing to the College of Nursing
to approve the BS degree in Applied Math and Computer Science
to approve a major in Women’s Studies
to approve the major in Actuarial Science
to approve the separation of the Department of Theater and Dance into two individual
departments

Other actions of APBC:

After initially endorsing a UC proposal that the Campus Administration be allowed to pay faculty
less than 1/9 for summer teaching, APBC subsequently rescinded that initial endorsement and
recommended the Faculty Senate not support the UC proposal to pay less than 1/9.
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In conjunction with its charge under UWM P/P 2.01 and 4.01, APBC developed language and a format
for routing through the campus approval matrix proposals pertaining to substantial restructuring of
either (a) a department or (b) a school or college.  This material was developed at the close of the
academic year and will be submitted for faculty review and approval as early as practical in Sem 1 of
the 2003-04 academic year.

APBC endorsed the recommendations of the Black and Gold Commission pertaining to the student
experience on campus.

APBC discussed with campus administration the administrative and functional restructuring of the
campus fund raising activities, given the appointment of a new campus official for fund raising and
new obligations the campus administration had assigned to deans and their staffs.  APBC raised
question about the implications of this restructuring for the teaching and research missions of the units
during the upcoming year, given that the restructuring reduced school/college resources by assigning
individuals to campus fund raising instead of having them work within the units where they were
technically appointed.  However, the reassignments are in their early stages and no specific
information on the impact of the actions mandated by campus administration is yet available.  APBC
understood the importance of proper support for a capital campaign, but raised the question of whether
the outcome of this plan would be any better than that of previous plans.  Campus administration
insisted it would, and APBC looks forward to the evidence that it is.

In conclusion, APBC remains committed to working with campus administration in a proactive way,
rather than simply a reactive way, in the areas of academic planning and budgetary implications.  In
this regard, an important consideration from the perspective of APBC is to have a thorough audit of the
funds have been spent in the last 3 years, and what has been accomplished through the expenditure of
these funds, so that the campus has a clear picture of what it has accomplished and what it needs to do
next.  This sort of audit seems critical if the campus is to meet expectations for self-assessment and to
advance to the next level, for example, through the strengthening of certain of its programs.  The
programs would be selected for strengthening on the basis of their current standing, their opportunity
for growth, and their ability to generate revenue.  As reductions in state funding loom large in the
future of UWS campuses, it is likely that the support for such moves on the UWM campus would have
to be supported through reallocation, rather than an increase in net funding.  APBC had suggested an
audit be part of the Investment Plan retreat in Jan, 2003.  An audit at this time would have prepared the
campus for a variety of moves, including the strengthening of selected programs through reallocation. 
However, the Campus Administration demurred, saying such an audit was premature.  APBC now
looks forward to an audit as part of the preparation for the upcoming NCA review.  The sentiment of
APBC is that assessment processes are an important component of campus governance, and an audit
can no longer be viewed as premature.
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