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RE: Final STAPP Report
On June 3, 2011, the UC Davis Representative Assembly passed the following resolution:

“The Representative Assembly wishes to form a task force to determine the feasibility
of potential simplifications of the academic personnel process that will result in
reducing the amount of staff and faculty time invested in that process.”

In November, 2011, the Committee on Committees confirmed appointment of members of the
Task Force (hereafter referred to as STAPP) listed above. The Committee on Committees
“envisioned a draft report for review by the Davis Division standing committees in late March
2012 with a finalized report before the Representative Assembly during the June 8, 2012
meeting.” STAPP has met nine times (November 18, December 2, January 13 & 27, February
10 & 24, March 16, and April 6 & 20).

Our charge was challenging due to the complexity of the campus’ stated academic personnel
policies as well as the wide diversity of the actual academic personnel practices across the
campus. The situation is made more complicated by the workload and resource imbalances
across the campus.



In its discussions, STAPP drew upon the following documents:

e Report of the Academic Senate Special Committee on Academic Personnel Processes,
7-10-2000 (Attachment 1)

e Delegations of Authority for Academic Affairs Actions (Attachment 2)

e Proposal to Re-Delegate to Departments Routine Merit Actions in the College of L&S,
4-8-10 (Attachment 3)

o Letter from CAPOC to Davis Academic Senate Re. Streamlining the Academic Personnel
Review Process, 4-5-10 (Attachment 4a)

e VP-AP Comments on CAP Streamlining Suggestions (Attachment 4b)

e CAPOC Response to VP-AP Comments, 6-28-10 (Attachment 4c)

VP-AP Phase Il Streamlining Academic Senate and Academic Federation Actions, 8-24-10

(Attachment 4d)

Summary of Streamlined Actions in 2010/2011, (Attachment 4e)

CAPOC Annual Reports: 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 (Attachment 5a & b)

CAPAC Annual Reports: 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 (Attachment 5¢ & d)

UC Davis Report from the Off-Scale Salary Task Force, 2-24-12 (Attachment 6)

2011-2012 Call for Annual Call (Attachment 7)

UCD-220 APM Section on External Letters (Attachment 8)

Report of the Special Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching, 6-11-10 (Attachment 9)

STAPP also invited 17 analysts from the Deans’ offices across campus to provide input
regarding streamlining opportunities. Eight of these analysts participated in two different
interview sessions. STAPP members also interviewed various other UC Davis faculty and
Associate and Assistant Deans including UC Davis Vice Provost Maureen Stanton as well as
Vice Provost Susan Carlson (Office of the President, Division of Academic Affairs-Academic
Personnel) and Vice Provost Janet Broughton (UC Berkeley).

Introduction

As was stated aptly more than a decade ago, in the July 10, 2000, Academic Senate Special
Committee on Academic Personnel Processes Report (Attachment 1), STAPP began its
discussions with a shared view

“that the basic structure and philosophical underpinnings of the academic personnel process
used at UC Davis are sound. Peer review of faculty performance is one of the foundations of
academic excellence and shared governance at the University of California. It ensures equal
treatment better than any system depending solely on administrative review. Multiple
administrative and peer reviews provide checks and balances that are meant to serve the faculty
and the institution well. Multiple merit steps within ranks help the faculty gauge their progress
towards major promotions and, in principle, permit them the flexibility to emphasize teaching,
research, or service at various times during their career. Finally, the system is flexible enough
to accommodate a wide range of interpretations and practices that suit the various needs of all
UC campuses.”



Although the University of California has a minimum uniform set of policies regarding review of
appointments and advancement of academic personnel to which all campuses must adhere, each
campus has developed its own set of policies and practices over time. Davis, arguably, has
developed the most complex set of campus policies and practices. For instance, we are the only
campus with Faculty Personnel Committees (FPC), which are used extensively here to make
recommendations on actions that have been re-delegated to the deans. Other UC campuses
handle re-delegated actions directly at the department and dean levels. Further complexity on
the Davis campus is introduced through a historical culture of trying to have uniform policies
and practices imposed upon a very non-uniform campus community. We are the most diverse
campus, with Schools or Colleges of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, Biological
Sciences, Education, Engineering, Law, Letters & Sciences, Management, Medicine, and
Veterinary Medicine. A practice that might appear overly burdensome and without merit in
relatively large and fully engaged departments in one College/School may be seem indispensable
to another College/School.

Finally, our system is further complicated by the need to have fair and equitable review of the
large numbers of Academic Federation members. Often the same staff, faculty and
administrators work on both Academic Senate and Federation merit and appointment actions.
STAPP was not charged with providing recommendations regarding the review process for
Academic Federation members and thus this report does not include this topic. However,
throughout our interviews with staff and faculty, the need to address the severe workload issues
and equity concerns surrounding Academic Federation members has been brought up
continually. Although separate efforts to simplify the personnel process are necessary for
Federation members, we think that the recommendations provided herein for the regular
Academic Senate faculty could serve as a starting point for simplifying those processes as well.

History of Streamlining Efforts

It is clear that many of the academic personnel practices on the Davis campus are unduly
burdensome and time-consuming and are particularly problematic in light of ongoing budget
shortfalls. A snapshot view of the myriad layers of review and authority for faculty advancement
is presented in Attachment 2. Even in the 2000 Academic Senate Report (Attachment 1), during
a relatively resource-rich period, the following points were stressed:

“The need for increased efficiency of the process is recognized at all levels of the

campus.

o Review files are too complex for efficient review of either normal merits or promotions.
o Some UC campuses use abbreviated procedures for evaluation of normal merit actions.
o More re-delegation of personnel decisions is widely supported by faculty, deans, and

other administrators.”

Although many of the recommendations provided in the 2000 Report for improving the
efficiency of the process were carried out with a beneficial impact, the number of Academic
Senate faculty has grown by approximately 25% since 2000 without a corresponding increase in
the budget or in staff support. In addition, many of the practices that have developed since 2000



have added significantly to the workloads of staff and faculty without commensurate benefit in
terms of quality of the resulting reviews.

STAPP concurs with and has found widespread concurrence across departments and colleges
with the statement made in April 2010 from the College of L&S in a memorandum to the
Committee on Academic Personnel — Oversight Committee (CAPOC) (Attachment 3):

“The UCD personnel process is cumbersome and replete with duplicated effort. Its wasteful
features have come to overshadow the benefits of widely distributed, collective merit evaluations.
In the current budget climate we do not have the staff resources to implement it effectively. We
face increasing difficulty securing the voluntary faculty time needed to manage it effectively.
Movement to on-line systems (e.g., MIV) will only marginally improve this situation. Much of
our effort is lost to redundant reviews by multiple groups and individuals to achieve highly
predictable results in the great majority of cases. Estimates suggest that the per capita cost of
these reviews ($20K each) significantly exceeds the salary increments at stake in the decisions.
There are subtle costs as well. The whole system of peer review becomes routinized and, partly
from exhaustion, ceases to engage critical faculty attention at the points it is most needed. Peer
review itself suffers.”

In response to that memorandum and another (copy not found) from former and current chairs
and FPC members from the College of Agriculture and Environmental Sciences, CAPOC sent a
memorandum to Chair Powell of the Davis Representative Assembly (April 2010, Attachment
4a) stating that “post-factum audits confirm the widely held impression that, for the majority of
routine merit actions, broad agreements exist within and among all reviewing agencies
(Department, FPC, Dean, CAP).” The Annual Reports for CAPOC (Attachments 5a & b) and
the Committee on Academic Personnel — Appellate Committee (CAPAC )(Attachments 5¢ & d)
for the 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 merit cycles provide further evidence for this impression, as
well as documenting the enormous workload due to personnel actions each year.

A Tale of Phase Il Streamlining on the Davis Campus. A brief history and summary of the
streamlining action approved and implemented in response to the L&S and CAES concerns
described above follow. We provide this example to illustrate the need for the campus to take
much bolder steps at this time with clearer direction and follow-through than in the past if
significant workload reduction is to occur.

In April 2010 CAPOC sent a modest streamlining proposal to the Academic Senate and the Vice
Provost for Academic Personnel (VP-AP) (Attachment 4a). Under the proposal, streamlining
meant allowing a slightly abbreviated dossier, a shorter department letter, and direct Dean action
(omitting FPC review) for normal re-delegated merit actions for every other step at the Associate
and Full level. (Attachments 4b & c illustrate some of the CAPOC/VP-AP discussions regarding
the proposal.)

As a result of the CAPOC proposal, the VP-AP approved a modified and more modest
streamlining plan for a trial period of three years beginning with actions in the Fall 2010
(Attachment 4d, August 24, 2010, Streamlining Academic Senate and Academic Federation
Actions — Phase I1).



There are five items of interest regarding this recent example of streamlining:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

A large amount of effort (time spent in meetings and memorandums) went into a very
modest proposal.

The streamlining applied only to normal actions (no accelerations) for 4 steps: Associate
Professor | to Il, Professors I to 11, 111 to IV or VII to VIII.

The streamlining allowed only the following workload reduction:

a) A shorter department letter (maximum of 2 pages). This option was already
available to any department chair for any action.

b) An optional rather than a required FPC review. This option has existed for more than
10 years for all first merits after a promotion and thus is only a new form of
streamlining for 2 of the 4 so-called streamlined steps.

c) No need to send hard copies of manuscripts and student evaluations unless requested
(this was a significant change).

The department vote required by the VP-AP to streamline an action was significantly
different than that proposed by CAPOC and was interpreted non-uniformly®:

Proposed by CAPOC: “If a streamlined action receives equal t0 or more than 10%
negative votes, a recommendation by the College/School FPC will be required. In
addition, the Dean may seek advice from FPC regardless of the department vote.”

Authorized by VP-AP: Optional review by FPC only if ninety (90) percent of their
department colleagues eligible and available to review the file voted positively on the
action (i.e., the combination of abstention and negative votes did not exceed 10 percent).
Those on an approved leave and unable to review the dossier do not count in these
calculations.”

Approximately 800 Academic Senate merit actions were considered last year (50% at
CAPOC and 50% re-delegated to the dean’s level, Attachment 5b). Eight packets were
forwarded from departments to the dean’s offices under the Phase II streamlining plan.
Four of these were considered ineligible because of the interpretation of the voting
policy’ and returned to the departments to re-submit without streamlining. Four others
were approved as streamlined actions. (Attachment 4e)

LFor example, in one case, the department vote was 17 in favor, none opposed and no abstentions. In
addition, all Assistant Professors voted and were in favor. However, 6 eligible voters did not vote: 1 was
on FPC, 1 was on sabbatical, 2 were 25% appointments and voted only on cases within their group, and 2
did not vote. This case was considered by the VVP-AP ineligible for streamlining. Yet in another College,
a similar voting pattern occurred and it was considered eligible. There was a difference in interpretation
of the 90% rule.



In summary, only four additional cases were streamlined out of approximately 800 actions, and
the streamlining consisted of a slightly shorter department letter and direct action by a dean
without FPC review, with no need to have hard copies of manuscripts or student evaluations sent
forward from the department. All four cases had a 90% positive vote from the eligible
department voters who voted and were normal actions. Other similarly strong cases were denied
streamlining due to overly stringent rules on voting, but even without those rules, the actual
streamlining would have been modest. More staff and faculty time was spent on the “determined
to be ineligible for streamlining” actions than the equivalent number of non-streamlined normal
actions.

One other example of a streamlining effort on the campus is noteworthy. More than a decade
ago, deans were given (and retain) the option to forego FPC review for all normal first merit
actions after a promotion. The rationale is that these candidates recently went through a rigorous
CAPOC promotion review thus obviating FPC review during the subsequent action. The
Colleges of Biological Sciences, Letters & Sciences, and Veterinary Medicine have utilized this
option. For instance, this past year, seven first merit actions after promotion went directly to
these deans rather than through FPCs (Attachment 4e). Other deans (e.g., Engineering) have
never used this option.

Take-Home History Lesson. There is no point in spending time discussing further streamlining
or simplifying efforts that are not accepted and uniformly interpreted by administrators.
Moreover, even if accepted, streamlining measures that provide insignificant workload reduction
or are overly restrictive can end up being counterproductive.




Recommendations

Based on our investigations and discussions, we have developed three sets of recommendations
for simplifying the personnel process. These are described in detail below. The first set (Part A)
contains two alternate plans for a significant change in our current system of review. The second
set (Part B) contains individual measures for minimizing redundant or unnecessary effort in our
current system. The third set (Part C) is based on utilizing on-line technology more effectively
and includes on-line voting at the department level, on-line student evaluation of teaching, and
use of MIV for faculty packets. We propose that each recommendation in Parts B and C be
considered regardless of whether Plan 1 or Plan 2 in Part A is implemented.

Part A. Proposed Changes in the Review Process

We propose below two alternative plans for significantly reducing the number of hours faculty
and staff spend on advancement actions. We prefer Plan 1 (“Step Plus”), as it will result in much
greater workload reduction; however, we provide Plan 2 (“Streamlining Normal Actions™) as an
alternative in case Plan 1 is considered too much of a change for our campus. Both plans are
premised on two key principles: 1) workload involving personnel actions must be reduced to
allow faculty to focus on our dual mission of research and teaching, and 2) any change in our
current system should encourage, rather than hinder, accelerated merit-based advancement.

Plan 1 (Step Plus). Currently, between 20 and 30% of faculty personnel actions on campus
are retroactive or accelerated requests rather than normal two-year (Assistant and Associate) or
three-year (Professor) reviews (Attachment 5). This behavior clearly imposes a much greater
workload than if faculty went up for review only at the normal fixed time intervals. We think
that part of the reason this behavior occurs is because “faculty salaries at UC Davis are lower
than those at other UC campuses and other comparable universities” (Attachment 6), and
faculty have adapted their behavior to counter this fact. It is widely believed, and likely true, that
frequent one-year accelerations are more easily obtained in our complex layered review system
than multi-year accelerations that skip a step. For example, a faculty member might believe that
it is more likely that he/she will receive three one-year accelerations at the FPC level than a
single three-year acceleration (skipping a step) via a CAPOC review. He/she may well be right,
but such behavior leads to three times the number of reviews and subsequent increases in
workload.

Under Step Plus, all reviews, regardless of the strength of the record, would be conducted every
two years for Assistant and Associate Professors (up to Step I11) and every three years for
Associate Professors after Step I11 and Full Professors. This has been the long-standing policy at
UC Berkeley, so it is not novel. Limiting reviews to every two (or three) years would result in a
significant decrease in workload. To ensure that merit-based accelerations were not hindered,
and were instead encouraged, candidates and departments would continue to prepare the packet
and make as strong a case as possible for either normal or accelerated action. All actions, other
than promotion, barrier step, or above-scale, would be re-delegated to the deans. Deans would
obtain FPC review prior to making a decision.



The FPC would be charged with reviewing the packet and opining on the following options:

e The record warrants normal advancement or
e The record warrants accelerated advancement with a recommendation of how many years
the record is worthy of accelerating compared to a normal record (e.g., 1, 2, 3, 4 etc.)

Let’s take the example of a faculty member up for department review in the Fall of 2015, for
advancement to Step X, effective July 1, 2016. The next two higher steps are Y and Z in this
example. If an Assistant or Associate Professor is under review, the record will be for the prior
two-year period (July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2015). If for a Full Professor, the record will be for the
prior three-year period (July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2015). The department would vote and the
packet would be sent forward for FPC review. If after FPC/dean review, normal advancement is
recommended, nothing needs to change from our current system. The person would advance to
Step X effective July 1, 2016. However, if instead, accelerated advancement is recommended,
the following policies would need to be put in place:

For Assistant and Associate Professors:

e A recommendation of a one-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit
bonus” check immediately and advancement to Step X.1, effective July 1, 2016. The number
1 indicates the accumulation of one year of “acceleration credit.” (Both the “merit bonus”
and “acceleration credit” terms will be explained below.)

e A recommendation of a two-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step
Y, effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy of skipping a step except that CAP is
not involved in reviewing the packet).

e A recommendation of a three-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a merit
bonus check immediately and advancement to Step Y.1, effective July 1, 2016. Again, the
number 1 indicates that the person has accumulated one year of acceleration credit.

e A recommendation of a four-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step
Z, effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy of skipping two steps except that
CAP is not involved in reviewing the packet).

Faculty seek accelerations for financial gain, but they also seek accelerated action to move up the
academic ladder more rapidly so that they can obtain Above-Scale status (Distinguished
Professor) before they die or are too old to enjoy that status. Under Step Plus, the merit bonuses
for Assistant and Associate Professors would provide the short-term financial gains that are
currently provided through retroactive actions and accelerated review periods. The acceleration
credits would allow faculty to accelerate up the ladder as described next.

As soon as an Assistant or Associate Professor obtains two one-year acceleration credits (not
necessarily in consecutive reviews), that person is automatically advanced an additional step (in
addition to the step he or she was already being reviewed for). For example, say Assistant
Professor | was reviewed for Step |1, effective July 1, 2016, and received one year of
acceleration credit as well as a merit bonus check, as described above. Two years later when



Assistant Professor 11.1 was reviewed for Step I11.1, effective July 1, 2018, he/she was
recommended for normal advancement (to 111.1). Then, two years later when Assistant Professor
I11.1 was reviewed for Step 1V.1, effective July 1, 2020, he/she was recommended for another
one-year acceleration credit. That person then receives another “merit bonus” check and, since
he/she has now accumulated two one-year acceleration credits, he/she automatically (without
further review) advances to Step V, rather than Step I1V.2.

Note that acceleration credits would not allow someone to advance from Assistant Professor IV
to Associate Professor | (tenure) (a promotion action) but rather to the overlapping Assistant Step
V. Then when the person was promoted, he/she would advance to Associate I, rather than I.

Also note that the amount of the “merit bonus” as well as the pay scale for persons with
accumulated “acceleration credits” (i.e., at Steps 0.1) would have to be standardized in some
manner that created equivalent financial gains to our current “acceleration in time” system.
However, we think those accounting adjustments are quite feasible.

A similar approach, as described above, is proposed for Full Professors, except that the review
period would be three years, rather than two, and thus more options for acceleration
recommendations must be available, as described next.

For Full Professors:

e A recommendation of a one-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit
bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step X.1, effective July 1, 2016. The
number 1 reflects the accumulation of one year of acceleration credit.

e A recommendation of a two-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit
bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step X.2, effective July 1, 2016. The
number 2 reflects the accumulation of two years of acceleration credits.

e A recommendation of a three-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step
Y, effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy for skipping a step, except that CAP
is not involved in the decision).

e A recommendation of a four-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit
bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step Y.1, effective July 1, 2016.
Again, the number 1 reflects the accumulation of one year of acceleration credit.

e A recommendation of a five-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit
bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step Y.2, effective July 1, 2016.
Again, the number 2 reflects the accumulation of two years of acceleration credits.

e A recommendation of a six-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step Z,
effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy for skipping two steps except that CAP
is not involved in the decision).



Again, to ensure that deserving Full Professors accelerate up the academic ladder, once three
years of acceleration credits accumulate, he/she would be automatically accelerated by one step.

Also, as described above, the amount of the “merit bonus” as well as the pay scale for persons
with accumulated “acceleration credits” (i.e., at Steps 0.1 and 0.2) would have to be standardized
in some manner that created equivalent financial gains to our current “acceleration in time”
system. Such equivalence would require using two instruments: (i) a "bonus" at the time that a
one or two-year acceleration is added onto a step increase and (ii) a higher (but appropriate) rate
of pay for a step such as X.1 or X.2.

All existing rights of reconsideration and appeal would continue unchanged.
We support the Step Plus plan for four reasons:

1) Step Plus will result in a significant decrease in the number of actions reviewed each year, a
clear workload reduction on the part of faculty, staff and administrators.

2) Step Plus provides a greater likelihood that deserving faculty who do not currently put
forward their packets for accelerated reviews (because either they are less aggressive or are
just too busy) will actually begin to gain the rewards of acceleration (via the “merit bonus”
and “acceleration credits”) without any additional workload. All packets will be considered
for accelerated action at each review. In theory, that is the case today, but in practice most
reviewers are too overloaded to take a proactive stance.

3) Step Plus allows all contributions during a review period to be fully accounted for - whether
happening uniformly across the review period or occurring all at once at the end of a period.
For instance, an award coming at the end of a review period could result in one acceleration
credit.

4) Step Plus provides a greater likelihood of uniformly equitable decisions, because all packets
will cover either a two-year (Assistant and Associate) or three-year (Full) record rather than
the current range of years.

Although this proposal might at first seem a draconian change to UC Davis faculty who over the
past decade have become accustomed to being able to put their packet forward on a yearly basis,
the concept of being reviewed only every 2 or 3 years is not novel. Limiting reviews to normal

time periods would be a truly significant workload savings — to faculty, staff and administrators.

However, STAPP recognizes that Step Plus requires administrative change to award merit
bonuses, acceleration credits, and an appropriately adjusted “plus” salary. We also fully
appreciate that this plan requires that departments, FPCs and deans take a proactive approach to
reviewing each packet as potentially deserving of acceleration. Without these components, the
resulting outrage of the faculty, particularly the ones who are most deserving of accelerations,
would be tremendous. Currently, accelerations in time, as well as retroactive accelerations, are
an important way for faculty to be rewarded for exceptional productivity or excellence. Thus, if
Step Plus is initiated, STAPP considers it essential to track the awarding of acceleration credits,
merit bonuses, and adjusted salaries and compare these to our historical advancement rates.
Clearly any decrease in accelerated movement must result in appropriate and timely corrective
action so that Step Plus achieves our dual goals: 1) workload involving personnel actions must
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be reduced to allow faculty to focus on our mission of research and teaching, and 2) any change
in our current system should encourage, rather than hinder, accelerated merit-based
advancement.

Plan 2 (Streamlining Normal Actions). Plan 2 is proposed as an alternative to our
recommended Plan 1 and is focused on streamlining the majority of actions. Although a
significant percentage of the packets reviewed each year are requests for some type of
acceleration, the majority of personnel actions at Davis are normal actions. The vast majority of
these normal actions receive positive decisions (Attachment 5) but only after undergoing
extensive review. We think much of this review is a massive waste of time. Plan 2 would not
result in decreasing the number of personnel actions (as would Plan 1) but would streamline the
actions that do occur and would decrease the workload that each action created.

Currently most non-promotion actions on the Davis campus have been re-delegated to deans.
We consider the decentralization that has occurred over the past 15 years a positive trend. Deans
have full authority for making decisions on these re-delegated actions. They receive input from
FPCs but deans have the authority to make the decision regardless of the FPC recommendation.
For the majority of departments on the Davis campus, the department members and the chair do
an excellent job of reviewing and presenting the case.

Under Plan 2, we recommend that, for the most part, all normal actions (in which no acceleration
is being requested) would go directly to the dean, without FPC review. Davis is the only campus
that utilizes FPCs. If a dean thinks that he/she needs more input, he/she has the option of
requesting FPC review. Under Plan 2, we are not suggesting that FPC be abolished, just used
more judiciously. It appears that deans believe that a positive vote from both a department and
the FPC allows the dean (or a surrogate) to spend significantly less time on the evaluation of a
file. However, the workload on others (FPC and staff) is higher and the time to decision is
longer. Sending a file to FPC before review by the associate dean/dean requires a large multiple
of extra faculty hours compared to the extra associate dean/dean hours of review that would be
required without prior FPC review. This behavior implicitly values faculty time at a small
fraction of administrator time, a valuation we reject.

We understand that there are important situations where FPC advice is helpful, such as when a
department is small or unengaged in reviewing their colleagues or when the department vote is
mixed or even negative. We also understand that FPC advice can be important for all faculty at
key times in their career, such as prior to tenure, or mid-way through the Associate ranks or prior
to Step VI advancement. These are times when faculty members could benefit from constructive
comments from colleagues (i.e., FPC) outside of their department. Furthermore, when a dean is
considering a negative decision, a review by FPC is considered essential. Under Plan 2, we
recommend that campus policy be changed such that FPC reviews would be required only in
these situations and that the deans expedite all other re-delegated actions.

Part B. Individual Recommendations for Streamlining by Removing Unnecessary Effort
The recommendations described below are individual measures to reduce the unnecessary
redundancy in our current personnel practices that do not require a major change in our current
system. There is a general and clear consensus that we spend too much staff and faculty time on
redundant reviews, letters and reports and copying of material. Implementation would be
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relatively easy and rapid with sufficient leadership at the level of the Vice Provost’s Office for
Academic Personnel and the Dean’s offices. All of these recommendations have been suggested
by previous committees at one time or another on campus but have never been fully supported by
administrative leadership. We offer them again herein. The actual workload reduction is not
anticipated to be as great as for either Plan 1 (Step Plus) or Plan 2 (Streamlining Normal
Actions). However, faculty and staff morale would be improved due to a visible and immediate
lessening of wasted efforts. Each recommendation is distinct and not dependent on the other
recommendations. Pilot trials are neither necessary nor useful.

1. Retroactive Actions. One-year retroactive actions should no longer go to both FPC and
CAPOC, as these actions are workload intensive. These actions should be decided at the
dean’s level, similar to accelerations that do not skip a step.

2. Reduction of copying of materials that are rarely read downstream of the department. For re-
delegated actions (not seen by CAPOC), copies of student evaluations and publications
should be kept at the department office and sent forward only if requested. In the future, use
of MIV could allow the creation of hyperlinks to electronic manuscripts as well as electronic
student evaluations, but meanwhile we recommend abolishing the requirement for sending
hard copies forward unless requested.

3. Minimize repetition of parts of department letters in deans’ letters. The 2011-2012 Annual
Call (Attachment 7) states clearly that “CAPOC has agreed that if the Dean concurs with the
department recommendation, the reviewing Dean may opt to write a statement indicating that
he/she has reviewed the dossier and agrees with the recommendation” (in lieu of writing a
detailed letter, unless there is new information to add to the dossier or the dean has
constructive advice for future personnel actions). We strongly support this recommendation
and hope that deans are taking advantage of this reduction in unnecessary workload. It does
not appear to be the case in the most recent cycle. For cases in which a dean disagrees with
the department assessment, a complete letter would still be written.

4. Minimize repeating of parts of department letter in FPC letters. Require each College,
School or Division to develop a one page form for re-delegated actions to be used if the FPC
is consulted and agrees with a positive department recommendation for a normal
advancement. In these cases, no FPC letter or case summary would be written. In cases
where the FPC disagrees with the department assessment or has additional constructive
comments to add, a report would still be written.

5. Take advantage of existing streamlining already available. Encourage deans to omit use of
FPC review in first review after a promotion. This option already exists on campus (with the
rationale that these cases recently went through rigorous CAPOC review) but not all deans
use it, with the excuse that their workload is heavier than that of FPC. We do not think it is
an effective use of faculty time to review non-problematic normal cases to save administrator
time.

6. Abolish or severely modify the "return-to-scale” policy by allowing deferrals or declined
merits without risking off-scale salary. The “return-to-scale” policy can create perverse
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incentives both for individual faculty as they contemplate their next merit and/or promotion,
and for faculty colleagues voting on these actions. Faculty might hesitate to vote no when
such a vote means a sizeable salary reduction for a colleague.

Contributions to Publications. Some faculty are expected to list the contributions of all
authors to a manuscript while other faculty are expected to describe only their own
contributions to a manuscript. For collaborative research with many authors, we strongly
contend that the latter approach is most sensible and will prevent introduction of incomplete
and erroneous information into the merit dossier. Provide clearer guidance on this
requirement so that staff and department chairs do not require useless, and potentially
counterproductive, effort from faculty.

. Action Tracking. Allow department chairs to view “Action Tracking.” Allowing this access
will increase transparency in the review process (e.g., time to decisions at various levels) as
well as provide answers to faculty and staff questions more efficiently and quickly. There is
no reason not to trust department chairs with this access.

External letters. Although external letters are valuable for appointment and promotion
actions, obtaining them requires significant effort, particularly from chairs and staff. We
have several concerns regarding external letters, as explained below.

a) Inconsistencies. There exists a great deal of inconsistency in the practice of obtaining
these letters and in the interpretation of what is and is not required; this lack of clarity
results in unnecessary workload and possible equity concerns. The 2011-2012 Annual
Call spells out the definition of “arm’s-length” letters and the required percentage of
“arm’s-length” letters (Attachment 7). However, this information is somewhat at odds
with that found in the APM (Attachment 8), and we found widely different interpretations
of the policies in practice. We recommend that the VP-AP office or CAPOC develop and
disseminate clear guidance for external letters to reduce both workload and unfairness
Some, but not all, of the consistency issues include:

e Differences in the number of letters required (we recommend six).

e The fact that some chairs require all the letters to be arm’s length, whereas other chairs
require only that the department-selected letters be arm’s length (causing an inequity
issue). We recommend a minimum of 3 arm’s-length letters, clearly identified as such.

e Differences in the number of reviewer names that the candidate must provide to the chair,
from which the chair selects some percentage (we recommend the candidate provide at
least 4 names and the department selects at least 3 of those).

e For appointments, apparently some departments are required to obtain arm’s-length
letters after the department has voted to rank the candidates. This practice has no value
and should not be used.

b) Value of letters for Step V1 action. We note that UC Berkeley does not obtain external
letters for advancement from Step V to VI, nor does the UC APM require such letters.
We have found that colleagues at non-UC campuses do not understand the V/VI barrier,
and there is a substantial “cost” to requesting in-depth reviews from esteemed colleagues
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at other Universities when the value of review is not apparent to them. Moreover, it is
unclear that the letters themselves are of significant value to reviewers on this campus.
We recommend therefore that the VVP-AP consider abandoning our campus’ requirement
for these letters. Under such a policy change, CAP would still maintain its authority to
request external letters if appropriate for particular situations.

Part C. Improved use of on-line systems. Recommendations in Part C have already been
implemented by various departments on this campus and by many campuses across the U.S.
They seem to be low-hanging fruit that we should immediately and proactively pursue across the
campus. Past examples of success (and failure) should be considered in implementation. IT
resources will have to be provided to initiate the processes. At a minimum, the campus should
investigate and/or invest in the following practices, which have already proven valuable for
many departments (and campuses):

1. Secure on-line voting. The voting process at the department level, and the recording of the
votes and comments, entails a significant workload. Some departments use on-line voting
for personnel actions, rather than paper ballots. These departments have indicated that the
transition was easy and has resulted in significant workload reductions for both staff and
faculty. Both votes and comments are electronically captured and easily made part of the
department letter. The confidentiality of the voting process is as secure as it was for paper
voting. We recommend that all departments be provided with the IT resources necessary to
move to electronic voting as soon as possible. This transition can happen immediately; it
does not have to be coupled to MIV use (but could be so coupled eventually).

2. Secure on-line student evaluations of teaching. One significant workload for departmental
staff is the tabulation of student evaluations of teaching each quarter. Some departments
have students fill out teaching evaluations on-line. The June 11, 2010 report of the Special
Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching developed a set of recommendations for the
implementation of online evaluations that allow for protection of student and faculty rights
(Attachment 9). We recommend that the campus move to investigate a campus-wide system
for having students complete teaching evaluations on-line rather than through the current
hard copy system. This change would result in a significant workload savings and would
likely increase the value of the evaluations themselves because they could be correlated more
readily with other parameters (such as prerequisites).

3. Use of MIV. Although increased use of MIV for faculty personnel actions on the campus is
acknowledged to be inevitable as well as potentially of great eventual benefit, there are still
many departments that have little or no familiarity with the system and have no resources to
use it effectively. Provide resources to train targeted staff to use MIV effectively. ldentify
the existing staff who have become experts in MIV and utilize their skills to train others.
Support programming and IT infrastructure for each college to make MIV more user-friendly
for staff, voting departmental members, and reviewers. Continue improving MIV based on
staff and faculty input. It would be ideal if resources could be made available to encourage
collaborative efforts between units with little MIV experience and units with existing MIV
experiences so that units would not need to re-invent the wheel.
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REPORT
of the Lo
ACADEMIC SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON
ACADEMIC PERSONNEL P-ROCES_SES ‘

July 10,2000
INTRODUCTION

On December 10, 1999, the Executive Council of the Davis Division of the Academic Senate
directed the Special Committee on Academic Personnel Processes to review faculty salaries and all
academic personnel policies, procedures, practices and outcomes on the Davis campus. The goals
of these reviews are to understand why the Davis faculty has been among the fowest paid of those
in the UC System and to make recommendations for improvements in the quality and efficiency of
our academic personnel system. Appendix I contains the complete charge to this Committee
together with brief responses to the questions posed in the charge. Appendix II describes the
processes that the Committee used in its deliberations and includes a list of written documents

consulted.

We affirm that the basic structure and philosophical underpinnings of the academic personnel
process used at UC Davis are sound. Peer review of faculty performance is one of the foundations
of academic excellence and shared governance at the University of California. It ensures equal
treatment better than any system depending solely on administrative review. Multiple administrative
and peer reviews provide checks and balances that are meant to serve the faculty and the institution
well. Multiple merit steps within ranks help the faculty gauge their progress towards major
promotions and, in principle, permit them the flexibility to emphasize teaching, research or service at
various times during their carcer. Finally, the system s flexible enough to accommodate a wide
range of interpretations and practices that suit the various needs of ali UC campuses.

-

We have found abundant evidence, however, that our practices are placing the system under

stress, that they cause widespread and unnecessary morale problems, and that they have caused
injustice to individuals. Faculty dissatisfaction is not limited to those directly affected by negative
decisions, but is also evident in the serious concern expressed by many succéssful faculty for those
whom they believe have been treated badly. The practices that concern the facuity have contributed
to a climate of mistrust, much of which is focused on the Committee on Academic Personnel
(CAP). However, it appeats to us that a more pervasive culture of mistrust has evolved that infects
all levels of the personnel process and that this mistrust has led to an unnecessary and detrimental

polarization of the campus.

The goal of this Committee is to recommend changes in our personnel practices that will help
recreate a supportive environment that encourages academic excellence. We hope that, together, the
faculty and administration can revive a spirit of generosity and mutual support. There are few
faculty who undertake more burdensome service than those who serve on personnel commitees and
we owe these faculty an immense debt of gratitude. Nevertheless, it is unlikely that any
improvement will occur if significant efforts are not made to change the procedures foilowed by our
personnel committees and the ways in which they interact with and are perceived by the faculty. It
is equally clear that our recommendations will require the faculty to re-establish their proper role in
the University by taking increased and more effective responsibility for peer evaluation and shared

governance,
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Summary of Findings

Our major ﬁndmgs are summarized below. Brief responses to questlons posed in the charge to-
the committee may be found in Appendix I and addmonal ﬁndmgs are listed in the section on -

Discussion and Recommendatlons

1. Average salaries at UC Davis are among the iowest m the UC system.

2. The personnel system at Davis is the most rigorous in the UC system, as measured by
denial rates for personne] actions that leave the department

3. The average step of Full Professors at Davis is the lowest among all UC campuses

)

4. A significant fraction of faculty at Davis is not making normai progress.

5. The Commiittee on Academic Personnel overturns recommendations from lower levels at
higher rates than on other campuses. -

6. There is a lack of clarity in standards, as indicated by the frequency with which different
decision-makers disagree on the same action.

7. Many faculty, including those making normal or better than normal progress, are
dissatisfied with the personnel system due to perceptions of unfairness.

8. The current climate is not a recent phenomenon, but has evolved over many years. ~ _ (ﬁ
9. There is widespread support for increasing rewards for the very best faculty. é =

10. There is almost unanimous support for streamlining the personnel system.
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Summary of Recommendatmns

The most 1mportant of our recommendat:ons are hsted below and ciamﬁed and expanded in the
section on Discussion and Recommendatiens ot s RN

1. The Committee on Academlc Personnel (CAP) should endeavor to play a posmve and
supportive role in our personnel process :

2. CAP should evaluate personnel actions.on the bas1s of recommendatlons and evidence
provided by other levels of the. revxew process : .

3. Only in unusual cnrcumstances should CAP undertake independent evaluations of review
files or overturn unanimous or nearly unanimous recommendations of prior reviews.
CAP should make every effort to reconcile conﬂlctmg recommendations by consulting
with departments, deans and ad hoc review commnttees as approprlate

4. CAP should consult regularly w;th the Executwe Council of the Academic Senate on
pending policy matters.

5. The Acadeniic Senate should decide whether the duties of CAP should include "initiating
new policies."

6. CAP should be responsible for making recommendations about personnel actions in
which the campus has a compelling interest such as appointinients, appraisals-of Assistant
Professors, promotions and merit actions requiring extramural review.

7. All other merit actions should be re-delegated to the Colleges and Professional Schools.

8. Ad hoc review committees should be expanded to five members, lncludmg a departmental
representative.

9. Documentation in review files should be streamlined.
10. CAP should adopt procedures by which members with a conflict of interest are recused.

11. The Committee on Committees should appoint a Shadow CAP to make
recommendations on appeals of personnel actions and on actions involving members of

CAP.

12. CAP should be housed with the Senate and all support for it and its staff should be
included in the budget of the Academic Senate.

13. Each department should be requested to provide a written summary of the nature of
scholarship within their academic discipline and their own criteria and standards for the
evaluation of faculty performance.

[4. Departiment and program chairs and others with significant service responsibilities
should be compensated by paid administrative leave that is accrued at the same rate as, and

in addition to, sabbatical leave.

I5. The campus should adopt the policy of comparing our salaries with institutions whose
reputations we wish to emulate.
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
| Salaries o
A detailed analysis of salary information is presented in Appendix 1I; Comparison of Salaties

at UC Davis with Other UC Campuses. Our analysis of salaty and ra k!Step’in'Foﬂﬁation_ o
demonstrates that: o ' i S R L

» Salaries at Davis are among the fowest in the UC system. . o

» Salaries have decreased markedly relative to institutions with the best academic reputations.

= Salaries have decreased markedly relative to those at UCB, which are the highést in UC.

» Professors at UC Davis are essentially the same age, but at lower average step than at all other
UC campuses, and 2 steps lower than at UCB. [ A '

» The lower average step of Professors at Davis explains most of the salary differences
compared to UCB and other UC campuses. ' ' ' ’

Salaries at Davis are generally second or third from the bottom of the eight general UC
campuses. Salaries at Davis also are, with two exceptions, significantly below the eight campus
average when compared on the basis of discipline. Compared to salaries at Berkeley, the salary
differential has increased significantly over the past 20 years, and the salary gap increases with
increasing rank. Present salary differentials at the Assistant Professor level suggest that further
separation can be expected in the future. Comparing all faculty by rank:

» Full Professors at Davis earn 84.4 % of those at Berkeley
» Associate Professors at Davis earn 91.5 % of those at Berkeley
» Assistant Professors at Davis earn 91.4 % of those at Berkeley

We have investigated several factors that could account for differences in salaries: campus
reputation, initial appointment level, use of off-scale salaries, age of faculty, and rates of
advancement. Neither policy statements nor data are available that would establish the significance
of cost of living as a factor in the salary differential. Our analysis suggests that:

» Average salaries of the eight general campuses, the comparison eight universities and other
research universities tend to reflect the order of academic reputation.

« Levels of initial appointment level are lower at UCD than at UCB. This reduces the average
salary of the campus because more faculty are at the lower levels and take longer to reach the
higher levels. .

+ Davis has the fewer faculty with off-scale salaries than the other UC campuses.

« The average age of facuity at each level varies only slightly among the campuses. Age does
not appear to be a significant factor in the salary differential.

» The rate of advancement at Davis is slower than the normative time at every level and is most
pronounced at the Full Professor rank. ,

« At the Fuil Professor level approximately 85% of the salary differential with Berkeley can be
attributed to the differences in step distribution. Differences at the Associate Professor level
are affected by both the step distribution and off-scale increments. At the Assistant Professor
tevel, the off-scale component is the dominant factor contributing to salary differences.

We reconmend that UC Davis adopt policies that will create a positive and supportive
environment in which excellent faculty will thrive. Salaries are lower than elsewhere, in large part,
because faculty at Davis are both appointed at lower rank and advance more slowly than at other
campuses. The comparative difficulty of advancing through the ranks at Davis is disturbing
because our ability to compete for the best faculty is ultimately related to our attitude toward
supporting their endeavors and rewarding them. This situation is within our power to change, as
individuals, by taking steps to ensure that we are worthy of advancement, and collectively, by
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creating a culture in which standards are clear and faculty are appropriately rewarded for their
efforts. Many of the recommendations we offer in the remainder of this report are designed to help
create just such a positive-environment: ST : e

We recommend that the campus adopt the policy of comparing our salaries with institutions
whose reputations we wish to emulate. A recent report describes salaries at Davisas "fully - -
competitive" (UC Davis: Growth &-Academic Planning Opportunities & Challenges, The Office of
the Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor; which may-be found-at http://provest.ucdavis.edu -
/presentations/growthandplanning/sld027.htm). In fact, the data we have consulted show that our
salaries are among the lowest within UC and are much lower than at many highly ranked -
institutions. This is sighificant because we compete for faculty with many nationally ranked
universities, most of which are not UC campuses.” The responsibilities and goals of state and
private universities differ. - Nevertheless, if UC Davis aspires to be among the best of academic
institutions, it must measure its progress against the very best, not against institutions that are
struggling or that have fading reputations. Such a policy would send a very clear message about
our goals and aspirations, about our focus on excellence, and about our determination to reward

excellence on our own campus.

Personnel Process

The Role of CAP: Transforming the Culture

Our discussions and interviews lead us to find that:

+ The Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP) should ask for guidance from the Senate in
defining tasks beyond those explicitly stated in the by-laws.

« Any CAP, however constituted, will lack the expertisc to make systematically sound,
independent evaluations of scholarship for a faculty as diverse as at UC Davis.

» Research and scholarship should be evaluated as close to the source of disciplinary
expertise as possible. , '

« The role of CAP should be to monitor and evaluate the evidence and recommendations
presented by other review agencies. CAP should undertake totally independent review

only in unusual circumstances.

We believe that CAP needs to be the voice of the faculty in the personnel process. It is, first
and foremost, a committee of the Academic Senate that should seek advice from its constituency
and be responsible to it. CAP should look for ways to reward our best faculty, to encourage all
faculty to do their best work, and to support creatively those faculty who are struggling. When
decisions are positive, it should be the role of CAP to offer congratulations on a job well-done.
When previous reviews offer conflicting advice, it should be the role of CAP to reconcile the
various parties to the review. Premature inclusion of the candidate in the reconsideration process
should be avoided. When negative recommendations are unavoidable, CAP should specify, as
clearly and unambiguously as possible, the grounds for the negative decision and, if appropriate,
offer clear guidelines for a positive action in the future. If clear guidelines cannot be given, then
perhaps personnel committees should reconsider their recommendation. In short, we imagine a

CAP that plays a positive and supportive role in the personnel process.

For many years, CAP has interpreted its charge to include "independently evaluating the
dossiers of the candidates under consideration.” Indeed, such an activity is within the charge
specified in Davis Division By-law 43 (B1): "To make recommendations to the Chief Campus
Officer regarding ... promotions, merit increases, ... and related matters." Unfortunately, the way in
which CAP is perceived to carry out this mission has caused significant controversy. The crux of
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the matter is that CAP has attempted on numerous occasiors to form independent judgments of the
quality of scholarship and the nature of appropriate scholarship, teaching, or service that differ from
the advice of departments, deans, ad hoc review committees and/or extern: rees: - oty
and many faculty are convinced, that serious injustices have occurred as a re
scholarship is best evaluat P.
any CAP, however constituted,
of scholarship. o

CAP has also interpreted their charge to include "initiating new policies and changes in existing
policies when appropriate.” In coniparing the Systemwide and Davis Division Bylaws, it is cle
that the major duty of the Systemwide CAP is to focus on policy issues. There is nguage’in
the Davis Division Bylaws.that suggests CAP may initiate new policies without secking advice fron
their constituency. Certainly some changes in‘policy recommended by CAP, with
notice to the faculty, have caused significant hardship.and controversy (e.g. metit reviews for -
Associate Professor, Step IV). B o : =

~ Other activities that have caused significant concern include penalizing candidates for the
quantity or kind of their assigned teaching, professional activities, or administrative duties. The
kind and amount of teaching, professional/clinical activities, and administrative duties undertaken by
a faculty member are assigned by a department chair or dean. The quality of such activities should
be evaluated at all levels of personnel review, but the amount and kind of these activities are matters
of policy that are negotiated with chairs and deans. Although CAP may properly disagree with a
policy, it is inappropriate that any personnel committee criticize or penalize an individual faculty
member for activities that have been negotiated with the responsible authorities within the
University. In no circumstance should individual faculty be made to bear the burden of
disagreements about policy between a personnel committee and the responsible administrators.

There is a widespread belief among faculty, chairs and deans that the comments returned to
candidates by CAP and local personnel committees are destructive and create serious morale
problems. Remarkably, even on positive actions, comments by personnel committees are
commonly viewed as demeaning or insulting and it has been suggested that such comments have
led to recruitment and retention problems. This issue is a particularly emotional one, and appears to
represent an important source of dissatisfaction with the current merit and promotion system.

It is difficult to explain these perceptions or to recommend a solution. The problem has
probably been exacerbated by the change in policy by which faculty now receive copies of the
comments, rather than verbal summaries provided by their Chairs. Much of the problem may be
that the comments are used for two incompatible goals: the comments need to provide useful advice
to the candidate, but also need to be frank and honest in summarizing the case for the Chancellor. It
appears that we as a campus have not yet achieved the difficult but necessary balance. Written
comments should be straightforward, factual, balanced, and unemotional. Positive and negative
aspects of the package should be given appropriate weight and discussion. Suggestions for
changes in faculty priotities or conduct should be very clearly defined, but we note that no defined
mechanism exists to insure that a future personnel committee will agree with those suggestions.

It is our view that the proper role of CAP is to supervise the personnel process in such a way as
to ensure fairness and to ensure that the standards of review meet the criteria outlined in the
Academic Personnel Manual. In doing so, we expect CAP to rely primarily on the evidence and
recommendations provided by other review agencies: departments, deans, ad hoc review committees,
and extramural referees. Only in unusual circumstances should CAP undertake its own
independent analysis of the candidate's review package. If prior reviews provide conflicting advice,
CAP should conduct joint discussions among the parties to the review in order to reconcile the
different positions and reach the strongest possible decision. This approach contrasts with the
present hierarchical procedure in which CAP substitutes its own recommendation for those with

n Bylaws, it is clear- a
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anly if such reconciliation proves not to be: n
appropriate role for CAP is to review
other review agencies. If CAP were (¢
believe that the-University and the-

appropriate, with departments, dea

« The Committee on Academic Personiie
, ~ the Academic Senate on pending policy matters, .-~ . . ,
» The Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP) ask for guidance from the Senate in
defining tasks beyond those explicitly stated in the by-laws. -~ -~ _
+ The Academic Senate decide whether the charge to the-Comiitte¢ on Academic Personnel
includes "initiating new policies." R o '

egularly w1ththeExecutlve Council of

There are no activities more important to the University than ensuring that it appoints and
retains the best possible faculty and that it is meeting its obligations for research, teaching and
outreach. Our personnel process should focus first, and foremost, on those steps that are most
critical for ensuring the appointment and rétention of the.bést possible faculty.

We recommend that CAP remain responsible for making recommendations for:
« Appointments above the level of Assistant Professor, Step 111, as currently described;

» Fourth-year review of Assistant Professors - : S
-« Promotions to Associate Professor with tenure; S _
-« Promotions to Professor, and merits to Professor, Step VI, -and Professor, Above Scale.

It is essential that the Committee on Academic Personnel render the best possible advice to the
Chancellor regarding these critical decisions. Our success in making recommendations on thesc
actions will determine the future of the University and its ability to build a truly distinguished

faculty that offers the best possible academic program in support of the missions of the institution.
The appointments and tenure decisions are essential for attracting the best possible faculty and the

 higher level decisions will play a significant role in determining whether we are successful in

encouraging and retaining our best faculty.

Criteria for Evaluating Faculty Performance

Criteria for faculty rewards are explicitly stated in APM 210-1-d (See Appendix V) and
include evaluation of faculty performance in the areas of: (1) teaching, (2) research and other
creative work, (3) professional competence and activity, and (4) University and public service. Our
investigation of the personnel process at UC Davis suggests that:

+ The relative emphasis placed on research and teaching is appropriate for our campus.

« Personne! decisions are not currently made with the flexibility mandated by the APM.

» Academic leadership, especially by department chairs, is not appropriately recognized and
rewarded.

« Decisions reflect an insufficiently broad view of the nature of scholarship.

« There is little consensus about appropriate rewards for some forms of research and

creative activity and for some professional activities.




‘relaxation of standards: o
~ "In evaluating the candidate's qualificat
committee shall exercise reasonable flexibi

er commitm esponsibilil st lighter commitment
and vesponsibilities ivi another.... As the University enters new fields of endeavor -
- and refocuses its ongoing activities, cases will arise in which the proper workof -
- faculty members deparis markedly from established academic patterns. In such- -
cases, the review committees must take exceptional care to.apply the criteria with -
sufficient flexibility.... Consideration should be given to changes in emiphasis and
interest that may occur in an academiic career.” e
“ An eloguent statement of the need for flexibility in our interpretations of the criteria can be found in
the Pister Report (Report of the Universitywide Task Force on Faculty Rewards, June 1991, Karl S.
* Pister, Chairman). Indeed, the language of the APM was modified to reflect virtually all of the
recommendations of that task force (see Appendix 1V: Analysis of the Pister Report).

heavier commitnients and responsibilities in one aréa aga

There is widespread concern on our campus that personnel decisions are not made with
appropriate flexibility. The lack of flexibility is manifested in several ways, the most obvious of
- which is the persistent failure to appreciate the role of academic leadership and fo reward it
appropriately. This has been especially a problem for department chairs, but also for others in
leadership roles. A great University needs the academic leadership of faculty who are fully engaged
in the intellectual life of their discipline and the University. In order to-provide that leadership, a
fully engaged member of the faculty necessarily must devote less time to the research and teaching
that are the foundation for advancement within the University and for achieving distinction within
their discipline. However, the APM gives explicit recognition to the concept of substituting
temporary service for other activities: "..reduced activity in these areas [research and teaching/
that results from active service as a department chairperson should be recognized as a shift in the
type of academic activity pursued by the department chairperson rather than a shift away from
academic pursuits altogether.” (APM, Section 245-11).

Unfortunately, the bias against service in our academic culture is so strong that the faculty finds
it difficult to encourage or to recommend rewarding effective service. This bias is recognized in the
need for the campus to emphasize that academic leadership may be substituted for reduced research
activity for {only] one merit cycle (see Annual Call, 1999). The very need for such a statement of
policy denigrates the intellectual contributions of good academic leadership with an implicit
presumption that there is no significant learning period required or that leadership does not have a
significant scholastic component that may temporarily substitute for other scholarship. Most chairs
would strenuously reject the notion expressed by faculty and even by former members of CAP that
chairs are already compensated for their efforts because they receive a small stipend. It is not only
appropriate, but a fact of academic life, that teaching and research should remain the principal
criteria by which we are judged. However. it secms probable that our cultural bias against excellent
service will never be overcome and that other remedies should be sought.

We recommend, therefore, that department and program chairs and others with significant
service responsibilities should be compensated by paid administrative leave that is accrued at the

{0
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that any such broad view governs our personnél process. 'We believe the faculty must re-examine
and articulate the natuie of their scholarship and the appropriate weights to be giventotheir
mandated activities. Recommendations concerning this re-examination are considered below;” -

together with other measures-designed to clarify standards for advancement.
Clarification of Standards

Our findings about the personniel process and the ways in which decisions are made are based
on analyses described in four.Appendices:. . L . B

Appendix V: A Comparison of the Personnel Processes at UC Davis and Othier Campuses;

Appendix VI: A Comparison of Personnel Decisions at Davis and Other UC Campuses;

Appendix VIL: Analysis of Detailed UCD Personnel Data, 1998-1999.

Appendix VIII: Time in Rank and Step at UC Davis

« Faculty advance more slowly at Davis than at other UC campuses.

« Dentais of personnel actions at UC Davis occur at higher rates than at other UC
campuses. For example, UC Davis CAP denied 30 of 98 merit actions that it considered
without an ad hoc committee, whereas at Berkeley only 5 of 400 merits were denied.

» All review agencies above the department level, except the Chancellor, contribute
comparably to the overall rate of denial (19%).

« Rates of disagreement of 10% or more with the preceding step in the review are not
uncommon.

« CAP overturns 19% of the recommendations made by the deans.

+ The Chancellor overturns CAP recommendations at higher rates than at other UC
campuses, usually in favor of candidates.

« These data suggest a tumultuous personnel process in which standards for advancement
are unclear or mterpreted differently by equally competent review agencies.

« Davis is more conservative than other UC campuses and clarification of standards is

needed.

Faculty at UC Davis advance more slowly than at other UC campuses as reflected in rejection
rates that are for the most part higher than at all other UC campuses (cf. Appendix VI). However,
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We recominend that this re—exammatlon should take the foilowmg form o ,

* Each department should write a short two- or three-page statement that focuses on
practices for evaluating faculty performance and scholarship. - ; '

» The statement should reflect the highest standards of the academic dlsmp]me the standards
of excellence outlined in the APM, and the flexibility mandated by the APM.

» The statement should outline criteria in each category used to evaluate academic personnel
teaching, research and creative actwnty, professional activity, and service. The statement
should address especially those issues of departmental philosophy or expectations that
have been controversial in the past. We emphasize that the purpose of this statement is to
aid in evaluating faculty performance and should not impinge on academic freedom in any
way.

« To insure fairness and consistency with University policy, these statements should be
reviewed by the dean, with the advice of the local personnel committee, and followed by
appropriate discussions between the dean and the department.

» We expect that CAP will use the departmental statements as a basis for protecting the
academic freedom of (1) the departments and programs themselves and (2) individual
faculty members to pursue their careers within the guidelines established for the
evaluation of faculty performance.

Workshop for Participants. We recommend that the Office of the Vice-Provost organize an
annual workshop on the academic personnel review process for chairs of programs, deans,
members of local personnel committees, and members of CAP. The goals of this workshop are to
educate the principals who participate in the decision-making process, to discuss recent problems
that have arisen, and to enhance mutual understanding of the different perspectives that arise at each
level of review. While we hesitate to recommend increasing the burden of meetings on any of the
participants, we feel that such an educational activity is essential to restoring and maintaining faculty

10
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- Qur commuhications with fac
other ¢campuses designed their personnel
~«The need for increased efficiency of th
-+ Review files are too complex for efficient review of
s Some. UC campuses use abbreviatéd procedures for ey on of
» More re-delegation of personnel decisions is widely supperted by faculty,:
“administrators. o I

~ We have proposed that CAP remain responsible for all'promotions and special ‘merit actions.
However, the welfare of the institution does not require that advancement within ranks be reviewed
with the same iriténsity as the major promotions, nor shiould such merit reviews require the same
level of documentation. Nevertheless, the process of making such decisions plays a significant role
in creating a positive and supportive envirenment in which the faculty make progress toward the
major promotions. It is in the interests of the eritire institution that meritincreases in salarybe
determined more efficiently and that the recormendations be made near the sources of disciplinary
expertise. : . : S S

Re-delegation. We recommend that all merit actions within rank be re-delegated to the

Colleges and Professional Schools. This recommendation specifically includes:

+ All accelerations not involving a major promotion, for which CAP retains responsibility;

» All high level merit actions (currently Professor, Steps VILVIIL, and IX);

+ Department chairs, members of local personnel committees, and associate deans.
This recommendation specifically excludes merits to Professor, Step VI and Above Scale, for which
CAP has responsibility. This proposed re-delegation has two major advantages for the institution.
First, the reduced workload of CAP-will permit it to focus on the actions most critical to the
institution. Secondly, the recommendations on merit advancement within ranks will be made by
departments and local personnel committees most familiar with the scholarship and culture within

which the faculty performs its duties.

We believe that there is no institutional imperative for keeping decisions on these actions at the
level of CAP. Because the criteria are clear, local personnel committees should be just as capable as
CAP of evaluating and rewarding candidates for multiple year accelerations and high level merits.
There is no more need to have a cross-campus perspective on such actions than on any other action
assigned to local personnel committees. In fact, there may be more consistency in the award of
accelerations, if one-year and multi-year actions are constdered by the same committees. With
proper instructions and clearly stated guidelines, the issue of equity across Colleges and
Professional Schools can be assured. The merit actions of department chairs, associale deans, and
members of local personnel committees are also best accomplished at the College or School level.
With appropriate guidelines and safeguards, no compelling issues about possible conflicts of

Il
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Streamlining the Review File. In addition to the re-delegation of selected actions, the review
file should be improved so that it is more efficient and more effective in presenting the case fora -
candidate.” Over the years, the requirements for constructing the review files have evolvedto the ..
point that actions are difficult to review efficiently and accurately. Because review of faculty -
performance is so important and by necessity consures a significant part of our collective time and
_energy, the Committee felt an obligation to suggest ways in which the review process could. be'made -
more effective and the burden of preparation reduced. - - R ' BRI

Review files for merit increases and promotions are described in the UC Davis Academic
Personnel Manual. The descriptions for the two kinds of actions differ mostly in the details of
supporting documentation and whether or not extramural letters are required. Currently, the review
file can consist of twelve major items, organized so that essential review documents and non-
essential administrative forms are mingled. In addition, several essential items are presented in
formats that are not effective, either for the candidate or the reviewing bodies. Consequently, it is
recommended the process for routine merit actions be truncated and streamlined. The
documentation for promotion and above scale actions could also be reduced without altering the
integrity of the review process. In this regard, the following is recommended:

We recommend that review files for routine merit actions consist of:

1. A departmental letter of recommendation that normally is limited to two pages for routine
merits and perhaps three pages for other actions.
2. A one-page teaching record summarizing the most important courses taught during the
review period. Student evaluations should be summarized and tabulated in numerical
format on this page.
3. The record of advising and curricular development activities.
4. A one-page research record that summarizes all publications or creative works offered for
evaluation for the review period. If necessary or appropriate, this list may include work in
progress. A list of grants or funding could also be included, if it is viewed by the
candidate to be a vital part of the research record. The complete list of publications and
any necessary reprints should appear in the supporting documentation.
5. A one-page service record for the review period in which service to department(s), the ,
campus, the University, and professional organizations is summarized separately. : {\
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and Above Scale, and fourth
items plus: ‘

. Candidate’s statement (Optional), -
9. Extramural letters; if appropriate.
10. All supporting documontation

Enhancing Fairness and Faculty Confidence
The charge to this Commitiee was p}dmjﬁtcﬂ by a lack of confidence in our practices. Our
investigations suggest that: -~ . - o SR

» There is increasing concern that small ad hoc review comitiges lack sufficient expertise
to give good advice to CAP and lack sufficient size to miite the éffects of undue influence
by a single participant.

» Members of personnel committees sometimes participate in the review of close colleagues
or others with whom they have a conflict of interest.

+ It is not appropriate that appeals or reconsiderations of personnel actions return to the
same committee that made the original decision.

« Appeals of procedural matters in personnel actions should be directed to the Committee on
Privilege and Tenure.

« UC Davis CAP is perceived to work too closely with the administration.

« On most UC campuses, CAP is housed with and supported by the Academic Senate.

Ad Hoc Review Commiittees . We recommend that the campus return to the practice of using
five-member review committees for major personnel actions. The current practice of having three-
person committees has been a temporary solution for the loss of numerous senior faculty during
recent retirement programs. Faculty have expressed serious concern that such small committees
may lack sufficient expertise to evaluate scholarship and that any undue influence of a single
member is difficult to counter in such a small group. We note that CAP decisions in the absence of
an ad hoc committee have a markedly higher rejection rate than any other kind of action and that
there is some evidence for an increase in rejection rates when the campus changed to smatler ad hoc
review committees. Our recommendation can only be successful, however, if more faculty are

willing 1o serve on committees than is currently the case.

13
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. “We recommiend ; therefore
these commiittees, becom

suld not changgany.
er hand, we believe

* Conflict of Interest. During our interviews with faculty, several examples were offered in
which members of committees participated in the reviews of close colleagues or of faculty with
whom they were known to have strong differences of opinion ot other conflicts of interest.
Although some committee members have recused themselves in'such instances, there does-not ,
presently appear to be 2 uniformly practiced policy that assures the absence of possible conflicts of
interest. ' ' : :

committees: _ o S -
» No member of CAP or a local personnel committee may participate in the review of an -
_action before the committee concerning a colieague from the same department.
+ No imember of CAP or a local personnel committee may participate in the review of an
action before the committee concerning any person with whom they may be perceived to
have a conflict of interest.

We recommend that the following procedures be adopted by CAP_énd_lo;cal personnel

The Appeals Process. Both CAP and local personnel committees are asked to reconsider
negative recommendations. Although the committees view their action as a reconsideration of their
judgment, candidates consider them to be appeals of decisions. In that context, if the appeal is
considered by the same committee that made the original recommendation, it is difficult for the
candidate to accept that the process is fair. This concern is widespread.

We recommend that:

+ Reconsideration of CAP and LPC recommendations be undertaken by a Shadow CAP.

+ A Shadow CAP composed of six members be appointed annually by the Commitiee on
Committees. The charge to that committee should include considering and making
recommendations on appeals of personnel actions and making recommendations on
personnel actions involving members of CAP.

+ Appeals of procedural matters should continue to be considered by the Committee on
Privilege and Tenure.

Committee on Academic Personnel. We find widespread concern that the Committee on
Academic Personnel and the Office of the Vice-Provost work too closely together. Although we
affirm that a cordial working relationship may help to produce a good decision, the present close
relationship has contributed to the evolution of an unnecessary and unproductive polarization
between the faculty and both CAP and the Vice-Provost. The faculty seems to view CAP and the

14




Eéporjt of the Academic ._S'en_ale_Specigi’ Committee on Academic Personnel Processes, July. 10, 2000.

is equally important that the faculty perceive fﬁat,CAi_’f;s‘ theit voice in the personiie
e recommend, if such a move wete implémented, that thére be a thorough a
review of the management stricture and function of the mierged staft. Sucha
undertaken by a committee appointed by the Associate Vice Chancetlor:
Risk Management with the goals of ensuring an efficient organizat

environment, and an harmonious merger of the stafTs.

Further Review. We recommend that the state of the academic personnel system be re-
examined by the Academic Senate during academic year 2001-2002 and at regulat intervals
thereafter: Complete implementation of the changes recommended here requires a change in the
culture of the Davis peisonnel system. This will not be easy as this culture, which we believe is
different from that at many of the other UC campuses; has evolved over many years. After two
years, it should be possible to detect whether useful thanges aré being made in the system and
whether they are having the desired effect on the climate in which decisions are being made. We
recommend such a reassessment. '

CLOSING STATEMENT

It is clear that faculty at Davis advance more slowly than at other UC campuses. Rates at which
personnel actions are denied appear to be as high or higher than on other campuses and Professors,
on average, are af a lower step than in the remainder of UC. These observations lead us to conciude
that Davis is more conservative than the other campuses in recommending advancement for its
faculty. Our analysis suggests that salarics at Davis are lower than most of UC, in large part,
because we advance more slowly through the system, and, in part, because we make less liberal use
of off-scale increments and accelerations, and hire at lower steps than some other campuses.

In our view, the problems we face are not linked to a particular committee or administration, but
reflect our campus personnel system and the climate in which it operates as they have evolved over
many years. We are mindful of the legitimate need to apply high standards to all personnel actions,
but the detailed standards for advancement are unclear, and our current practices are too divisive, fail
to encourage academic freedom, and make poor use of our resources. In order to clarify standards
and begin to reduce controversy, we propose that each department articulate the nature of its
scholarship and its practices for evaluating the performance of faculty in a concise statement that
will help campus decision-makers to evaluate personnel actions. Resources are better used by
‘having CAP focus on promotions and major merits to Professor, Step VI and Above Scale, rather
than on alf routine merit actions. Academic freedom can be increased by rewarding a wider range
of creative endeavors, professional activities, and academic leadership than is currently the case.
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Attachment 3
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Proposal to Re-delegate to Departments |
Routine Merit Actions in the College of Letters and Science

The UCD personnel process is cumbersome and replete with duplicated
effort. Its wasteful features have come to overshadow the benefits of widely
distributed, collective merit evaluations. In the current budget climate we do not
have the staff resources to implement it effectively. We face increasing difficulty
securing the voluntary faculty time needed to manage it effectively. Movement to
on-line systems (e.g., MiV) will only marginally improve this situation.

Much of our effort is lost to redundant reviews by multiple groups and
individuals to achieve highly predictable results in the great majority of cases.
Estimates suggest that the per capita cost of these reviews ($20k each)
significantly exceeds the salary increments at stake in the decision. There are
more subtle costs as well. The whole system of peer review becomes routinized
and, partly from exhaustion, ceases to engage critical faculty attention at the
points it is most needed. Peer review itseif suffers.

In response, we are asking the CAP to re-delegate some FPC reviews in
such a way that Departments report their more routine actions directly to the
Dean/Associate Dean, by-passing the significant time and effort members of the
FPC now expend on them. In effect, we ask that the CAP allow us to evaluate.a
broader class of merit actions as we now evaluate merits that are ‘first after’ an
appointment or promotion.

The set of such actions would be these: All routine merits and 1-2 year
accelerations excepting those that entail: (a) an appraisal; (b) a negative
departmental vote; or (c) a specific request by the departmental chair or candidate =
for a full FPC review. This set of criteria recognizes the FPC would continue to '
review and make recommendations on appointments at the Assistant Professor
(Steps I-1ll) and Assistant Adjunct (I-111).

Of these criteria, (a) and (b) are straightforward. Criterion (c) is meant to be
a safeguard for the process, departmental leadership and candidate. We also
envision that the Dean or Associate Dean receiving one of these actions could ask
for a full FPC review, if he or she felt it advisable. Otherwise, this arrangement
envisions that for the most routine actions the Department will serve in an advisory
role to the Dean/Associate Dean, just as the Department and FPC do currently.

If a Dean/Associate Dean overturned a positive departmental
recommendation, the candidate would have the standard right of appeal.

We likewise propose that the re-delegated Continuing Lecturer merits
bypass FPC review and be routed directly to the Dean/Associate Dean for




decision. Article 22 of the AFT contract does not appear to contain language
which requires a committee review for the merit review process. Again, the
candidate, Chair or Dean will have the option of asking for an EPC review.

We estimate this change would redirect approximately 70-75% of the
current FPC caseload onto a path directly from the Department to the
Dean/Associate Dean. The reduced workload would free the FPC to focus its
collective experience and judgment on just those cases most in need of careful
aftention: appraisals, negative departmental votes, and other special
circumstances, as perceived by the candidate, Chair or the Dean/Associate Dean.

As at present, the CAP would conduct a post-audit review, for purposes of
oversight. If this re-delegation were to be granted, it of course could be revoked or
curtailed in specific ways if post-audit review suggested revision was necessary.'

Merit reviews not passing directly to the Dean/Associate Dean would go
through the FPC, with the resulting vote and commentary advisory to the
Dean/Associate Dean, as is the case at present.

We note that the spirit and much of the substance of this recommendation
is consistent with the “Report of the Budget Advisory Committee Subcommittee on
Administration,” section H, page 10 (“Re-delegation of a Subset of Academic
Personnel Actions”). We have attached a copy in the Appendix, for purposes of
comparison. It means to complement other changes in this same direction (e.9.,
Horwitz memo, 23 November 2009, titled “Streamlining the Academic Personnel
Process”; Horwitz memo, 24 November 2009, titled “Academic Federation
Streamlining Implementation”).

We propose a three-year trial period for this system followed by review for
adjustments or abandonment. Success or failure would be assessed in terms of
the effect on costs and effort, and whether or not the new system was as good or
better at promoting responsible peer review for purposes of merit advancement.

! Along with this redelegation — although not necessary to it - we would like to ask for a
simplified, more standardized, and typically shorter means by which departments report the resuits
of peer review. At present these are quite divergent within DSS {my realm of experience), with
some Chairs writing two-page and others 7-9 page letters. For routine cases, we do not have the
sense that the two page letters have disadvantaged a candidate or complicated review.

Our recommendation would be a short, one-page form, with the option of a supplemental
written summary from the Chair. As at present, the candidate could provide a narrative statement.
We would strongly recommend that the summary and narrative be no more than 1-2 pages in
length, although it always could be more in exceptional circumstances. The form would be the
point at which the candidate and Chair exercised the option of a full FPC review.




Appendix

From the Report of the Budget Advisory Committee Subcommittee on Administration,

section H, page 10 (http:/budget.ucdavis.edu/budget-planning/documents/2009-10/BAC-
Admini stration%20ReDort%20REVISED%20072 109.pdf).

H. Re-delegation of a Subset of Academic Personnel Actions

1. Description

*  The phrase “streamline the personnel process” is well-worn rejoinder that
accompanies any discussions of merit and promotions at UC Davis.

*  The subcommittee proposes that, under very specific circumstances, the following
personnel actions be re-delegated to the departmental level: Associate Professor I to
II, 1T to IIT and III to IV; Professor I to II, If to III, I to IV, IV to V, VI to VIL, VII
to VIIT and VIII to IX. Only those actions that represent normal progress would be
re-delegated.
There would be no re-delegated accelerations.

*  This proposal builds upon progress made about a decade ago when a large number
of merit actions were re-delegated to Deans who are advised by Faculty Personnel
Committees.

2. What is the relative potential for budget savings? What are the relative revenue increases
that might be realized? What are the associated timelines and perceived barriers to realize
these savings?

*  Past estimates have identified the cost of each personnel action as the equivalent of
$20,000 due to the faculty and staff time involved in the assembling the merit
package, the review of the package by the Department, the formulation of the letter i
by the Department Chair, the review at the College/School level (both in the
Deans’ offices and by the Faculty Personnel Committees) and by the Committee on
Academic Personnel and the Vice Provost for Academic Personnel.

*  While there is no direct budget savings from this proposal, there should be a
reduction in departmental staff time and a substantial reduction of workload at
other levels of review.

3. What are the potential adverse impacts of suggested change?

*  There is concern that the criteria for faculty merit review would not be
appropriately applied. However, this concern is largely unwarranted if, for
example, the following strict criteria are applied:

o A department would need to “apply” to have actions re-delegated to that
level. The department would need to demonstrate the final decision was
consistent with the departmental recommendation in 95% of the actions
over the last five years.

o If a departmental vote is closer than 80% / 20% (either for or against), then
the package must be reviewed by the current procedure.

o The actual percentages would be agreed upon by the Academic Senate and
the administration.




4. What metrics and data sources might be used in a comprehensive evaluation?
*  Reduction in personnel involved in the faculty personnel process.
*  Less time spent on faculty personnel processes in departments and programs.

5. Who might be consulted for additional information? 7
, *  Academic Senate Committee on Academic Personnel — Oversight, Committee on

Planning and Budget, Faculty Executive Committees, Vice Provost — Academic
Personnel and ADMAN.
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April 5, 2010

ROBERT L. POWELL, Chair
Davis Division of the Academic Senate

Re: Streamlining the Academic Personnel Review Process

The Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP) proposes to modify the
procedures and standards that apply to the academic personnel review
process with the goal of identifying clear and quantifiable savings in faculty
and staff time. This is motivated by the current budgetary climate and
triggered by a memorandum from a group of current and former department
chairs and Faculty Personnel Committee (FPC} members from the College of
Agricultural and Environmental Sciences (CA&ES) to streamline certain
personnel actions.

Following a preliminary evaluation of MylnfoVault (MIV), CAP judges that its
increasing use at all levels of the personnel review process has the potential to
make the single biggest impact on the streamlining process. CAP expects that
dossier preparation using MIV should take much less faculty and staff time
and also facilitate the review process. This depends on the expeditious
elimination of some of the current bottlenecks in MIV as being identified by
the users. In addition, CAP proposes a streamlining strategy inspired by a
number of suggestions from the aforementioned CA&ES memorandum.
Below, we outline the background, specific steps and a timeline for
implementation of this strategy which targets a particular set of merit actions.

Background

A large number of actions reviewed by College/School FPCs are routine merit
increases that do not involve accelerations. As seen in Table 1, the College of
Engineering FPC reviewed 62 dossiers in 2008-09, of which 65% involved
were routine merit requests. Table 1 shows comparable numbers for the
other large Colleges/Schools in 2008-09, and the potential impact the
proposed streamlining strategy might have on the number of cases reviewed
by the FPCs.

CAP's post-factum audits confirm the widely held impression that, for the
majority of routine merit actions, broad agreements exist within and among
all reviewing agencies (Department, FPC, Dean, CAP). While these actions are
redelegated to the Deans (with recommendation from local FPCs) at Davis,
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they are often handled by Departments and Deans directly at most UC
campuses (e.g., UCLA, UCSB, UCI). Table 2 shows which actions are
redelegated to the Deans and which ones are handled by the Vice Provost for
Academic Personnel (VPAC) (with recommendation from CAP) at Davis. The
objective of this streamlining proposal is a specific subset of the redelegated
actions. It is CAP’s view that, for this subset, significant latitude is available
to achieve real efficiency while maintaining the integrity of the review process
and the requisite feedback to the faculty concerning peer perception of their
career advancement. :

Not all regular merit actions should be streamlined. For example, the
independent review of assistant professors plays a critical role in their
preparation for promotion to associate professor ranks. - Therefore, their merit
actions should not undergo abbreviated review. Similarly, merit
advancements to overlapping steps such as Associate Professor, Step IV-V
and to barrier steps to Professor, Step VI and Above Scale are important
ccareer transitions for which a full review by CAP remains imperative.
Furthermore, accelerated actions require closer scrutiny by a broader review
body and should not be streamlined. CAP further notes the possibility that, if
the remaining actions are simply streamlined as outlined below, some faculty,
who advance normally, may not be reviewed by a broader body for many years
before they are eligible for advancements to Professor and barrier steps. This
may disadvantage these faculty as they may not receive proper feedback in

- terms of their long term advancement prospects. This can be allev1ated if the
streamlined reviews are performed for every other eligible action.

Proposal Specifics

1. Table 2 depicts which actions will be eligible for streamlining with the
restriction that if the previous merit action was streamlined, the next one
will be a normal review.

2. As customary, the Dean’s Office will inform the Departments in early
summer regarding who is eligible for streamlined actions in the upcoming
year should they choose to do so. The Department Chair and the
candidate will discuss and decide if a streamlined action should be
pursued. It is noted that streamlining should only be sought for those
cases perceived to be strong with no apparent weaknesses in any review
category.

3. An abbreviated dossier will be prepared for streamlined cases, aimed at
reducing the preparatory effort of the candidate and the review efforts of
the Department and Dean. The dossier will be prepared exclusively on MIV.
A suggested checklist is shown in Table 3.

4. The departmental letter should be a single-page memorandum, stating the

- requested action, the departmental vote and highlighting the new




developments since the last review and the key elements supporting the
case.

If a streamlined action receives equal to or more than 10% negative votes, a
recommendation by the College/School FPC will be required. In addition,
the Dean may seek advice from FPC regardless of the departmental vote.

. If the Dean disagrees with the department’s recommendation for a

streamlined action, the case will be automatically forwarded to VPAC for
recommendation by CAP.

. Streamlined cases should be reviewed directly by Deans with minimal

involvement of Dean’s staff in the handling of dossiers.

Potential Workload Impact

1.

2.

Reduction of workload on Departmental and Dean's office staff would stem
primarily from the simplified dossier preparation.

The abbreviated departmental letter would yield a reduction of workload for
department chairs as well as the reviewing faculty.

. The streamlining would also reduce workload on the candidate, primarily

through the reduced effort in preparing the simplified dossier on a short-
term basis, and increased preparation efficiency with the MIV database
system on a long-term basis. An initial outlay of effort will occur when
starting up the MIV database that could result in increased faculty
workload for the short term.

. A major efficiency in this proposal is the reduction in workload for the

FPCs. The redelegation of the review responsibilities of these streamlined
cases to Departments and Deans would yield substantial savings of effort
by FPC members. The last column in Table 1 shows an estimate of the
potential savings based on 2008-09 numbers.

CAP’s workload will not be substantially affected because the proposed
changes are mainly for redelegated actions, and auditing activities will
continue. Nevertheless, MIV, perhaps expanded to include external referee
letters (with appropriate confidentiality safeguards) and previous action
documentation, could facilitate CAP review by allowing remote dossier
access. MIV should be continually and flexibly modified to respond to user
suggestions for ease of use and efficiency.

Implementation

CAP proposes streamlining to be implemented initially as a pilot. Each
College/School/Division (with the exception of the Schools of Law and
Education and the Graduate School of Management) should nominate one or
two departments (with a total number of faculty around 50) to participate.
While an assessment will be made each year as a part of the yearly audits by
CAP, it will take a number of years to critically assess the real yields of




efficiency and impact, if any, on the integrity of review and career
advancement. Thus, CAP proposes a full review of this practice after three
years to decide if streamlining will be made available to the rest of the campus.

or terminated.

Ahmet Palazoglu, Chair
Committee on Academic Personnel

“AP:sb




Table 1. Number of Redelegated Actions.

College/ School Total # of Routine Merits Can be
Actions Streamlined

ENG 62 40 (65%) 23 (37%)
CBS 35 26 (74%) 10 (29%)
SOM 237 218 (92%) 130 (55%)
VM 53 6 (87%) S (47%)
L&S HArCS 66 1 (92%) 5 (68%)
L&S SS 46 4 (74%) 3 (50%)
L&S MPS 45 (82%) 7 (60%)

Table 2. Redelegated actions and suggested streamlined actions.

Current Actions Considered by VPAC and CAP
e Appointments at and above Assistant Professor, Step IV.
Promotions to Associate Professor and Professor
Merit to Associate Professor IV and V.
Merit to Professor, Step VI and Above Scale.
Accelerated merits that skip a step
3- and 5-year reviews
Appraisals
Career Equity Reviews (CERs)
Retroactive merits

Current Redelegated Actions for Deans and FPCs
* Appointments up to and including Assistant Professor, Step III.
e Merits that are not delegated to VPAC and CAP
» Accelerated merits that do not skip a step
e Appraisals

Proposed Lligible Redelegated Actions for streamlining at every other action:
¢ Regular merit to Associate Professor, Step II and III
e Regular merit to Professor, Step II-V
e Regular merit to Professor, Step VII-IX

Table 3. Suggested checklist for dossier preparation (in MIV) for
streamlined actions

o Full list of publications and creative works with a line drawn below
those considered in the previous review.




Publications and creative works should have proper url references that
would allow the reviewing bodies to access them online.

List of courses taught in the review period and the numerical scores of
student evaluations. ~

Students/researchers mentored in the review period.

Campus and professional service activities in the review period.
Awards and special recognition in the review period.
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AP Comments on CAP Streamlining Suggestions Attachment 4b
We are happy that CAP is recommending the use of MIV and the inclusion of extramural
letters added to the system. Extramural letters may be uploaded into MIV at any time

when CAP accepts the use of this feature. The department administrator has two uploads

for extramural letters: a redacted version for the candidate and a non-redacted version for

the reviewers and the official record. By uploading redacted and non-redacted versions of

the letters, the candidate automatically receives a copy of the redacted letters prior to

signing the candidate’s disclosure certificate in MIV. The candidate does not have access to
the non-redacted version of the letters or the archive in which the non-redacted letters are
stored.

CAP also commented that they wanted access to previous MIV actions. CAP will not have
open access to the archive in MIV since access is restricted by department and role. This
restriction was put in place due to faculty concerns regarding confidentiality of their review
records. However, the Electronic Document Management System (EDMS) will be available
on-line sometime during the Summer of 2010 for CAP to access the personnel files of
candidates being reviewed. CAP will be granted access to the personnel file in EDMS when
the CAP analyst requests the personnel file (just as it is currently done by paper). CAP
access to individual personnel files in EDMS will be turned on and off as the CAP needs
access fo the file (just like the hard-copy file is sent to Senate and returned by Senate).
EDMS contains pdf records of all previous reviews since appointment, including previously
archived MIV actions.

Following is our response to the program specifics outlined in the memo from CAP, followed
by some questions that need further discussion/consideration.

Proposal Specifics

1. Table 2 depicts which actions will be eligible for streamlining with the restriction
that if the previous merit action was streamlined, the next one will be a normal
review.

We agree with the streamlining change in the delegation of authority to make FPC review
optional (required only in situations when 10% of the department vote is negative).

e Regular merit to Associate Professor, Step II and III

* Regular merit to Professor, Step II-V

» Regular merit to Professor, Step VII-IX

CAP recommends that if the previous merit was streamlined the next will be a normal
review. Tracking may be difficult. Enhancements to the eligibility programs will need to
be made. We do not recommend the contents of the dossier be streamlined; however we
do support the streamlining of the preparation and forwarding of supporting documents
to the Dean’s Office. Might it be possible for all of the actions identified by CAP to be
eligible for streamlining regardless of whether or not the previous action was
streamlined?

2. As customary, the Dean’s Office will inform the Departments in early summer
regarding who is eligible for streamlined actions in the upcoming year should they
choose to do so. The Department Chair and the candidate will discuss and decide —

1
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if a streamlined action should be pursued. It is noted that streamlining should
only be sought for those cases perceived to be strong with no apparent weaknesses
in any review category.

Okay.

. An abbreviated dossier will be prepared for streamlined cases, aimed at reducing
the preparatory effort of the candidate and the review efforts of the Department
and Dean. The dossier will be prepared exclusively on MIV. A suggested checklist
is shown in Table 3.

CAP’s recommendation for a streamlined dossier includes the following items:

e Full list of publications and creative works with a line drawn below those
considered in the previous review.

¢ Publications and creative works should have proper url references that would
allow the reviewing bodies to access them online. :

» List of courses taught in the review period and the numerical scores of student
evaluations.

* Students/researchers mentored in the review period.

¢ Campus and professional service activities in the review period.

e Awards and special recognition in the review period.

And, excludes the following items.
e Optional candidate’s statement
List of grants '
Contributions to jointly authored works
Extending knowledge
Part of the teaching advising form will not need to be completed
Hard copy student evaluations
All supporting documents not available via a URL

We do not support the approach of excluding the items listed above. We recommend no

change to the checklist regarding the contents of a dossier for three reasons:

(a) MIV is a database that ideally is updated on a regular basis to keep track of records
and create updated CV’s and biosketches (which means the appointee would have the
added work of “deselecting” these items for inclusion in their MIV packet.)

(b} The information in the categories above must be submitted in subsequent actions
and it may actually be more work for the appointee to de-select these items from their
streamlined dossier.

(c) In reviewing future actions, we would end up with overlapping review periods (i.e. the
review period for the publication list would go back only to the last stream-lined
action but the review period for the list of grants would go back to the last normal
action).

We believe the candidate’s statement should truly be optional, not excluded from
stream-lined reviews. Many departments require a candidate’s statement even though
the statement is option. For streamlined cases, the writing of a statement may not be
necessary but the option should remain for the candidate.

We agree with CAP’s recommendation that a URL should be provided in MIV for

2
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publications that are available on-line.
We also agree that no supporting documentation will be forwarded for review for a

stream-lined dossier. However, the supporting documentation should be available for
the department reviewers and available upon request for the Dean and/or review

committees. Supporting documentation includes: copies of published or in press

manuscripts (this includes copies of acceptance letters) and student evaluations.

The departmental letter should be a single-page memorandum, stating the
requested action, the departmental vote and highlighting the new developments
since the last review and the key elements supporting the case.

2-3 pages would be more reasonable.

If a streamlined action receives equal to or more than 10% negative votes, a
recommendation by the College/School FPC will be required. In addition, the
Dean may seek advice from FPC regardless of the departmental vote.

Okay.

If the Dean disagrees with the department’s recommendation for a streamlined
action, the case will be automatically forwarded to VPAC for recommendation by
CAP. ,

The Dean has the final approval authority for redelegated actions so the action should
not be forwarded to VP-AP and CAP. If the Dean disagrees with the department’s
recommendation from a streamlined action, the case should be forwarded to the FPC for
review/recommendation as is currently done for redelegated actions. (FPC would be the
better review body since they may be better able to scrutinize the body of work, rather
than the CAP committee with a broader range of disciplines.) CAPAC would be
consulted for any appeal actions, as is currently the practice.

. Streamlined cases should be reviewed directly by Deans with minimal involvement

of Dean’s staff in the handling of dossiers.

Dean’s Office staff provide an essential part in the review process. Staff are responsible
for ensuring the review and contents of the dossier are in compliance with policy and
procedure, and staff are responsible for tracking the dossier/eligibility in Action
Tracking to ensure the timeliness of review. A streamlined dossier would still require a
Dean’s Analyst to fulfill these responsibilities, (unless the Dean wants to assume these
responsibilities). However, a streamlined dossier would save the analyst workload in
terms of checking the contents of supporting documentation, routing/tracking to FPC,
and sending to the Dean after FPC review.

Implementation: We believe it would be better to implement this proposal on a
school/college level, rather than by department. This would simplify training and
ensure consistent review standards across a school or college. If a school or college
would like to volunteer to use this method, they should not be held back by the
parameters of the pilot as outlined in the CAP suggestions.

3




Questions from AP:

(1) FPCs need to be consulted regarding

a. Can FPC make a recommendation on a stream-lined dossier (e.g., no
supporting documentation) in those situations when the Dean requests FPC
review or 10% of the department vote is negative?

b. Will the fact that the Dean disagrees with the department recommendation
have an impact on FPC review? : '

(2} What about Professors who have split appointments with a Federation Title? Will
Federation committees be consulted before implementing the streamlined dossier
review? Or, will Professors with a Federation appointment be excluded from a
streamlined dossier review?

(3) What about Professors who have a joint appointment with a non-streamlined eligible
college? Will these Professors be excluded from a streamlined dossier review?

(4) Should the Deans be consulted regarding CAP suggestion #7? :




~ Attachment 4c

June 28, 2010

To: Barbara Horwitz, VP Academic Personnel
From: CAP ’ '

The Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP) has reviewed the recent
comments from your office regarding the streamlining proposal and offers the
following: ‘

1. We recognize the potential tracking issues that may be associated with
streamlining every other action. We suggest making the “even” numbered
steps be eligible for streamlining, e.g., Associate Professor II, Professor II,
1V, VIIIL.

2. We note that streamlining should be optional and the faculty should
have the right to opt out for any action.

3. Including items a-d would be acceptable as we recognize that they are
already part of MIV and their removal would constitute hardship. We
maintain that the candidate’s statement should still be optional, and
hard copy student evaluations and any other supporting documents
should not be included. Papers and creative works should be provided as
a URL as much as possible.

4. The department letter should be no longer than two pages. There may be
a way to include voting summary on the cover page to save space. £

5. Requiring no more than 10% negative votes is an important quality check
and should be maintained. We also would like to reiterate that the
streamlining process is for cases that are deemed straightforward and
without any potential weaknesses, not all technically eligible ones.
Perhaps this should be strongly indicated in your Annual Call.

6. We agree that if a dean disagrees with a streamlined action, the case
should be forwarded to the College FPC for a review.

7. We recognize the need for a certain level of involvement by the Dean’s
Office staff to ensure dossier compliance and timeliness. We urge the
Deans’ Offices to work with the departments and look for ways to
streamline their procedures.

8. CAP does not object if a College/Division as a whole decides to
participate in the pilot program. However, once the participating
departments are identified, no others can join during the pilot phase.
CAP believes that a 3-year pilot study should provide enough data for




making a sound decision regarding the continuation and/or modification
of the streamlining program.

9. If a faculty member has a split appointment with a federation title,
his/her action should not be streamlined until AF agrees with and
decides to participate in the streamlining process. If a faculty member
has an appointment across departments where the lead department is
not participating in streamlining, that action should not be streamlined.

CAP looks forward to expediting the implementation of the streamlining process
for the upcoming academic year.




Attachment 4d

UC Davis: QFFICEOF THE CHANCELLOR T
OFFICE OF THE PROVOST

Augus_t-,24,i 2010

- Dean's :
. Associate Dean's
Assistant Dean's

SUBJECT: Streamlmmg Academlc Senate and Academlc Federat:on Actaons— Phase II

After consultation with the Committee on Academlc Persennel (CAP) and the deans i am approvmg a
pilot program that mcludes streamlining changes in our merit review procedures “Thepilot will be in
effect for-a three year penod (i.e., academic years 2010-11, 2011-12, arnd 2012- 13} after which it will be
reviewed for its effectiveness. (Severai additional stfeamimlng actions are still under conSIderatron )

Academic Senate/Continuing Lecturer Actlons:

AS1. Although the review period for Professor, Above Scale is unchanged because it is determined
: by systemwide policy, the supporting documents [teaching evaluations, pubhcatlons (actual or
URL)] that accompany the dossier need extend only.back to-those occurring after advancement
to Professor, Step Vi,

AS2. Extramural Letters for barrier-step advancements for Lecturer SOE and Semor Lecturer SOE
will no longer be required.

AS3. Extramural letters for five year review/reappointment of Endowed ChalrSIProfessorshlps will be
optional. (Extramural letters for new appointments to Endowed Chairs/Professorships will

continue to be required.)

AS4. Optional review by FPCs for faculty who meet the following specific conditions:

(a) Ninety (90) percent of their department colleagues eligible and available to review the file
voted positively on the action (i.e., the combination of abstention and negative votes did not :
exceed 10 percent). Those on an approved leave and unable to review the dossier do not

count in these calculations.
(b) Action is a normal merit from Associate Professor | to Il or from Professor | to lI, It to IV, or
Vi to Vill.

Note that eligibility is intended to apply to “every other” action and does not include faculty at the
Assistant rank because of the need for them to receive input from their colleagues on the FPC.

ASS5. Deans who wish to participate in this pilot should determine which, if any, of their departments
want to be included. The Office of the Vice Provost of Academic Personnel must be notified by
October 1, 2010 as to which departments will participate. After October 1, 2010, departments
wishing to join the pilot will need to request permission from the Vice Provost of Academic
Personnel. Individual faculty in a department that has decided to participate in the streamlining
may opt out of the pilot if they wish to do so.

(a) The dossier of those faculty participating in the pilot can be streamlined as follows:

(1) Department letter will be limited to a maximum of 2 pages. (The letter should highlight
the new developments since the last review and the key elements supporting the case.)

(2) Hard copy of supporting documentation need not be forwarded for review unless
subsequently requested by post-department reviewers. Supporting documentation
includes: copies of published, in press manuscripts, acceptance letters for in press
items, and student evaluations. =

1




(3) The departmental letter must cert:fy that in press artlcles are accepted WIthout further
“revision by December 31% -of the academ:c year of the action.

(4) The list of papers and creative works should include’ a URL for the ltems bemg
considered in the period of review, if a URL is avallable :

5) Candldates stetement remains _qp;ggpg_l, _

(b) Condltaons

" _.jpos:twe recor

, a streamlined,
ﬁthe,FPCfora WA

(3) |f a Senate member has a jomt appomtment where one departme_ tis:
streamlining, the action cannot be streamlined..

(4) The above streamlining processes will be. subject to audit by CAP and by Academic
Personnel. :

Academic Federatlon Streamlmmg

- AF1. ~All'normal appointments merits and’ promotlons (except above scale actlons) in the followmg
series will be delegated to the dean: -

Academic Administrator
Academic Coordinator
Specialist

Continuing Educators (UNEX)

All actions should be sent directly to the Academic Federation office. If the dean’s intended
decision differs from the Academic Federation personnel committee recommendation,
delegation shail revert to the Vice Provost. Because the Academic Administrators have no
steps on the salary scale, a normal action would be two increments on the scale. The original
dossier for all of the above actions would be sent to the Academic Perscnnel office after the
action is completed.

AF2. The dean will have the authority to approve all position screenings for the Academic
Administrator and Academic Coordinator series after review by the Academic Federation
committee. If the dean’s intended decision differs from the Academic Federation personnei
committee recommendation, delegation shall revert to the Vice Provost.

| would like to encourage all of the schools/colleges/departments that are not currently using My
InfoVault (MIV) to begin to do so. MIV can reduce errors, saving time for both staff and faculty, as well
as aliowing reviewers cn-line access to the dossier.

- Sincerely,

Barbara A. Horwitz
Vice Provost—Academic Personnel
frbk
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ANNUAL REPORT | -
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL — OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
| 2009-10

The Committee of Academic Personnel — Oversight Committee (CAP) advises

" the Vice Provost for Academic Personnel on matters that affect the personnel
process. These include promotions, appointments, terminations, multiyear
accelerations within rank that involve skipping a step, high-level merit actions,
third-year deferrals, five year reviews, and appraisals. CAP also recommends
membership on ad hoc committees and these are then appointed by the Vice
Provost. The committee appoints and directs the Faculty Personnel
Committees (FPCs) that advise the Deans on redelegated personnel actions
(Appendix D). Appendix E provides a list of CAP’s principal tasks.

Faculty Advancement Criteria: CAP evaluates candidate files according to
guidelines established in the Academic Personnel Manual (APM-210). CAP’s
 mandate is to assure fair and equitable treatment of all faculty while ensuring
that high standards of scholarship are maintained across the campus. Its goal
is to apply fair, objective, and uniform standards of evaluation across the
disciplines, recognizing the variability of measures of accomplishment and
success from one discipline to another.

CAP bases its judgments on documents provided in the formal personnel
evaluation process, including documents contained in each candidate’s
dossier, evaluations by departmental faculty and the chair, commentaries from
the dean, and when appropriate, assessments from external evaluators. The
committee may also get input from a three-person ad hoc committee appointed
by the Vice Provost--Academic Personnel following CAP’s recommendations.

CAP’s evaluation is guided by the wording of the APM, according to which the
“indispensable qualification” for advancement at all levels is “superior
intellectual attainment, as evidenced both in teaching and in research or other
creative achievement.” CAP typically recommends advancement of a faculty
member after the normal period at rank and step on the basis of a record of
balanced accomplishment in research and/or creative activity, teaching, and
service. Alternatively, CAP might make a favorable recommendation when it
judges the performance to be well above expectations in one category although
it was below expectations in another, as appropriate to rank and step. Time
spent on an activity is not considered to be a substitute for accomplishment.
CAP does not use time in service (except for deferrals) or health or personal
issues in judging merit advancements.

CAP’s evaluation of research reported in peer-reviewed publications (and in
other venues) and of creative work presented in many forms and venues is
based principally on the originality, creativity, and impact of the work as

-
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judged by peers. The primary criteria for the evaluation of teaching are
effectiveness and impact, as well as the candidate's command of his or her
subject, scholarly growth, and presentation of material in ways that help
students to think critically, independently, and creatively. Advising and
mentoring activities as well as student evaluations are given substantial weight
in judging teaching performance. CAP is also influenced by the amount,

variety, and difficulty of teaching. In evaluating service, CAP assesses the

effort, impact and outcome. '

Academic Personnel Actions: During the 2009-10 academic year (September
through August), CAP met 40 times out of 52 weeks. The committee also
provided advice on numerous other issues related to academic personnel,

" These include 11 ‘Change-of-Title’ actions, 17 Endowed Chair actions, 4 Third-
Year Deferrals, 9 Five-Year Reviews, 11 Emeritus Status actions, and 3
appointments or reappointments as Department Chair. CAP also spent two
meetings reviewing files for Chancellor's Fellows recommendations and
evaluated 15 Initial Continuing Appointments for Lecturers. Of the 410
academic personnel actions, the Vice Provost—Academic Personnel disagreed
with CAP 12 times (about 2.9%).

The agenda for CAP actions is determined by a priority list that treats
appointments and tenure cases as high priorities and other actions variously
less so (e.g., accelerations in the Above Scale Ranks). Once an item is on the
CAP agenda, the normal completion time was two weeks. Appendix A provides
a summary of CAP’s deliberations by category for the past academic year. ‘
Seven actions were referred to ad hoc committees. =

Promotions: For promotions to Associate Professor and Professor, CAP
recommended promotion in 87 of 124 cases; a further 18 cases were
modifications from what had been proposed. Nineteen cases were
recommended against.

Accelerated Actions: Appendix B lists the cases for accelerations that came to
CAP (accelerations involving a promotion, a merit increase to Professor, Step
VI, and to Above Scale or within Above Scale, as well as all accelerations that
entailed skipping a step.

Faculty who received favorable recommendations for a multi-year acceleration
generally had received some major recognition nationally or internationally,
had superior scholarly achievements, and were excellent teachers and had
meritorious service. At the upper levels of the professoriate the expectation of
excellence in all areas grows with each step. In most cases in which CAP did
not recommend the full proposed acceleration, CAP instead recommended a
smaller acceleration (e.g., a one-year retroactive acceleration instead of a two-
year acceleration). CAP understands that pressure for multi-year accelerations |
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is increasing, in part, due to pay cuts, furloughs and the absence of normal
pay raises for several years. Salary and retention are beyond the current
charge of CAP.

Advancement to Associate Professor, Step IV: Requests for advancement to
Associate Professor, Step IV are seen by CAP because for faculty promoted to
Associate Professor, Step I, such a merit would typically involve more than six
years at rank. (However, if promotion or appointment was to a higher step, this
is not the case). In addition, even if a faculty member has spent six years at
rank, a merit advance rather than promotion may be appropriate if, for
‘example, a submitted book manuscript only requires minor revision before it
would be considered “in press.” These advancements to an overlapping step
are extraordinary in the Associate ranks.

Retroactive Merit Actions: Retroactive merit actions may be requested by
Deans and/or Faculty Personnel Committees. When considering a retroactive
action, the review period ends the year before the proposed merit date (e.g., for
an action retroactive to July 1, 2009, the creative work/research publications
are counted to December 31, 2008, and teaching/service until June 30, 2008).
Thus, retroactive recommendations should specifically discuss the record for
this review period, and why it supports the retroactive merit. CAP reviewed 19
retroactive requests and made favorable recommendations on 14.

Career Equity Reviews: To address potential inequities at both the point of
hire and/or during a faculty member’s advancement, Career Equity Reviews
are conducted. Career equity reviews consider the entire career record of the
individual to determine if the current placement on the academic ladder is
consistent with faculty at equal and higher rank and step. In 2009-10 CAP
conducted 4 career equity reviews that were initiated at a lower level of review.
CAP also conducts a career review for every major advancement.

Five-Year Reviews: CAP conducted 9 five-year reviews, recommending “no
advancement, performance satisfactory” in 5 cases and recommending “no
advancement, performance unsatisfactory” in 4 cases.

Initial Continuing Appointments for Lecturers: CAP reviewed and made
recommendations on 15 initial continuing non-Senate appointments in
2009-10. All received favorable recommendations. Teaching excellence is the
overriding requirement for a continuing appointment.

Accelerated Merits for Lecturers: CAP considers accelerated merit requests
for Lecturers while normal merit advancements are redelegated to the deans.
In recommending accelerations (one- or two-step beyond the normal two-step
advancement), CAP looks for evidence of teaching accomplishments that go
over and beyond teaching excellence, which is the minimum standard for
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normal advancement. Such evidence may come in the form of prestigious
teaching awards or publication of books (and other creative works) which have
substantial pedagogical impact. In 2009-10, CAP considered 4 such requests
and made a positive recommendation in 1 case.

Ad Hoc Committees: Review by an ad hoc committee may be required in
cases of major advancements (promotions to the Associate Professor and full

~ Professor rank, and merit advancements to Professor, Step VI and Above Scale)
and for appointments with tenure. CAP’s membership reflects the variety of -
disciplines represented on campus and is guided by external reviewers’
evaluations, but the committee looks to campus ad hoc committees for highly
specialized expertise. CAP proposed ad hoc committees in 7 cases and thanks
the faculty members who served on these committees for giving so generously
of their time and for the high quality and objectivity of their evaluations and
reports.

Faculty Personnel Committees: Faculty Personnel Committees (FPCs) advise
the deans on personnel actions redelegated to the deans (except, in most
cases, first actions after a promotion or appointment). In 2009-10, these
actions included appointment of Assistant Professor, Steps I-1II; most normal
and accelerated merit actions that do not skip a step (up to and including

~ Professor, Step IX, with the exception of merit increases to Professor, Step VI);
most normal merit actions for Lecturers and Senior Lecturers with Security of
Employment; and Unit 18 actions (including appointments and
reappointments of Lecturers and Senior Lecturers without Security of
Employment).

The FPCs reviewed 345 cases (Appendix C) out of 474 actions. Of these 474
actions, 129 were first actions after a faculty appointment or promotion, which
are handled by the Deans without FPC input. In the remaining cases, the FPCs
recommended advancement or acceleration in 301 cases and against the
action in 44 cases; the Deans agreed in all but 6 cases (307 approvals, 38
denials). Post-factum audits of these recommendations and files by CAP
indicated broad agreement with the FPC recommendations, with a handful of
exceptions. FPCs are appointed by CAP upon recommendation of the various
Executive Committees of the colleges and schools (Appendix D).

CAP makes appointments of Faculty Personnel Committees based upon
recommendations from Faculty Executive Committees. This year, CAP
reorganized the College of Letters and Science Faculty Personnel Committee
(FPC) to address its workload issues. The new FPC will be effective
September 1, 2010. CAP appreciates the dedicated effort and hard work of all
FPC members. _ '




Streamlining of Faculty Personnel Actions: In consultation with the
Academic Senate, CAP proposed a number of changes to the academic
personnel review process with the goal of easing the burden on faculty and
staff in preparing and evaluating advancement dossiers. The proposal has
been submitted to the Vice Provost-Academic Personnel and will be
implemented as a three-year pilot beginning in academic year 2010-11.

Streamlining Endowed Chair Reappointments: To further streamline the
personnel process, CAP proposed to no longer review the first reappointments
for endowed chairs unless there is disagreement among the recommendations
of the reviewing bodies (department, ad hoc committee, and Dean). CAP will
continue to review initial appointments of endowed chairs and professors as
well as second and subsequent reappointments.

Offscales for UC Davis Faculty: Upon request from the Chancellor, CAP
considered the feasibility of expanding the range of options available to facuilty
for offscale salaries. An analysis and various options have been submitted to
the Chancellor and the Provost. A joint Academic Senate /Administrative Task
Force will study the analysis and craft a plan for possible implementation in
the near future.

Senate Resolution on Faculty Searches: A resolution was considered by the
Representative Assembly in Spring 2009 that pointed to a number of problems
identified by CAP in faculty searches. The resolution was tabled and was taken
up again by the Representative Assembly in Fall 2009. The resolution asked
for the inclusion of search plans in appointment packages that are considered
by CAP and was endorsed by the Representative Assembly. Following
discussions with the Vice Provost, Provost and Deans, it was agreed upon that
appointment reviews by CAP will now include full search plans.

University Committee On Academic Personnel (UCAP): Robert Feenstra
served as a member of the University Committee on Academic Personnel, and
Ahmet Palazoglu as its vice-chair, which held several meetings throughout the
academic year. The Office of the President, UCAP members, or other UC
Academic Senate committees and officers bring issues to the attention of
UCAP. A primary function of this systemwide committee is to facilitate the
exchange of information among campuses. Accordingly, CAP was regularly
informed of UCAP discussions and through its representative provided input
into such discussions, when appropriate. UCAP addressed a broad range of
issues, among which were discussions assuring adequate funding for UCRP,
reviewing the reports of the Commission on the Future of the University,
differential fees for different campuses, peer reviews in publishing and
academic promotions, comparison of CAP practices on sister campuses, and
various amendments to the APM.
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Other Policy Matters: In addition, CAP commented on several campus or
Universitywide policy matters, including the following:

UC Davis: A Vision of Excellence. .
Departmental Status — Comparative Literature '
Disestablishment of Exercise Science

Proposed amendment to Bylaw 45

My InfoVault (MIV) -

CAP reviewed voting procedures for the following departments:

Geology

Medical Microbiology & Immunology
Pathology, Microbiology & Immunology
Plant Sciences

Science & Technology Studies
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APPENDIX A: CAP ACTIONS \z{ .

Recommended Modified Recommended
Positive Negative

Appointments (75)
Assistant Professor (8) 5 3 0
Associate Professot (5) 4 0 1
Professor (16) 11 5 0
Via Change in Title (11) 8 3 0
Initial Continuing Non-Senate (15) 15 0 0
Endowed Chair
Appointment/Reappointment (17) 16 1 0
Department Chair Reappointment (3) - - 3 0 0
Promotions (124)
Associate Professor (71) 51 7 13 &
Professor (53) 36 11 6 sy
Merit Increases (117)
Assistant Professor (1) 0 1 0
Associate Professor (27) 17 1 9 <t
Professor, Step V to VI (35) 23 1 11
Professor, Step IX to Above Scale (14) 10 0 4 &
Professor, Above Scale (21) 9 1 11 <—
Proposed Retroactive Actions (19) 14 0 5 B
Miscellaneous Actions (94)
Senior Lecturer, SOE (4) 4 0 0
Career Equity Reviews (4) 0 0 4
Emeritus (11) 10 0 1 -
POP Screenings (2) 2 0 0
TOE Screenings (4) 4 0 0
Appraisals (56) 28" 23* 5
Five-Year Reviews (9) 5 N/A 4
Third-Year Deferrals (4) 4 0 0

279 57 74

"Positive ; *Guarded ; -Negative
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF ACCELERATED ACTIONS

Acceleration Proposed Yes No Other
1-yt 31 18 . 3
2-yt 5 2 5
3-yr 5 0 6
3+-yr 1 2 2

APPENDIX C: REDELEGATED MERIT ACTIONS

College/Div/School | FPC Recofnmendaﬂon Dean’s Decision | 1% Actions w/o
Yes No Yes No FPC Input
CAES 70 4 72 2 4
CBS 19 2 19 2 0
EDU 6 0 6 0 3
ENG ] 43 10 44 9 0 e
GSM 4 0 4 0 4
HA+CS 23 7 23 7 30
MPS 37 2 38 1 16
SS 36 3 37 2 17 )
LAW 3 0 3 0 5
SOM 30 11 31 10 39
VM 30 5 30 5 11
Total 301 44 307 38 129
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APPENDIX D: REDELEGATED MERIT ACTIONS

FACULTY PERSONNEL COMMITTEES
2009 - 2010

COLLEGE OF AG. & ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

Jim Chalfant (Ag & Resource Economics) - Chair
Chris Calvert (Animal Science)

~ Eliska Rejmankova (Env. Sci & Policy)

Terry Nathan (LAWR)

David Burger (Plant Sciences)

Martin Kenney (H&CD)

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING

Matthew Franklin (Computer Science) - Chair
Joanna Groza (Chem Eng & Materials Science)
David Slaughter (Biol. & Ag Eng)

Rob Chai (Civil & Env. Eng)

Michael Savageau (Biomedical Eng)

Abdul Barakat (Mech & Aero Eng)

Khaled Abdel-Ghaffar (Electrical & Computer Engj

COLLEGE OF LETTERS & SCIENCE

Michael Kapovich {(Mathematics) - Chair
Mark Kurth (Chemistry)

~ Hilary Hoynes (Economics)

Blake Stimson (Art & Art History)

Ross Bauer (Music)

Li Zhang (Anthropology)

COLLEGE OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

Peter Wainwright (Evolution & Ecology) - Chair
Anne Britt (Plant Biology)

Dave Furlow - NP&B

Sean Burgess (MCB)

Kaz Shiozaki (Microbiology)

TERM

2007-2010
2008-2011
2008-2011
2007-2010
2009-2012
2008-2011

2007-2010
2007-2010
2007-2010
2008-2011
2008-2011
2008-2011
2009-2012

2007-2010
2007-2010
2008-2011
2008-2011
2009-2012
2009-2012

2007-2010
2007-2010
2007-2010
2009-2012
2009-2012




GRADUATE SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT

Martine Quinzii - Economics - Chair
Hemant Bhargava (GSM)
Prasad Naik (GSM)

SCHOOL OF LAW

Michael Maher - (GSM) - Chair
Lisa Ikemoto

Leslie Kurtz

" Gail Goodman (Psychology)
Keith Aoki

SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Richard Tucker {Cell Biology & Human Anatomy) - Chair
Vijay Khatri (Surgery) '

David Rocke (Public Health Sciences)

Regina Gandour-Edwards (Pathology & Lab Med)

Dennis Styne (Pediatrics)

Janine LaSalle (Medical Micro & Immunology)

John Payne (Physiology & Mem Biology)

Richard White (Internal Medicine})

Andrew Vaughan (Radiation Oncology)

SCHOOL OF VETERINARY MEDICINE

Mark Kittleson - Medicine & Epidemiology - Chair
Lisa Tell - Medicine & Epidemiology

Robert Poppenga - CAHFS

Bruno Pypendop - Surgical & Radiological Sciences
Jeffrey Stott - Pathology, Microbiology & Immunology

-10-

TERM

2009-2011
2009-2012
2007-2010

2006-2010
2008-2011
2009-2012
2008-2011
2008-2011

2008-2011
2007-2010
2009-2012
2007-2010
2007-2010
2009-2012
2008-2011
2008-2011
2007-2010

2007-2010
2007-2010
2006-2010
2009-2012
2009-2012




SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Robert Blake - (Spanish} - Chair 2007-2011
Jon Wagner (Education) ' 12003-2010
Thomas Timar (Education) _ 2007-2010
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APPENDIX E:

PRINCIPAL TASKS OF THE
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNETL — OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
1. Nominating faculty to serve on ad hoc commitﬁees which make
recommendations for promotions, appomtments and upper level merit
increases.
2. Reviewing the reports of ad hoc committees and independently evaluating

the dossiers of the candidate under consideration.

3. Reviewing proposed accelerated merit increases, terminations,
reconsiderations, third-year deferrals, five-year reviews, Chancellor Fellow
and Endowed Chair appointments, and reappointments of department
chairs.

4. Reviewing merit actions for department chairs, program chairs, associate
deans, members of Faculty Personnel Committees (and their near relatives)
and other individuals for whom such action has not been redelegated to

deans.
5. Appointing faculty to serve on Faculty Personnel Committees.
6. Reviewing policy matters referred by the administration and by the chair or

committee of the Academic Senate, as well as initiating new policies and
changes in existing policies when appropriate.

7. Conducting an annual post-audit of the recommendations from the Faculty
Personnel Committees.

8. Reviewing summaries of confidential files of individual faculty prepared at
individual’s request by the Vice Provost—Academic Personnel.

9. Approving departmental voting procedures.

10.  Reviewing requests for Target of Excellence and Partner Opportunity
Program positions.

11.  Reviewing cases to ensure equity in the application of criteria for
appointments, merits, and promotion actions.

12. Conducting career equity reviews and reviewing continuing appointments
for Unit 18 Lecturers.
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Attachment 5b

ANNUAL REPORT
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL - OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
2010-11

The Committee of Academic Personnel — Oversight Committee (CAP) advises
the Vice Provost for Academic Personnel on matters that affect the personnel
process. These include promotions, appointments, terminations, multiyear
accelerations within rank that involve skipping a step, high-level merit actions,
third-year deferrals, five year reviews, and appraisals. CAP also recommends
membership on ad hoc committees and these are then appointed by the Vice
Provost. The committee appoints and directs the Faculty Personnel
Committees (FPCs) that advise the Deans on redelegated personnel actions
(Appendix D). Appendix E provides a list of CAP’s principal tasks.

Faculty Advancement Criteria: CAP evaluates candidate files according to
guidelines established in the Academic Personnel Manual (APM-210). CAP’s
mandate is to assure fair and equitable treatment of all faculty while ensuring
that high standards of scholarship are maintained across the campus. Its goal
is to apply fair, objective, and uniform standards of evaluation across the
disciplines, recognizing the variability of measures of accomplishment and
success from one discipline to another.

CAP bases its judgments on documents provided in the formal personnel
evaluation process, including documents contained in each candidate’s

. dossier, evaluations by departmental faculty and the chair, commentaries from
the dean, and when appropriate, assessments from external evaluators. The
committee may also get input from a three-person ad hoc committee appointed
by the Vice Provost--Academic Personnel following CAP’s recommendations.

CAP’s evaluation is guided by the wording of the APM, according to which the
“indispensable qualification” for advancement at all levels is “superior
intellectual attainment, as evidenced both in teaching and in research or other
creative achievement.” CAP typically recommends advancement of a faculty
member after the normal period at rank and step on the basis of a record of
balanced accomplishment in research and/or creative activity, teaching, and
service. Alternatively, CAP might make a favorable recommendation when it
judges the performance to be well above expectations in one category although
it was below expectations in another, as appropriate to rank and step. Time
spent on an activity is not considered to be a substitute for accomplishment.
Except for deferrals, CAP does not use time in service or health or personal

issues in judging merit advancements.

CAP’s evaluation of research reported in peer-reviewed publications (and in
other venues) and of creative work presented in many forms and venues is
based principally on the originality, creativity, and impact of the work as
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judged by peers. The primary criteria for the evaluation of teaching are
effectiveness and impact, as well as the candidate's command of his or her
subject, scholarly growth, and presentation of material in ways that help
students to think critically, independently, and creatively. Advising and
mentoring activities as well as student evaluations are given substantial weight
in judging teaching performance. CAP is also influenced by the amount,
variety, and difficulty of teaching. In evaluating service, CAP assesses the
effort, impact and outcome.

Academic Personnel Actions: During the 2010-11 academic year (September
through August), CAP met 39 times out of 52 weeks and considered over 500
agenda items. The committee provided advice on numerous issues related to
academic personnel. These include 9 ‘Change-of-Title’ actions, 13 Endowed
Chair actions, 9 Third-Year Deferrals, 12 Five-Year Reviews, 11 Emeritus
Status actions, and 3 appointments or reappointments as Department Chair.
CAP also reviewed files for Chancellor's Fellows recommendations and
evaluated 8 Initial Continuing Appointments for Lecturers. Of the 438
academic personnel actions, the Vice Provost—Academic Personnel disagreed
with CAP 14 times (about 3.2%). We note that in most of these cases, CAP’s
recommendation was split, indicating that these were close cases, and often
the Vice Provost’s final decision was based on information that arrived after
CAP reviewed the case.

Overall, both CAP and the FPCs made negative recommendations in fewer than
12% of the cases. This reflects the high-quality research and teaching done by -
the vast majority of the faculty at UC Davis.

The agenda for CAP actions is determined by a priority list that treats
appointments and tenure cases as high priorities and other actions variously
less so (e.g., accelerations in the Above Scale ranks). Once an item is placed
on the CAP agenda, the normal completion time was two weeks. Appendix A
provides a summary of CAP’s deliberations by category for the past academic
year. Eight actions were referred to ad hoc committees.

Promotions: For promotions to Associate Professor (60) and Professor (57),
CAP recommended promotion in 104 of 117 cases. Of these, 91 recommended
the promotion proposed by the department and recommended by the Dean.
Overall, 22 cases were modified recommendations from what had been
proposed. Of these 22 modifications, 8 were recommended for merit increases
to an overlapping step, 7 were recommended for lateral promotion, 2 were
recommended for normal promotions instead of accelerated promotion, 3 were
recommended for retroactive action, 1 was recommended for an accelerated
promotion by CAP, and 1 was a split recommendation, where CAP made
neither a positive or negative recommendation. Thus, CAP recommended no
advancement in only 4 cases.
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Accelerated Actions: Appendix B lists the cases for accelerations that came
to CAP (accelerations involving a promotion, a merit increase to Professor,
Step VI, and to Above Scale or within Above Scale, a merit increase for an FPC
member, department chair or administrator, as well as all accelerations that
entailed skipping a step at any level).

Faculty who received favorable recommendations for a multi-year acceleration
generally had received some major recognition nationally or internationally,
had superior scholarly achievements, and were excellent teachers and had
meritorious service. At the upper levels of the professoriate the expectation of
excellence in all areas grows with each step. In many cases where CAP did not
recommend the full proposed acceleration, CAP instead recommended a
smaller acceleration (e.g., a one-year retroactive acceleration instead of a two-
year acceleration). CAP understands that pressure for multi-year accelerations
is increasing, in part, due to pay cuts, furloughs and the absence of normal
pay raises for several years. Salary and retention are beyond the current
charge of CAP.

Advancement to Associate Professor, Step IV: Requests for advancement to
Associate Professor’, Step IV are seen by CAP because for faculty promoted to

Associate Professor, Step I, such a merit would typically involve more than six
years at rank. (However, if promotion or appointment was to a higher step,
this is not the case). In addition, even if a faculty member has spent six years
at rank, a merit advance rather than promotion may be appropriate if, for
example, a submitted book manuscript only requires minor revision before it
would be considered “in press.” These advancements to an overlapping step
are unusual in the Associate ranks.

Retroactive Merit Actions: Retroactive merit actions may be requested by
Deans and/or Faculty Personnel Committees. When a retroactive action is
considered, the review period ends the year before the proposed merit date
(e.g., for an action retroactive to July 1, 2010, the creative work/research
publications are counted to December 31, 2009, and teaching/service until
June 30, 2009). Thus, retroactive recommendations should specifically discuss
the record for this review period, and detail why it supports the retroactive
merit. CAP reviewed 16 retroactive requests and made favorable
recommendations on 13.

Career Equity Reviews: Career Equity Reviews occur coincident with a merit
or promotion action and only faculty who (1) have held an eligible title, and (2)
have not been reviewed by CAP during the previous four academic years, can
be considered for a career equity review. The purpose of career equity reviews
is to address potential inequities at the point of hire and/or during a faculty
member’s advancement. Career equity reviews consider the entire career
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record of the individual to determine if the current placement on the academic
ladder is consistent with faculty at equal and higher rank and step. In 2010-
11 CAP conducted 7 career equity reviews that were initiated at a lower level of
review and supported two of them. CAP also conducts a career review for
every major advancement.

Five-Year Reviews: CAP conducted 12 five-year reviews, recommending “no
advancement, performance satisfactory” in 10 cases and recommending “no

“advancement, performance unsatisfactory” in 2 cases.

Initial Continuing Appointments for Lecturers: CAP reviewed and made
recommendations on 8 initial continuing non-Senate appointments in

'2010-11. All received favorable recommendations. Teaching excellence is the

overriding requirement for a continuing appointment.

Accelerated Merits for Continuing Lecturers: CAP considers accelerated
merit requests for Continuing Lecturers, whereas normal merit advancements
are redelegated to the deans. In recommending accelerations (one or two steps
beyond the normal two-step advancement), CAP looks for evidence of teaching
accomplishments that go beyond teaching excellence, which is the minimum
standard for normal advancement. Such evidence may come in the form of
prestigious teaching awards or publication of books (and other creative works)
that have substantial pedagogical impact. In 2010-11, CAP considered 3 such
requests and made a positive recommendation in each case.

Ad Hoc Committees: Review by an ad hoc committee may be required in
cases of major advancements (promotions to the Associate Professor and full
Professor rank, and merit advancements to Professor, Step VI and Above Scale)
and for appointments with tenure. CAP’s membership reflects the variety of
disciplines represented on campus and is guided by external reviewers’
evaluations, but the committee looks to campus ad hoc committees for highly
specialized expertise. CAP proposed ad hoc committees in 8 cases and thanks
the faculty members who served on these committees for giving so generously
of their time and for the high quality and objectivity of their evaluations and
reports.

Faculty Personnel Committees: Faculty Personnel Committees (FPCs) advise
deans on personnel actions redelegated to them (except, in most cases, first
actions after a promotion or appointment). In 2010-11, these actions included
appointment of Assistant Professor, Steps I-1II; most normal and accelerated
merit actions that do not skip a step {up to and including Professor, Step IX,
with the exception of merit increases to.Professor, Step VI and Above Scale);
most normal merit actions for Lecturers and Senior Lecturers with Security of
Employment; and Unit 18 actions (including appointments and
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reappointments of Lecturers and Senior Lecturers without Security of
Employment). Information on FPC actions is reported in Appendix C

CAP appoints Faculty Personnel Committees based upon recommendations
from Faculty Executive Committees. CAP appreciates the dedicated effort and
hard work of all FPC members. '

Clarification of Appeals versus Reconsiderations: There is information
clarifying appeals versus reconsideration in the form of a flow chart, available
at: http:/ /academicsenate ucdavis.edu/documents/ Senate-Chair-letter-and-
flowchart-RE-CERJ-Advice-Merit-Appeal.pdf. As described in the chart,
appeals are applicable when the faculty member who wishes to appeal
provides evidence of a personnel committee’s failure to apply established
standards of merit or failure to follow established procedure. Reconsiderations
are applicable when new information is supplied that is not the result of a
personnel committee’s failure to apply established standards of merit or
procedure.

Consideration of Academic Collegiality in the Merit and Promotion
Process: The Academic Senate Committee on Privilege and Tenure (P&T) has
examined the question of whether an individual’s collegiality, or lack thereof,
o may be considered in merit and promotion actions. If collegiality becomes an
{ issue in a personnel action, P&T asserted that the record forwarded should
be particularly clear and factually well-supported. To that end, P&T
recommended the following:

o “If non-collegiality is raised as an issue at the department level, the
A . chairy letter to the dean must be specific about the nature of the
legations and should document examples of non-collegiality so that the
individual under review can understand the allegations and respond
accordingly. Specificity and substantiation in the chair’s letter will help
[reviewers] judge the merits of the allegation.

o If the departmental letter raises the issue of non-collegiality, the dean
should fully explore and comment upon the allegations in [his/her]
letter.” “Academic collegiality {or academic “citizenship” as it is
sometimes called) is not a separate or additional area of performance for
which the individual is to be evaluated but rather, falls within the
context of the individual’s record of teaching, research, professional
competence and activity, and University and public service.

Criteria of Scholarship: In 2002, CAP solicited criteria of scholarship
documents from campus departments. The intent of these documents was to
provide disciplinary context CAP could utilize during review of cases from the
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department. Thus the criteria can enhance the context already provided in the
departmental letter. CAP received documents from some departments, but
CAP does not approve such documents. They are viewed as a departmental
document, and thus not within the jurisdiction of CAP. Departments are
welcome to provide new or revised criteria of scholarship documents as they
deem appropriate.

 To ensure criteria of scholarship are considered at all levels during review, we
suggest the following:

e Criteria of Scholarship are not a substitute for the APM and do not
substitute for the peer review process. The criteria will be used to
provide context to the review.

e The Criteria should be attached to the dossier, or at least referred to in
the Department Chair letter. Doing so will call attention to their
appropriate use during review by the Faculty Personnel Committee,
Dean’s Office and/or CAP.

Departments that use a criteria of scholarship document should
periodically review and (if appropriate) update them.

University Committee On Academic Personnel (UCAP): Kyaw Tha Paw U
served as CAP’s representative to the University Committee on Academic
Personnel, which held several meetings throughout the academic year. The
Office of the President, UCAP members, or other UC Academic Senate
committees and officers bring issues to the attention of UCAP. A primary
function of this systemwide committee is to facilitate the exchange of
information among campuses. Accordingly, CAP was regularly informed of
UCAP discussions and through its representative provided input into such
discussions, when appropriate.
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APPENDIX A: CAP ACTTONS

Recommended Modified Recommended
Positive Actions@ Negative

Appointments (71)
Assistant Professor (8) 8 0 0
Associate Professor (9) 9 0 0
Professor (19) 17 2 0
Via Change in Title (9) 7 2 0
Initial Continuing Non-Senate (8) 8 0 0
Endowed Chair
Appointment/Reappointment (13) 12 0 1*
Department Chair Reappointment (3) 3 0 : 0
Joint Appointment 2 0 0
Promotions (117)
Associate Professor (60) 42 14 4
Professor (57) ' 49 8 0
Merit Incteases (163) ‘
Associate Professor (28) 17 4 7 i
Professor, Step V to VI (47) 40 0 7
Professor, Step IX to Above Scale (23) 15 0 8
Professor, Above Scale (18) 17 0 1 =
Proposed Retroactive Actions (16) 13 0 3
~Qthet Merits (31) 18 5 8
Miscellaneous Actions (87)
Senior Lecturer, SOE (1) 0 0 1
Careet Equity Reviews (7) 2 0 5
Emetitus (11) 11 0 0 ~
TOE Screenings (2) 2 0 0
Appraisals (45) 27" 15" ¥
Five-Year Reviews (12) 10 N/A 2
Third-Year Deferrals (9) : 9 0 0
Grand Total = 438 338 50 50

*split (4:4, w/one absent); ~smetit increase for FPC membets, Deans, Assoc. Deans, and Dept. Chaits;
+positive; “Guarded; -Negative; @modified actions are those CAP recommendations that differed from
what was proposed, i.e., instead of a promotion a merit increase was recommended.
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF ACCELERATED ACT IONS (not including retroactive

merits)
54
Acceleration Proposed Yes . No ’ Other
1-yr ' 40 10 0
2-yr 4 1 6
3-yt 1 0 : 7

APPENDIX C: REDELEGATED MERIT ACTTONS

College/Div/ | FPC Recommendation | Dean’s Decision | Actions w/o | Accelerations
School Yes No Split Yes No FPC Input
Yes No
CAES 53 7 52 8| 13 0 19
CBS 13 2 12 3 8 0 4
EDU 4 0 4 0| 2 0 0 g
ENG 49 6 52 3 20 .
GSM 7 0 6 1] 3 1 0
HA:CS | 17 3 17 3|19 0 3
MPS 16 1 16 1 8 0 11
' SS 20 5 2 22 5 17 0 9 :
LAW 4 0 4 0 1 0 3 N
SOM 87 14 2 93 10 | 48 2 18
VM 27 2 29 0] 13 0 6
Total 297 40 4 307 34 | 132 3 93




APPENDIX D: REDELEGATED MERIT ACITONS

FACULTY PERSONNEL COMMITTEES

2010-2011

COLLEGE OF AG. 8& ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

Chris Calvert (Animal Science) - Chair
Eliska Rejmankova (Env. Sci & Policy)
David Burger (Plant Sciences)

Martin Kenney {H&CD)

Patricia Oteiza (Nutrition)

Rachael Goodhue (A&RE)

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING

Michael Savageau (Biomedical Eng) - Chair

Ann Orel (Applied Sci)

Ken Giles {Biol. & Ag Eng)

Rob Chai (Civil & Env. Eng)

Pieter Stroeve (Chem Eng & Materials Sci)
Zhaojun Bai (Computer Sci

Khaled Abdel-Ghaffar (Electrical & Computer Eng)

COLLEGE OF LETTERS & SCIENCE

Humanities, Arts & Cultural Studies - HArCS

Blake Stimson (Art & Art History) - Chair
Ross Bauer (Music)

Scott Shershow (English)

Lynne Isbell (Anthropology)

Sandra Carlson (Geology)

Social Sciences - SS

Jaoquim Silvestre (Economics) - Chair
Lynne Isbell (Anthropology)

Zeev Maoz {Political Science)

Scott Shershow (English)

Xiangdong Zhu (Physics)

-10-

TERM

2008-2011
2008-2011
2009-2012
2008-2011

. 2010-2013

2010-2013

2008-2011
2010-2013
2010-2013
2008-2011
2010-2013
2010-2013
2009-2012

2010-2011
2010-2012
2010-2013
2010-2012
2010-2013

2010-2011
2010-2012
2010-2013
2010-2013
2010-2012




Mathematical & Physical Sciences - MPS

Motohico Mulase (Mathematics) - Chair
Xiangdong Zhu (Physics)

Sandra Carlson (Geology)

Ross Bauer (Music)

Zeev Maoz {Political Science)

COLLEGE OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

Peter Wainwright (Evolution & Ecology) - Chair
Sean Burgess (MCB)

Katie Dehesh (Plant Biology)

‘Barbara Chapman (NPB)

Mitchell Singer (Microbiology)

GRADUATE SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT

Martine Quinzii - Economics - Chair
Chih-Ling Tsai (GSM)
Prasad Naik (GSM)

SCHOOL OF LAW

Gail Goodman (Psychology) - Chair
Leslie Kurtz

Keith Aoki

Tom Joo

Ryken Grattet {Sociology)

SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Richard Tucker (Cell Biol. & Human Anatomy) - Chair
David Rocke (Public Health Sciences)

Janine LaSalle (Medical Micro & Immunology)

John Payne (Physiology & Mem Biology)

Richard White (Internal Medicine)

Neal Fleming (Anesthesiology & Pain Medicine)
Deborah Diercks (Emergency Medicine)

Susanna Park (Ophthalmology)

Philip Wolinsky (Orthopedic Surgery)
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2010-2011
2010-2012
2010-2013
2010-2012
2010-2013

2007-2011
2009-2012
2010-2013
2010-2013
2010-2013

TERM

2009-2011
2010-2013
2007-2011

2008-2011
2009-2012
2008-2011
2010-2013
2010-2013

2008-2011
2009-2012
2009-2012
2008-2011
2008-2011
2010-2013
2010-2013
2010-2013
2010-2013




SCHOOL OF VETERINARY MEDICINE

Lisa Tell - Medicine & Epidemiology - Chair

Bruno Pypendop - Surgical & Radiological Sciences
Jeffrey Stott - Pathology, Microbiology & Immunology
Mark Anderson - CAHFS/PMI

Birgit Puschner - Molecular Biosciences

'[SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Robert Blake - (Spanish) - Chair

Cristina Gonzalez (Education)
#x*Peter Mundy*** temporary replacement in spring 2010 for C, Gonzalez

Thomas Timar (Education)
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2007-2011
2009-2012
2009-2012
2010-2013
2010-2013

2007-2011
2010-2012

2007-2010




APPENDIX E:

PRINCIPAL TASKS OF THE

COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL — OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

10.
11.

12.

Nominating faculty to serve on ad hoc committees which make
recommendations for promotions, appointments, and upper level merit
increases.

Reviewing the reports of ad hoc committees and independently evaluating
the dossiers of the candidate under consideration.

Reviewing proposed accelerated merit increases, terminations,
reconsiderations, third-year deferrals, five-year reviews, Chancellor Fellow
and Endowed Chair appointments, and reappointments of department
chairs.

Reviewing merit actions for department chairs, program chairs, associate
deans, members of Faculty Personnel Committees (and their near relatives)
and other individuals for whom such action has not been redelegated to
deans.

Appointing faculty to serve on Faculty Personnel Committees.

Reviewing policy matters referred by the administration and by the chair or
committee of the Academic Senate, as well as initiating new policies and

changes in existing policies when appropriate.

Conducting an annual post-audit of the recommendations from the Faculty
Personnel Comimittees.

Reviewing summaries of confidential files of individual faculty prepared at
individual’s request by the Vice Provost—Academic Personnel.

Approving departmental voting procedures.

Reviewing requests for Target of Excellence and Partner Opportunity
Program positions.

Reviewing cases to ensure equity in the application of criteria for
appointments, merits, and promotion actions.

Conducting career equity reviews and reviewing continuing appointments
for Unit 18 Lecturers.

13-




Attachment 5¢ |

Annual Report: Academic Year 2009-10
Davis Division: Academic Senate
Committee on Academic Personnel,
Appellate Subcommittee (CAPAC)

. Total Meetings: 8 Meeting frequency: upon : Average hours of committee
receipt of appeal(s) : work each week: 2-3 hours
: per committee member per
: appeal
Total appeals reviewed: 37 Total of reviewed appeals - Total appeals deferred to the
deferred from the previous ¢ coming academic year: 14 (not
year: 12 i included in this report)

Listing of bylaw changes proposed: Davis Division Bylaw 45 — Rationale:
The existing Bylaw 45(C) is worded extremely broadly. The membership of the
Academic Senate stretches across all the ten campuses of the University of California
system. Clearly, the appeals process is not intended to apply to all Senate members, but
- only to members of the Division. The broad wording of DDB 45(C) also leaves open the
possibility of appeal of appointments, either by the candidate for appointment or on
- behalf of the candidate for appointment. This does not seem to be the intention of the
 original legislation, which was adopted to protect members of the Division from
unfairness in their personnel actions. The bylaw change closes these two loopholes by
. clarifying that the appeals process applies to current Divisional members only, and that
 recommendations by CAPOC on appointments are not subject to appeal.
Listing of committee policies established or revised: None '

Issues considered by the committee: None

Committee’s narrative:

The 2009-2010 Committee on Academic Personnel, Appellate Subcommittee (CAPAC)
reviewed 37 cases during this academic year (Table 1) in response to requests from the
Office of the Vice Provost — Academic Personnel (Table 2) and individual Dean's offices
(Table 3). CAPAC met 8 times, averaging 2 hours per meeting, to discuss these appeals.

CAPAC recommended granting 15 of 37 appeals reviewed. Table 4 shows the Vice-
Provost’s or Dean’s decisions on these appeals, in relation to CAPAC's
recommendations.

{
%




Table 1: Origin of Appeals
College/School # Appeals
College of Agricultural & Environmental Sciences 6
College of Engineering 4
College of Letters and Science o
School of Law .
School of Medicine .
School of Veterinary Medicine A
College of Biological Sciences 5
Graduate School of Management 0
Grand Total 37
Table 2: CAPAC
Recommendations to the Vice
Provost — Academic Personnel
DENY
GRANT APPEAL APPEAL
Grounds of | Grounds of | Grounds of
Action # Cases Procedure Merit Merit
Decelerated Merit Advancement (1, 2, 3 :
Y1) 0 0 0 0
Accelerated Merit (1, 2, 3 Y1) 0 0 0 0
Accelerated Promotion (1, 2, 3 Yr)
2 0 1 1
Merit 8 0 2 6
Regular Merit, Above Scale
2 0 1 1
Promotion
6 0 2 4
CER Appeals
PP 1 0 0 1
Appointment by Change in Series
PP Y & 0 0 0 0
5 Year Review
1 0 0 1
TOTALS 20 0 6 14




/
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Table 3: CAPAC
Recommendations to the Individual
Deans (Redelegated Appeals)
DENY
GRANT APPEAL APPEAL
Grounds of | Grounds of | Grounds of
Action # Cases Procedure Merit Merit
Decelerated Merit Advancement (1, 2, 3 Yr)
) 0 0 0 0
Accelerated Merit (1, 2, 3 Y1) 5 0 2 3
Accelerated Promotion (1, 2, 3 Yr)
0 0 0 0
Merit 12 0 7 5
Regular Merit, Above Scale 0 0 0 0
Promotion 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 17 0 9 8
Table 4: CAPAC
Recommendation vs.,
Final Decision
CAPAC FINAL DECISION
Recommendation
ACTION # CASES GRANT DENY GRANT | DENY | PENDING | OTHER
Decelerated Merit
Advancement (1,2, 3 Y1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Accelerated Merit (1, 2, 3 Yr) 5 2 3 1 4 0 0
Accelerated Promotion (1, 2,
3Yn) 2 1 1 1 0 0 1
Merit 20 9 11 6 14 0 0
Promotion 6 2 4 1 4 0 1
Regular Merit, Above Scale 0
2 1 1 1 1 0
CER Appeals 0
i 1 0 1 0 1 0
Appeintment by Change in 0
Series 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 Year Review 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
TOTAL 37 i5 22 10 25 0 2
Respectfully submitted, \

Walter Stone, Chair

Joseph Antognini, Judy Callis, Bryce Falk, Biswanath Mukherjee,
Edwin M. Arevalo (Assistant Director, Academic Senate Office)




Attachment 5d

Annual Report: Academic Year 2010-1 1
Davis Division: Academic Senate

Commi&ee on Aéademic Pefséhééi,
Appellate Subcommittee (CAPAC)

Total Meetings: 9 Meeting frequency: upon | Average hours of committee |
receipt of appeal(s) . work each week: 2-3 hours |
: per committee member per |
| appeal i
Total appeals reviewed: 41 . Total of reviewed appeals Total appeals deferred fo the
| deferred from the previous coming academic year: 10 {not
* year: 1 included in this report)

Listing of bylaw changes proposed: None.

Listing of committee policies established or revised: None.

Issues considered by the committee: In the performance of its charge, the 2010-
11 CAPAC addressed the issue of the number of appeals of CAPOC decisions
that it was recommending. In addressing this issue, CAPAC sought to clarify the
classification of appeal materials to distinguish “new information” and to define
procedural errors. These matters led to a review and clarification of the appeal
process that involved consultations with the Vice Provost — Academic Personnel,
CAPOC and CERJ and resuited an appeal and reconsideration process flow -
chart (see attached) which reinforced Davis Division Bylaw 45.

Committee’s narrative:

The 2010-11 Committee on Academic Personnel, Appellate Subcommittee (CAPAC)
received 43 actions on appeal during the academic year (Table 1) in response to requests
from the Office of the Vice Provost — Academic Personnel (Table 2) and individual Dean's
offices (Table 3). -

CAPAC recommended granting 19 of 41 appeals reviewed. Table 4 shows the Vice-
Provost’s or Dean’s decisions on these appeals, in relation to CAPAC's recommendations.




Table 1: Origin of Appeals
College/School # Appeals
College of Agricultural & Environmental Sciences 13
College of Engineering 3
College of Letters and Science 16
School of Law o
School of Medicine 7
School of Veterinary Medicine 1
College of Biological Sciences 2
Graduate School of Management 0
School of Education 1
Grand Toial 43
Table 2: CAPAC
Recommendations to the Vice
Provost — Academic Personnel
DENY
GRANT APPEAL APPEAL
Action # Cases Grounds of | Grounds of | Grounds of
Procedure Merit Merit

Decelerated Merit Advancement (1, 2,3, 4

3 0 3 0
Yr)
Accelerated Merit (1, 2, 3, 4 Y1) 4 0 1 3
Accelerated Promotion {1, 2, 3, 4 Yr) 1 0 1 0
Merit 12 0 7 5
Regular Merit, Above Scale 3 0 1 2
Accelerated Merit, Above Scale 4 0 1 3
Promotion 3 0 1 2
CER Appeals 2 0 1 1
Appointment by Change in Series 0 0 0 0
5 Year Review 1 0 0 1
TOTALS 33 0 16 17




i

Table 3: CAPAC
Recommendations to the Individual
Deans (Redelegated Appeals)

‘ DENY

GRANT APPEAL APPEAL
Action 4 Cases Grounds of | Grounds of | Grounds of
Procedure Merit Merit

Decelerated Merit Advancement (1, 2, 3 Yr) 0 0 0 0
Accelerated Merit {1, 2, 3 Yr) b 0 2 3
Accelerated Promotion (1, 2, 3 Y1) 0 0 0 0
Merit 2 0 0 2
Regular Merit, Above Scale 0 0 0 0
Promotion 0 0 0 0
Continuing Non-Senate Faculty 1 0 1 0
TOTALS 8 0 3 5

L]




Table 4: CAPAC
Recommendation vs.
Final Decision
Non-Redel CAPAC
& Redet Recommendation FINAL DECISION
ACTION # CASES GRANT DENY GRANT | DENY | PENDING | OTHER
Decelerated Merit
Advancement (1, 2, 3, 4 Y1) 3 3 0 3 0 0 0
Accelerated Merit (1, 2,3, 4 9 3 6 3 5 0 1
Y1)
Accelerated Promotion (1, 2,
3,4Yr) 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
Merit 14 7 7 8 6 0 0
Promotion 3 1 2 1 2 0 0
Regular Merit, Above Scale 3 1 2 1 2 0 0
Accelerated Merit,
Above Scale 4 ! 3 3 ! 0 0
CER Appeals 2 1 1 0 1 1 0
Appointment by Change in 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Series
5 Year Review 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
Continuing Non-Senate 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 =
Faculty
TOTAL 41 19 22 21 18 1 1

Two actions were returned to the previous review committee for reconsideration, and
neither of these actions came back to CAPAC on appeal. One was a non-redelegated
promotion that was denied after reconsideration. One was a redelegated decelerated merit
that was approved on reconsideration. CAPAC therefore reviewed 41 of the 43 actions
that it received for review. .

Respectfully submitted,
Bryce Falk, Chair

Joseph Antognini, Jeannie Darby, Lynn Roller, Dean Simonton,
Bryan Rodman (Analyst, Academic Senate Office)
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University of California, Davis.
Report from the Off-scale Salary Task Force

February 24,2012

 Executive Summary

The Taskforce recogmzes that faculty salanes at UC Dav1s are lowe r han those at other
- UC campuses and other comparable. universntles This fact can lead to a dr _
faculty as they are competed away, 1ead1ng to the loss of their- research and teachmg
expertise. While also recognizing the financial needs of students, staff and for :

infrastructure, we urge the Senate and’ adrmmstratlon to place a hlgh prlonty on rats'mg

faculty salaries at UC Davis to a level commensurate with other UC campuses.

In their report to the UC Ofﬁce of the Pre31dent the Senate-Adrmmstratmn Taskforce on

- Faculty Salaries (February 2012) provides concrete proposals for re-calibrafing the salary-

scales used by the UC system and each campus. We recommend that Step 1/Year 2 of
that proposal be implemented at UC Davis as soon as possible, which would bring the
scale at UC Davis to the median salary paid at each rank and step at other UC campuses.
This policy would increase the General Campus scale at UC Davis to about midway
between the current General Campus and Business/Economics/Engineering scales, and in

' addition, would increase the Business/Economics/Engineering and Health Sciences scales
- by a slightly greater amount.

The use of individual off-scale for recruitment and retention must continue. But the
current UC Davis policy of reducing off-scale on a formulaic basis for individuals who
defer a merit action is excessively punitive, and we recommend alternatives to it.

The use of individual off-scale, while essential, cannot always address the market-based

- pressures felt by a department. In some cases it may be desirable to establish a higher

scale for an entire department. We present two options for implementing such market-
based off-scale by discipline.

We recommend that the personnel process at UC Davis move to the half-step system
currently used at UC Berkeley. Under that system, personnel actions are reviewed at
fixed time intervals (i.e. two years for Assistant and Associate I-I11, and three years for
Associate IV-V and Professor I-IX). At each review, candidates may advance by more
than a normal merit, e.g. by 1.5 steps, 2.0 steps, or more, or by less than a normal merit,
e.g. by 0.5 of a step, which would not be a deferral.

Because the half-step system does not allow for a timely reward to facuity who make
exceptional progress, merit-based off-scale should be used more frequently at UC Davis.
In such cases, we recommend that as at UC San Diego a “bonus” of one-half step be
awarded until the time of the next merit action.




' . - S : February 24, 2012
TO: RalphJ. Hexter, Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor
Linda F. Bisson, Academic Senate Chair - '

FR: Off-Scale Salary Task Force . ... ..

Associate Dean Edward Callahan, Schooi of Medicme
" Professor Stephanie Dungan, College of Agncuitural and Environmental Sclences

Professor Robert Feenstra, Division of Social S01ences (chalr) a
Professor Edward Imwinkelried, School of Law
Dean Enrique Lavernia, College of Engmeermg :
Professor Douglas Nelson, College of Blologlcal Sciences
Professor Ahmet Palazoglu, College of Engineering’
Professor Donald Palmer, Graduate School of Management
Professor Warren Pickett, Mathematical and Physical Sciences
Professor Helen Raybould, School of Vetermary Medicine
Proféssor John Scott, Division of Social Sciences
Professor Blake Stlmson Humamtles Arts & Cultural Studies

RE: Report from the Off-scale Salary Task Force

In a letter of July 28, 2011, Provost Hexter and Robert L. Powell, then Academiec Senate Chair,
invited the above persons to form an Off-Scale Salary Task Force. The essential goal was to

“expand the range of options for faculty off-scale salary™ at UC Davis, as recommended in a
report from the Davis Division Committee on Academic Personnel ~ Oversight/ May 26, 2010.
The specific charge to this Task Force was broader, encompassing the following goals:

* Review and if necessary update salary data as well as interpret any new salary programs being
proposed by the systemwide administration for UC Davis.

» Articulate principles and goals for a competitive salary program.

* Develop and describe alternative mechanisms for implementing a salary program.

+ Evaluate the quantitative and qualitative impacts of a salary program.

* Consider alternatives for particular departments or disciplines.

* Analyze and compare how other UC campuses have dealt with maintaining competitive salaries
(e.g., use of off-scale salaries generally as well as formulaic adjustments to step levels and the
use of recognized fractional steps in particular).

+ Review fiscal impacts including proposed implementation strategies that include leveraging of
non-state funds.

» Identify organizational, workload and policy issues that impact the setting of salaries, e.g.,
Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP) — Oversight workload, college and departmental
workload, Academic Personnel Manual Language, policy and practice concerning accelerations,
off-scale salaries, half steps, etc. (It will be important to consider workload issues both in the
context of starting a new program and its operation at steady-state.)

It was requested that a report from the Task Force be submitted no later than January 30, 2012.
While this report is being submitted about one month after that date due to various delays, it is
hoped that our recommendations serve to address most of the items in the charge.




1. Intmditcﬁon-'

The Task Force met ona bl-weekly baSIS durmg the fall quarter 201 I and into the winter quarter
2012. It has heard from its representatives from the various coﬂeges at UC Davis and also~
benefitted from the report from the Senate-Administration: Taskforce on Faculty Salanes

(F ebruary 2012) to the UC Office of the Premdent (UCOP) :

Our chatge was comphcated by the drversrty of drscnphnes on the campus and represented on the
committee. For example, the School of Medicine currently has-the most refined salary system;" -
eonsrstlng of an initial component known as X (the salary. associated with the faculty member’s
rank and step), a sécond component known as X' that multiplies the rank and stép saEary bya
specific percentage for all persons in narrowly definéd academic personnel units, and a further

~ component known as Y that is specific to individuals. Y is negotlable on a yearly basis between
the department Chair and the faculty member and reflects money the faculfy member can reliably
predict that s/he will bring into the department durrng the upcoming fiscal yeat: The X- plus X'
components constitate the person’s salary for calculation of retirement contributions and later
retirement payouts. The Y component does not enter retirement calculation nor is the retirement -
contribution increased because of its presence. By comparison with the rest of the campus, we
can think of X as the initial on-scale amount, while X' allows selection of a scale itself to-
differentiate across academic personnel units, and Y represents the individual’s off-scale amount.

We understand the School of Veterinary Medrcme is in the process of revising its salary system,
using the School of Medicire as a model. Also, we - understand that the Graduate School of
Management has recently entered into an agréement with the administration concerning a system
of off-scale salaries that differ across disciplines. Those off-scale salaries are based on 25 ranked
business schools, excluding the elite private schools, with particular attention to the University of
Michigan. We will not make any recomimendations about that recent agreement or the systems
used in the Schools of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine, focusing on the rest of the campus.
But all these units will be impacted by changes to the base scale (the X or on-scale components)
that we recommend in this report, as well as by recommendations made to the functioning of the

Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP).

2. The Need for a Competitive Salary Program

The overarching goal of any competitive salary program is to recruit, reward and retain
outstanding faculty. To achieve these outcomes, several more specific goals can be identified.
One goal is to allow for differences in faculty salaries across disciplines when that is justified by
market forces, and a second is to allow for difference in faculty salaries within a discipline when
that is justified by individual merit. These two goals are distinct. Taking into account market
forces follows from the need to retain faculty in departments that are essential to the research and
teaching mission of the university. Such market-based salary differences do not follow from the
inherent “worth” of disciplines, if such a concept could even be defined. Regardless of salary, all
departments and faculty are valued for their research and teaching contributions; but in some
disciplines, outside opportunities in the private sector (or the ease of mobility across schools)
lead to salary differentials that need to be taken into account.




o The second specific goal is to reward mdwldual merit, regardless of discipline. Exceilence in.

.. salary system that is both timely. and: Tesponsive to demonstrated ¢

teaching and research is of special value in the university, and for this reason worthy of
compensatlon The chailenge is to-design a: system that is flexible and fair’ enough to lead to

broad agreement on its functioning. That Ieads to a third, subsidiary goal: to have an. off-scale
celience' Makmg

: - 'recommendatzons to that end is mciuded in the charges to the Tas_‘, ; Force

There is arnple ev1dence that faculty salaries at UC Davis are low in: companson with peer

* institutions, and-in comparison with its sister UC campuses in. partlcular That evidence i is

- presented in various past-reports: Cameron and Feenstra (2008) demonstrated thii ,usmg UC data
from 2007 that apphed to General Campus faculty with academic-year appom nents.! We
believe that the lower salaries at UC Davis persist to this day and across many umts ‘The Task
Force exammed updated data for several dlsc1plmes -

(i)a companson of salaries-paid at UC Davis in the Department of P011t1ca1 Science w1th those
pald at'various public universities, prepared by department chair John Scott (April 28,2011),
argues that our Associate and Full Professor are paid between $20,000-$35,000 lower than at
peer institutions, and even more than that when controllmg for the unpact of individual’s journal
publications;
(ii) a comparison of salarles paid at UC Dav1s in the Department History with those at other UC
campuses, prepared by department chair David Biale (November 2011), finds that the Davis
salaries are among the lowest in the UC system;
(iii) a comparison of recent salaries in Engineering with both the ucC campuses and the
. Comparison-8 schools, shows that UC Davis is significantly below either group; and,
(iv) the report from the Senate-Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaties (F ebruary 2012)
includes data on the average UC salaries as compared to a set of four public universities, four
private universities, and the combined Comparison 8 group of schools. For the most recent year
available (2010-11), the average UC salaries {(excluding Health Sciences and Law) are 12.8%
below the Comparison 8, and that gap has been increasing over time.

3. Off-scale Systems at other UC Campuses

In response to the fact that the UC salary scales have been lagging the market, various campuses
have developed methods to compensate individuals by using off-scale salary. We understand that
off-scale at UCLA is handled directly by the Deans but have no further information, except that
we know UCLA has some of the highest salaries in the UC systemn.? Our summary focuses on the
other campuses for which we have information, listed in rough order of the off-scale amounts

_______

that are used.

' A. Colin Cameron and Robert C. Feenstra, “Salaries at the University of California, Davis in Comparison with
other UC Campuses,” Department of Economics, UC Davis, Revised, October 20, 2008. That study mostly excluded
faculty in Business/Economic/Engineering because of the differing scale. Another study by Suzanne O’Keefe and
Ta-Chen Wang {“Publishing Pays: Economists’ Salaries Reflect Productivity,” Department of Economics,
California State University, Sacramento, August 2, 2011) focus on Economics salaries in the UC campuses using
2007-2009 data, and controlling for the impact of publications. They find that the Economics salaries at UC Davis
are the lowest or second-lowest in the system.

% Cameron and Feenstra (2008) provide the 2007 data on off-scales used at UCLA and more recent data is included
in the Senate-Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaries (February 2012).




A UC Berkeley

lee ali UC campuses UC Berkeley usesi

B, UC San Dtego

UC San Diego uses three types of off-scale salary First, there is off-scale salary used for
recruitment and retention. We understand that this off-scale component is reviewed on a six year
‘basis at which time the department can that the off-scale be continued or, if it is no longer
justified, that the off-scale amount be tapered.’

Second, there is a “bonus” or merit-based off-scale. We understand that the bonus is given in
one-half step increments paid over a single review period. The salary is returned to scale at the
time of the next review.

Third, there is a market-based off-scale by discipline that is rarely used. The department can
present a case to CAP for a minimum off-scale needed to bring it up to the market norm. Once
this written case is accepted by CAP, it is attached as an addendum to all personnel actions
coming forward from the department, so that an adjustment is made to cases making normal
progress at the time of normal review. CAP expects that the department’s case for off-scale will
be re-justified every three years. This policy has been used by the Department of Economics and

infrequently by other departments.

? Off-scale salary at UC Berkeley is referred to as a “de-coupled” salary component.

* There is also another form of departmental-based off-scale used at UC Berkeley referred to as a “targeted de-
coupling initiative” (TDI). Used by the Department of Economics currently but available to other departments, this
policy establishes funds that can be allocated to offscale salary on an annual basis by the department chair. The
funds can come from various sources, including trading back an FTE to the administration or endowments.

> Tapering means that the salary is returned to scale at the following review. But a market off-scale is tapered by
only one-half if the appointee receives a merit, and in the case of large off-scale salaries, the department may
propose that the salary be tapered by less than one-half,




C. UC Irvine

In addition to the use of off-scale for recruitment and. retentlon, UC Irvine has.at vanous tlmes
used a shadow scale to adjust salames upwards Such a scaIe was used fer two years prior: to

average at theu' next merlt or hlgher 1f warranted by thelr existmg offscale

In Flgure 1, we show the uc system-w1de scales for the “Faculty_—Ladder Rank—Professor Senes
Academlc Year” and “Faculty—Ladder Rank Busmess/Econormc/Engmeermg, Acadermc Year”
series, for 2011-2012, and in comparison, the UC Irvine scale for academic year appointments,
-2012-13.% The UC Irvine scale lies roughly mldway between these two other system-wide s scales
In other words, the average salaries paid at UC Irvine for Asso i ite and full Professors are .-
roughly midway between the General Campus and Busmess/Ecenonnc/Engmeermg scales, and
these average salaries establish the base scale for merit and promotion actions to Associate and
above. We understand that faculty with off-scale have that amount added to the base when they

are moved to the new scale.

f’igure 1: UC General Campus and Bdsiness[!_ieon_bmicSlEngine__ering :
scales, 2011-12, and UC Irvine General Campus scale, 2012-13
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¢ We understand that a separate UC Irvine “shadow scale” was also computed for Business/Economics/Engineering
in past years, but have no recent information on that scale.




. D.UC SantarBarbdra -

the off-scale, up to a maxxm_um_of h) 0 0 "A?‘Second consecutlve
step results in the loss of the remalmng off-scale B SRR

| F. UC Santa Cruz :

UC Santa Cruz uses both recruitment and retention off-scale and merit-based of’f—scale “The
merit-base off-scale can be recommended at the time of a successful merit action, for__example

4. Report from the Senate—Admmlstratmn Taskforce on Faculty Salaries (February 2012)
to the UC Office of the President .

The report from the Senate-Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaries (February 2012)-
contains a recommendation for adjusting the system-wide salary scales in two steps, referred to
as Step 1 and Step 2. In addition, these steps can be repeated over multiple years, and with the
current 2011-12 academic year referred to as Year 1, the implementation is discussed for Year 2
(the first implementation) and Year 3 (the second implementation).

Step 1 consists of computing a new scale for the entire system, setting aside for the moment the
Health Sciences and Business/Economic/Engineering. To achieve this, the mean salary at each
step and rank is computed for each campus, which gives 9 numbers for each step and rank: one
for each campus aside from UC San Francisco. Then the median (or middle) number of these 9 is
chosen as the “scale” to adopt for each rank and step the entire system. This exercise can be
repeated in the same way for the Business/Economic/Engineering faculty, and for the Health
Sciences. In this way, we obtain new system-wide scales for the General Campus, for
Business/Economic/Engineering, and for the Health Sciences.

Step 2 then consists of computing a new scale for each campus, using a procedure similar to that
used at UC Irvine. That is, after the salary increases from Step 1, the average salary is computed
at each rank and step for each campus. That average is then used as a new scale for that campus.

In a second implementation, both Step 1 and Step 2 can be repeated again, in what the Senate-
Administration Taskforce refers to as Year 3. At each step in this process salaries tend to rise, so
that the repeated application of Steps 1 and 2 in another year continues to increase the scales for




‘the sySterh an'& for each campus.7

:Year serles, '
Step 1/Y earf

p!
scales, 201 112, as compared to UCOP Step‘llYear 2 scales, 2012 13
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The report to UCOP also recommends an increase in the Health Sciences scale (i.e. the X
component of salary) and a policy for Above Scale faculty.® In addition, the report had to decide
how to handle existing off-scale as these new scales are implemented. Because it was dealing
with the two-step procedure, the Taskforce chose to fully subsume existing off-scale in Step 1,
but to nof subsume any remaining off-scale in Step 2. That is, faculty whose total salary exceeds
the Step 1/Year 2 scales shown in Figure 2 would not receive any increase in Step 1, but the
excess of their total salary over the Step 1/Year 2 scales would be retained as off-scale over and
above the Step 2/Year 2 scale."’

7 That is why the policies are envisioned for a limited implementation peried like 4 years.

¥ The scales shows as the “UCOP Step 1/Year 2 in Figure 2 are taken from Appendix E of the Senate-
Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaries (February 2012). Appendix E also contains these Step 1/Year 2 scales
on a fiscal year rather than academic year basis.

? See Appendix C of the Senate-Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaries (February 2012). As explained in
Appendix G, the salaries of Above Scale faculty are raised by the same percentage as those for Professor Step [X.
19 See Senate-Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaries (February 2012, note 7), which explains this
“simplified” procedure and aiso states that: “Sorme Taskforce members voiced a concern that faculty members with
current off-scales may not like the “return-to-scale” in Step 1.”




4. Recommendations. -~ = =

Stepl/Y ear 3, etc. But we' aware that the costs of each of thcse steps will pr sent a’f nanc ,al i
challenge to the campus (see section 5); so we recommend a “‘one step at a time” approach

. The cost to the campus would also depend on the foliowmg optlons that couid be comldered
in conjunction with the Step 1/Year 2 action: S T TR A o e

Options: -
i Implement the new scales startmg wu‘h Assocmte Professor

One option would be to 1mplement the new scales for faculty at the rank of Associate
Professor and above, as in the practice at UC Irvine, so that current Assistant Professors
would receive the new scale only on their promotion to Associate Professor. The argument in
favor of this option is that recent hires at the Assistant Professor level already have their
salaries calibrated by market pressure. (This option leaves open the question of which scale
should be used for new recruits at the Assistant Professor level, and how to handle their off-

scale when they are promoted to Associate Professor.)

ii) The treatment of existing off-scale

For faculty who already have significant off-scale, the increase in the base scales should also
raise their total salary, but perhaps not by the full amount of the increase in the base. We
discussed different options for how an existing off-scale could be handled, and concluded
that one option would be a “partial retention” policy. Under this policy, any faculty with
existing off-scale would face a tax at a specified rate on either their amount of off-scale, or
on their increase in the base scale, whichever is /ess. '

' Our recommendation here for handling existing off-scale applies to the General Campus, outside the Health

Sciences and GSM, since those units have the most timely methods for computing off-scales based on market

conditions. The increase in the base scales should still apply to those units, which would then shift some portion of -
" salary from X' to X for the Health Sciences (and therefore into the calculation of retirement benefits), and from off-

scale to on-scale for GSM.




i3 an individual whose ex1stmg off-scale Y is

many mdmduals

To see how this optlon would work say that the i 1ncrease in the base scai at th
ment/promotion action for an individual is $Z ‘and that thelr ex1st1ng'off

. an amount like 0.5XY, or by one-half of th
- . retained. Since the_a é-,émcrease in‘the
o f$10 000 for Busmess/Econonncs/Engmeermg,

- For hlgher off scales, a shghtly dlfferent calculatm 1is I
- greater than Z;then that faculiy- would have their off-sca
-~ the amount of the scale: ad}ustment So individuals with hig - : > taxed 8
one-half of the scale adjustment, while 1nd1v1duals Wlth low' off-scale Wou d be taxe
_half of their off-scale component. SRR R SReT

* Other tax rates or OptIOIlS for how to handle ex1$t1ng off-scale can be con51dered but’ we
- strongly. urge that the campus avoid Sully subsuming. off-seale into the new base scale, as that :
- approach would penahze most heavily the 1nd1v1duals who recelved w1th the hlgh off—scale in
the ﬁrst place - » = st

. Recrul_tment and Retention-based Off-Scaler

The increase in the campus scale only partially addresses the first of our goals above: to-
adjust for market-based forces needed to retain faculty. The establishment of the new scales
would not eliminate the off-scale increments needed for recruitment and retention, and it is

essential that these off-scale increments continue.

But the current UC Davis policy of reducing offscale on a formulaic basis for individuals
who defer a merit action is excessively punitive, and it should be considerably revised. Under
the current system, a fraction of the off-scale is removed on each instance that an individual
defers a merit action. But since a person having trouble completing a longer-term project, or
stalled in research for any other reason, such deferrals can come up year after year.
Therefore, the “test” for reducing off-scale can arise on an annual basis, which is far too
quick to provide proper incentives for scholarly research and publication.

One option to address this punitive outcome is to apply the “test” for adequate performance,

and accompanying retention of off-scale, only at longer time intervals such as promotion and

S-year reviews. A second option, which can be combined with the first, is to have a weaker
“test” for what it means to defer, which we discuss below in point d.

Discipline-Based Off-Scale

The use of an individual off-scale, while essential, cannot always address the market-based
pressures felt by a department. In some cases it may be desirable to establish a higher scale
for an entire department. The Taskforce has heard presentations from other departments on
the UC Davis campus — Political Science in particular —suggesting that it is difficult to rely
on an individual off-scale to adequately address the market pressures in their discipline.




* The minimum off-scaie would apply to ali cases commg forward i om the )
individuals making at least normal progress. Facuity in-that. department already havmg
greater off-scale than the minimum would:not be affected ,

. The Haif-Step System

Our first three recommendations are motivated by market forces. We turn now to the goal of
rewarding individual excellence and the subsidiary goal of having a personnel system that
can do so quickly and effectively. We recommend that UC Davis adopt the “half-step”
_system that is used at UC Berkeley, under which advancements are made in increments I, I1,
111, etc. but also in half steps 1.5, IL.5, IIL.5, etc. with the accompanying half-step salary.
Under this system, personnel actions are brought to CAP (or its sub-committees which are
the faculty or school personnel committees) only on fixed time periods, i.e. every two years at
Assistant Associate Professor I-II1, every three years at Associate Professor IV-V and
Professor I-IX. At each review, candidates may advance by more than a normal merit, e.g. by
1.5 steps, 2.0 steps, or more, or by less than a normal merit, e.g. by 0.5 of a step, which
would not be a deferral. In the case where a faculty receives a half-step advancement, such an
advancement should not be regarded as a deferral, and therefore not subject to any reduction
in an individual’s off-scale.

Many other questions need to be answered about the implementation of this plan. We
recommend that the details of implementation be studied by the current Academic Senate
Committee on Streamlining the Academic Personnel Process, chaired by Jeannie Darby (UC

Davis, Engineering).




Ment-Based Off-scale

= request of the
: contlnue to be

actxon, ali (or a. portlon) of the merlt-based off-scale could be This- recommendatlo
‘the current pohcy at UC San Dlego ' S e

5. Cost of the Recommendatlons

The only one of our recommendatlons whose cost can be evaluated is the ﬁrst the movement to
the Step 1/Year 2 scalé recommended by the Senate-Admlmstratlon Taskforee on Faculty
Salaries (February 2012). Appendlx A of that report details the costs of the various steps and
years. The cost of unmedlately moving all faculty at UC Davis (out51de the Health Selences) to
the Step 1/Year 2 scale is $6.7 million per year. That cost represents more ‘than one-quarter of the
~cost to the entlre ucC systern reﬂectmg that fact that our campus is large and that the curr nt .
salaries are low in comparison with some other campuses. The figure of $6.7 million does not
include the extra cost associated with allowing faculty with enough off-scale to already put them
above the new scale, to then retain a portion of that off-scale over and above the new scale. Our
recommendation that campus avoid fully subsuming off-scale into the new base scale will add an
extra amount to the cost of implementing the Step 1/Year 2 scale. On the other hand, if the new
scale is implemented at the time of each individual’s merit review, and is contingent on a
successful review, then that would subtract some amount from the annual cost of implementing

the scale.

6. Conclusions

During the time of our deliberations, the Taskforce witnessed an extraordinary outpouring of
feelings from students, faculty and the Occupy movement on the issue of tuition increases. We
cannot help but be keenly aware of the competing demands on the University budget and the
scarcity of funds available to it. Still, we believe that nothing is more important that ensuring the
quality of our faculty and rewarding them appropriately. While the recommendations made here
come at a price, we believe that it would be even more expensive to risk losing faculty as UC
Davis salaries fall below peer institutions and below the average of the UC system. We urge the
Senate and administration to place a high priority on raising faculty salaries at UC Davis through
the recommendations made here.

12 Since APM UCD-620-12 requires that CAP or an equlvafent body review off-scale salaries, that language should
be changed.
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Subject: Recommendation on long-term facuity salaries

On March 14, 2011 you appointed the Senate-Administration Taskforce on Faculty Salaries to
recommend “priorities and processes that can guide future decision making when funds are allocated
for facutty salaries.” We reported to you on June 9 with a set of recommendations for faculty salary
increments for FY2012 (report attached}, and these became the basis of actions President Yudof tock in
August 2011. That memo discharged the first of our three Taskforce responsibilities.

in this memo, the Taskforce reports on its second and third charges:

¢ “Recommendations for long-term salary policy planning. How can the University position itself
now to remain competitive in salary into the future? How can processes related to the award of

salary increases be strengthened?”

! Three members of the Taskforce cycled off on September 1, 2011, when Academic Senate Leadership changed:
Dan Simmaons, 2010-2011 Chair of the Academic Senate, Evan Heit, 2010-2011 Divisional Chair, UCM, and Ahmed
Palazoglu, 2010-2011 Chair of University Committee on Academic Personnel {UCAP). They were replaced with
three new members: William Powell, Vice Chair of the Academic Senate, Susan Gitman, Divisional Chair, UCSC, and
Katja Lindenberg, Chair of UCAP. Dave Miller, Associate Vice Chancellor at UCSD, served on the Taskforce until his
retirement and was replaced by William Hodgkiss, Associate Vice Chancellor at UCSD. Melvin Oliver, Dean of Social
Sciences, UCSB, was appointed to the Taskforce but unable to serve.
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faculty salarles were' :ncreased by 3% _
salarles, a N d th Taskforce recomme "d ' th 1

aculty Salaries - .

complete agreement on the f’ rst two recommendat, ns:. - -

1.

The Taskforce is comrmtted to the value of regular‘ment and CAP rewews and recommends
that when faculty advance to a new rank andlor step, they move, at a minimum, to the |
average salarv of their campus colleagues at the new rank and step The Taskforce agrees that
funding for merit actlons should contmue inall budr t scenarios - '

The Taskforce recommends that the Provost appoint a subsequent Taskforce to assess the
particular salary issues facing many UC professional schools {Law, Business and Management
in particular) where special salary scales are not meeting current salary needs, and
recommends that he task that group with assessing the most effective salary practices for
those faculty.

The Taskforce proposes a return to reguiar scale adjustments and recommends that individuat
faculty salaries should be, at a minimum, at the median of University faculty at the same given
rank and step. Our hallmark salary scale process presumes annual adjustments to salary, but
the lack of state funds has suspended adjustments for several years. Such adjustments would
allow the University to reduce the percentage of salaries that are off-scale. The Taskforce
consensus about this recommendation is contingent on availability of state funds for salary. If
such funds for salary are not distributed to campuses, some Taskforce members would still
recommend that the campuses make these salary adjustments a priority; other Taskforce
members would not support these adjustments without specific state funding dedicated to
salaries {see Section 5).




' During ttS }une 17 meettng, the Taskforce revrewed the CPEC faculty salary methodology, consadermg
whether a new set of data should be developed for comparatwe purposes Taskforce members agreed
that the CPEC methodology--a Iong-standmg method D oved ongmally by UCOP the State
Dep‘ fiment 'of Finance, and the Leglslatlve Analyst s Office to. report Uc faculty salaties-—-allows UC to
compare 'and report salary data using a methodology ‘which over tlme has developed credtblllty with its

_ ’audlences The CPEC methodology prowdes one measure for all campuses and all disciplines that
~ presentsan easnly understood systemwrde companson

2.0 Taskforce review of APM — 668

In June 2011, Taskforce members discussed briefly the merits of proposed APM — 668, Negotiated Salary
Program. Members agreed that the negotiated salary program offers an additional recruitment and
retention tool which, potentially, can save state salary dollars. One member reported that APM — 668
could have been used this past year for several high-profile retention cases for faculty with outside
offers. The Taskforce did not make specific suggestions about the policy and did not review the revised
version circulated in Fali 2011.

3.0 Principles, values, and contributing factors in the Taskforce discussions

The Taskforce spent the majority of its deliberations since June in reviewing possible recommendations

for long-term salary policy; the remainder of this memo will outline the issues involved in this discussion
before concluding with recommendations for your consideration.

In the course of its work, the Taskforce reviewed wide-ranging information on faculty sataries.
Academic Personnel (AP) developed a history of policy development and review that showed the same
issues have faced UC for decades. AP staff also compiled information on various past solutions to salary
competitiveness, including the four-year plan to improve salaries that was implemented in 2007-08 and
meant to conclude in 2010-11. The suspension of that plan after one year was a constant caution to the

Taskforce in considering any multiple-year plans.




At key pomts in dehberatlons over long-term recommendatlons the Taskforce aff“ rmed these common

values and goals T T L TN

:-_.The UmverSIty must remam competltwe m-recrwtment and retentlon of faculty, seekmg to -
L prowdecompetltlve totalremuneratlon (salarles and benefi ts) ) R

e Regular peer review and the attendant salary scales are. effe lvely-=de’s:gned:toéenco;u_fage-f-— >
; -“':faculty productwnty for an entlre career ' e T e e

. ’Current faculty salar:es suggest that we have campus plurallsm, a set of system wade values .
played out wuth avariety of campus practlces The salary scales h' @ effectively become a o
- salary ﬂoor, a set of common. expectat{ons ' L ‘

' Health‘ScienCes facUIty cov'ered under the Heaith Sciences Compensation, Pla'n(HSCP) are
' . affected dlfferently than other faculty by the salary scales. The Taskforce recognlzes that an
“increase in the salary scales. ralses the amount of covered compensatlon for HSCP faculty and
that this increase could lead to adjustments in future Y and Z components

40 Key data influencing the Taskforce’s !ong—term salafy recomtnendations

The Taskforce also reviewed data on faculty salaries, data which helped shape the recommendations to
follow in section 5. We include here some key elements of the data that were most particularly relevant
{other information is available upon request}. Notable in the data are the persistent lag in salary relative
to our Comp 8 universities and the differences in General Campus off-scales by campus, discipline, and

rank.
4.1 Lag in faculty salary against Comp 8

For the most recent year available, the CPEC faculty saiary study shows a 12.8% lag in average general
campus faculty salaries {excluding Law and Health Sciences)’ between the Comparison 8 and UC’s
overall average salaries, a gap which has increased over time. Faculty salaries at each rank lag the
average salaries at the Comparison 8 institutions, and have done so for many years (see Figure 1).

2 Law and Health Sciences are excluded since there is not comparable data on these disciplines at all Comp 8
Universities. - _ B
4 .




* Note: To provide direct comparisons, equlvalent ranks are exc!uded from this table
Source: Faculty Competitweness Report january 2011 - i p

4.1.1 Cumutative five-year cost of closing the gap with the Comp 8

It has been a long-term University goal to match the average salaries of our Comp 8 “Peer” Universities
{represented by the red line in Figure 1}. As noted above, UC faculty salaries currently are 12.8% behind
the Comp 8 average. Depending on the salary increases at our peer universities over a five year period,
estimates for the total five-year cost of meeting the Comp 8 average, using the CPEC methodology, are

as follows:

Projected rate of Comp 8 annual
salary increments

Increased UC payroll cost in the
fifth year to close the resulting
gap with Comp 8 (baseline
FY2010)

Average annual increase to
ladder-rank faculty payroll

3% for each of 5 years $283M 5.51% annualiy for each of
5 years
4% for each of 5 years $372M 6.54% annually for each of

5 years

The five years INCLUDE the current year (FY 2012), in which UC raised salaries for meritorious faculty by
3% in addition to merit actions {until sprmg 2012, we will not know the average salary increment for
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- "FY2011, the doliars commltted nor the progress we have made vss—a-vus the Comp 8) In sum, these it '
, data mdlcate that—to match Comp 8 salan_es—th ' nnual ayroll for General Cam' us iadder-rank

Figure 2: Percentages of Faculty \mth Off-Scale Salaries Bv Campus
General Campus. Only T L
October 2010

100

Percentage

Source: UCOP Academic Persannef

Off-scale salaries also vary widely by rank. As shown in Figure 3, a review of off-scale salaries by rank
shows that assistant professors, those with the least time at UC, have the highest percentage of off-
scale salaries; this reflects our practice of hiring new faculty at a “market” rate. Taskforce review of new
appointments {General Campus only} in the five year period between 2005-06 and 2009-2010, revealed
that 91% of assistant professors are hired off-scale, 94% of associate professors, and 80% of full
professors. On average, 89% of new hires were off-scale. Such data show us that newly hired faculty
are off-scale in higher percentages than current faculty (89% v 67%), underlining the “loyaity penalty”
paid by facuity who remain at UC for their careers, with salaries based on a lagging set of salary scales.
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'These f gures show that there are generailv smail d:fferences in the use of off—scale salarfes across
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Source: UCOP Academic Personnel

As of Getober 2010, the systemwide mean off-scale increment of a faculty member with an off-scale
salary was $19,350. Most of the off-scale salary increment means are in the $13,000 to $21,000 range.
The outlier is Business and Management where the mean off-scale salary increment is $84,171, which is
83% of the actual scale in Business and Management. While there are substantial doliars dedicated to
off-scale increments, the Taskforce also reviewed data indicating that 44% of off-scale salary amounts
are between 0 and 10% of the actual scale. In other words, returning to scale may be achievable for a
large number of the facuity, with continued adjustments to the scales.

Figure 6 provides data on one of the many differences by campus, in this case the mean off-scale salary
increment. In October 2010 data, the mean off-scale salary increment at Los Angeles is on the high end
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The data in these six figures are reflective of the complex distribution of salaries at the University. In the
absence of regular, systematic adjustment of the salary scales (until Falt 2011, they had not been
adjusted since 2007), campuses have increasingly resorted to off-scale salaries to move individuals

" closer to market, as a result of either recruitment or retention. This ad hoc process has resuited in wide
variations in salaries across the system. If our goal is to reward all productive faculty through a more
workable scale across the University, then it would be desirable to reduce the variation by bringing
salary scales closer to the median.

Analysis of these data led the Taskforce to develop a set of recommendations that acknowledges
current differences by campus as well as a common foundation in the salary scales. The Taskforce
recommendations {below) combine a salary process that accommodates campus and rank/step
differences at the same time preserving a university-wide approach to competitive faculty salaries.

5.0 Recommendations for a long-term faculty salary plan

The Taskforce agreed that the University has major issues with competitive faculty salaries and also—
given such factors as those outlined in Section 4 above—that a single solution will not allow the
University to remain competitive. We need to be more creative.




‘Other current conversations in the Unwersrty have provided an |mportant4 dynam|c context for _
: »Taskforce drscuss:ons and have mﬂuenced our recommenda s, While the ‘askforce agreed that ...
enhancmg facuity sa!anes is a fundamentai Unwersrcy goal ItS members were not of a smgle mmd abou .

- -salary competatweness, mcludmg the normai merrt component
;ldeas outllned below would be endorsed by Taskforce memhe

) commrtment to the faculty merit process requmng the i _gra contlnue whether new'resources

are provided by the state for that purpose or not. Thrs commltment has varlable con equences for

. campuses, but should be among the highest | pnorltles for system saIary pohcy since the merlt process is
at the heart of the UC commitment to faculty quality. (leen this recommendatlon, fundmg the merlt
process s should be among the very hlghest pnont:es for the Umversaty, evenin the face of serious '

' f‘ nancial problems.) Self-funded merits, retention, and market hires result in some variability among the
campuses in faculty salaries. It is the view of some members of the Taskforce that the level of variability
while not optimal is, however, not overly harmful to the ability of the individual campuses to maintain
their quality. The commitment of the University, in this view, should be to the merit system, notto a
rigid scale adhered to by everyone. “Step 2” outlined below contains specific Taskforce
recommendations on the merit salary process.

Taskforce members differ on the priority they would place on the scale restoration program in the
absence of new state resources. Some members of the committee would not obligate the campuses to
a systemwide restoration program without new funds and would place this need lower on the list of
priorities for the campuses {against, for example, hiring additional faculty or staff or against reducing
staff further.} Other members would prioritize the restoration program against other needs and require
the implementation of a systemwide program using existing campus resources, including increased
tuition dollars. The failure of the state to fund faculty salaries over time has limited the University’s
ability to adjust the systemwide salary scales, producing a situation in which off-scale salaries have
proliferated, and resuiting in dramatic differences among individuals as well as campuses. “Step 1"
outlined below contains Taskforce recommendations about restoration of the salary scales in a new way

that fits current circumstances.

* There was a difference of opinion among Taskforce members on this issue of funding. Some members felt that
“core instructional funds, including state allocations and student tuition [net of return to aid]” and not simply
“state funding” should be identified as the source of support for faculty salary actions. Others insisted that tuition
dollars shiould be allocated only through campus-based decision-making processes. In Section 5, we have used the
more restrictive phrase, “state funds” with the understanding that there is not agreement about the source(s) of
funding for faculty salary.
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' f scal responsubihty is bemg moved to the cempUSes'

-Below, we outlme a two- -part “scale reformuiatlon" which bw[ds on current effective policies and

practices while proposing a set of variations that would be determmed at the campus Ievel We have

~ proposed two interlocking salary adjustments one of whlch assumes some fundlng commg centra[ly to
‘provide more uniformity to salaries systemwude and one of which assumes individual campuses wil

-have to generate the salary increase doIEars and will need to award the salary within their norms.at the

‘time of annual merit rewew ‘Both adjustments work W|thm the current saiary pohcy and-réview’

processes. We would propose that any of these changes be lmplemented on }uly 1 of the affected year.

The recommendations and projections would need additional refinement if you agree to the concepts
they encapsulate.

Professional School salaries. The Taskforce finds that some aspects of current faculty salary will not be
adequately addressed by our recommendations and thus we recommend that the Provost appoint a
follow up Taskforce to pursue optimal ways of ensuring competitive salaries in professional disciplines
{non-Health Sciences). In reviewing the data on faculty salaries disaggregated by discipline, the
Taskforce recognized that our proposed plan may have limited effect in some of the professional
schools, where there are aiready discipline-based salary scales. We found this problematic. As we
reviewed the situation for law faculty, for instance, we acknowledged major differences in scales (the
Jaw scales have nine steps compared to twenty in the General Campus scales) and in the use of fees in
support of faculty salaries. We also found that facuity in business and in economics have little
predictable relationship between the published scales and their salaries. This Taskforce did not have the
appropriate expertise to pursue this issue of professional faculty salaries further.

This follow-up Taskforce is essential. In this report, we have dealt with the current professional school
faculty in a couple of ways. For law faculty salaries, we have made the decision to exciude them from
the costing models. While competitive law faculty salaries are a continuing priority, the
recommendations of this Taskforce do not speak directly to the situation of law schools. For facultyon
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was wary ofm ,_kmg calcu!at:ons be ond the next two y rs, since th
aHow conf’ dence that far into the future -

: Appendle } _"Costlng Models—Based on the Median Average
Appendix B: ”Costmg Modeis—Based on- the Medlan Average Year 3"
App,endi_x c “Health Scaences Compensaticn Plan APU Scales
PR ) ;o -using Med:an Average as Scaie 0” (Year2) -
_ App'end_ix‘D_: -~ “Health Sciences Compensatmn Plan APU Scaies,': .

- using Median Average as Scale 0” (Yearr3) _
Appendix E:  “Campus Mean Scales—After Adjusting Oct. 2010 by +3%” (Year 2)
Appendix F:  “Campus Mean Scales—For 3™ Year Costing”

Appendix G:  “Note about Costing for Above Scale Faculty”

The significant detail in these attachments contain the assumptions and calculations behind the

discussion below.

5.1.1 Step 1: Salary scale adjustments based on the median systemwide average at each rank and step

We propose that determination of faculty salaries in Years 2 and 3 begin with a recalculation of the
systemwide salary scales.® This recommendation is based on our consensus that faculty salaries should
be, at a minimum, at the “median campus average” at each rank and step.

In this first mechanism, scale adjustments would be made annually or at other {longer) intervals as
determined by the President. The systemwide scale is set at the “median campus average” (of the nine

*In the mechanisms proposed below, we are focused on what we refer to as Year 2 (FY13) and Year 3 (FY14). Year
1 (FY12}is the current year, in which 3% was awarded on all salary doliars {on, above, and off scale} to all faculty
with positive reviews in the preceding four years. if these proposals for Year 2 and 3 are adopted, the salary
mechanisms could be used in Years 4 and 5 as well. We assume that a review of years 1-3 should occur preceding
any decisions about Years 4 and 5. '

12




scales except iaw The cost |n Year 3 wo d be $25Mf

Step 1 : L
~Costin Year 2 $23 347, 277 (Genera (
Costin Years. $25 004, 501 (General Campus)

Health Sciences. The Taskforce recommends that scaie 0 for the Hea!th Scuence facuity be: based on thls
“median” baseline Unwersnty scale. See Appendlces c and D for new HSCP/APU scaies in Years 2 and 3
When this baseline scale goes up, the HSCP saiary scales aliso’ go up as is currently the case under APM”

" policy, meaning that more of the facultv sa!ary {X; X’) 1 overed compensat:on under UCRP " This scale '
adjustment may or may not result in an overall salary i increase for individual faculty membeérs, since the
HSCP salary is a negotiated combination of X, X', Y, and Z. The Taskforce considered but rejected the
idea of separate “median” baseline scales for each campus participating in HSCP, but decided that this
would add needless complexity when the APU range of scales (0-9) already provides ample flexibility.

5.1.2 Step 2: “Scale Reformulation” correlated to campus averages for each rank and step at the time

of merit advancement

Step 2 is an affirmation of the merit and CAP review of faculty performance. We propose that when a
faculty member is advanced to a new rank and/or step, s/he is moved—at a minimum—to the average
of her/his campus faculty salaries at the new rank and step. This is a mechanism that has been in place
at UC Irvine for several years, has provided equitable salaries to productive faculty, and has proved
effective in faculty retention.

® While the general campus means were calculated excluding the Business/Economics/Engineering scales and
faculty, the salary adjustment costing does include the BEE faculty. Law school scales and faculty are not included
in the means or the costing since this adjustment would have almost no effect on the competitiveness of their
salaries. See recommendation for a separate taskforce on Professional School salaries in section 5.0.

® Law faculty were left out of these calculations because of significant differences in the number of scales and
funding sources. To understand the total cost of implementing this plan, campuses with law faculty would need to
take into account additional costs for those faculty salaries.
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Genera! Campus facuity would move, at a mmrmum to the average campus salarv at therr newfrank and--:j o

scale at therr contrnumg rank and step

Appendrces A and B detari the mdrvrdual campus costs of thls caiculatron,‘ "\
" have calculated the costs assummg that only the 1/3 of faculty wrll have been awarded a ment : o

' 'advancement to be effectrve in Year 2 and again in Year 3and that onlv thfs portton of the facu%ty would h
be brought to this new average.® Costs are estimated as follows for.exampie at UCSB in Y_ea 3, Step 2
would cost $2, 560 212 to bring 1/3 of the faculty to the campus mean at the new rank and step. (see
Append:x B). Systemwrde costs for the second adjustment {Step- 2) are as follows for Years 2 and 3:

Step 2 costs: Years 2 -and 3
:Year2: . 823, 236,209 (cost for the roughly 1/3 faculty advanced ina grven year)

-(General Campus) See Appendix A

Year 3: $26,179,823 (cost for the roughly 1/3 facuity advanced in a given year)
(General Campus} See Appendix B

Appendices E and F offer additional detail about the development of campus-based means and related
costs of advancing faculty at merit review. Information is included for General Campus scales and for
Business/Economics/Engineering scales, for academic year and fiscal year faculty.

7in developing the costs for this model, mechanisms for off-scales were simplified. In Step 1, the Taskforce
assumed that the off-scale amounts would be subsumed in the scale adjustments; in other words, some or altof a
faculty member’s off-scale amount would transfer from off-scale dollars to on-scale dollars. In Step 2, we assumed
that any off-scale dollars remaining after Step 1 would remain at the same dollar amount. In actual practice, the
procedure for Step 2 would vary by campus, as is currently the case. Some Taskforce members voiced a concern
that faculty members with current off-scales may not like the “return-to-scale” in Step 1.

8 Bringing ALL faculty to the “Step 2” new campus average (including the roughly 2/3 who remain in their current
step) in Year 2 would also be an option and would ensure that those recently advanced (in the two prior years)
would profit from this salary adjustment along with those advancing in Year 2. The Taskforce decided against
recommending this, since it would add significant costs in Year 2.
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o AbOVe Scate Fécdlty : Above Scale faculty (UC currently has 821 Above Sca!e»faculty) offera specnal case

- campus speuf“ c scafes descnbed in thIS sect:on, smce th:s second mechamsm |s not need for A
calculatmg HSCP faculty salarles See Appendlces € and D ' o H

- UCRP. Taskforce members noted that dun gYears 2.and 3 there will also be additional Umversﬁcy_costs -

. for contnbutrons to UCRP. The cost goes'up from 7% to, 10%: in FY13 and to 12% m £Y14. ThlS is an.

additional cost that must be funded-on all salary dollars ‘whether or not these recommenda’ﬂons are
accepted For example, the new UCRP cost of Steps 1 and 2inyear 2 would be 3% of $46.6M
0r$1,398,000. The President is discussing with the Governor- and Ieglslature the a!locat:on of state
funding for some of the Umvers;tv’s UCRP costs.

5.1.3. Examples of how the scale ‘refbrrhulations would affect indiuidu'alrfa'cuity members

Six scenarios from the General Campus faculty and two from Health Sciences Compensation Plan {HSCP}
faculty show how individual faculty would be affected by the proposed ea|ary'plan in FY13 (Year2); '
these scenarios use the new scales in Appendix E. The new salary is determined by whether or not the
faculty member has had an advancement in the prior year (see “Approved for Merit?” column where a
“¥” means the faculty member has a new step and/or rank and where “N” means the facuity member
remains in the current rank and step). If the faculty member is not advanced (A, C, D, and G), the new
salary is determined by the adjustments of Step 1. Parts or all of the off-scale amount could be
subsumed in Step 1. In no case would a faculty member’s salary go down. If the faculty member is
advanced, the new salary is determined by the calculations of Step 2 as well as Step 1 (B, E, F, and H}. To
simplify the details, the examples in Step 2 assume that the off-scale amount does not change with Step
2 advancement but is maintained at the same dollar amount as after Step 1 {the off-scale could just as
easily increase {or be absorbed]; those decisions about off-scales would continue to be managed
according to campus policy and practice). Individual campuses are identified in the examples (UCD, UCI)
since the adjustments of Step 2 are determined by individual campus averages. For the HSCP, UCSF is
listed, although the individual campus does not matter in this calculation, since there would be one

systemwide scale.
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1 Scenario

- Professor:

| 39300 | On:Scale ' 39

AV - i
o | ua Professor | <gg,300" | 23000 N
R RV e e B 499,300 | -7 Y,
Pl ua ’Pr."flgs.s"' 459,300 | Y 1 's10,300°

‘New

_ ST FE o current | Approve| ep1 | stepz -
Scenario | Campus Rank,Strep‘ XX - On or. Total edfor ‘| Incremént | Increment | . Sarlra:fy
- e o &APU sk T Ly Off-Scale | v g | iean | Off-Scale | Year2 -
e : Salary | Merit? {X,X) - (XX ST It
S _ (XX}
Assistant | - B , o I S f
G UCSF -] Professor {.$101,100 | On-scale | $101,100 N $16,500. |- nfa " - 'nfa $117,600
1, Scaie 5 '
Assistant :
H UCSF® | Professor | $101,100 | On-Scale | $101,100 Y $16,500 $2,900 nfa $120,500 |
i1, Scale 5 - B ) '

5.1.4 Cost of Proposed Faculty Salary Plan for Years 1-3 (FY 12, 13, 14)

If the University were to adopt the two-step “Scale Reformulation” Plan proposed by this Taskforce, we

estimate the costs for Years 1 {FY12), 2 {FY13} and 3 (FY14) as follows {see Appendices A and B for further

detail). **

? In the example of faculty member F, the original off-scale of $10K is adjusted in Step 1. As the salary scale base of

$99,300 is first raised to the average median of $107,600, $8300 of the off-scale is transferred to on-scale dollars.
This leaves an off-scale of $1700 which remains constant in Step 2 as the facuity member is moved to the campus
average at the new rank and step {$119,600). The off-scale of $1700 is added to this amount for a final salary of
$121,300.

'® Since the Health Sciences scales are the same at all campuses in this set of recommendations {as is currently the

case)}, the campus does not matter. 7
" The estimate for Year 1 (FY12} is roughly 3% of current payroll ($1B). Actual salary increments for FY12 are not

yet available but are likely to be higher than this 3%.
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| Percent of new salary dollars

| Year e T Combined cost, Steps landz

| Year,_l-'(FY12)‘ o 18
| (3%for facuity wreh positive |
g revuews in !ast four years)

jvearz (ms) e .546 583 286

: : - |'5.1% increase - R SR

' Year3 (FY14) 51184324 ¢ - |33%
. |53%increase . .- - L o|ol

' "l_'Q_‘l'Al. :(Fv12:|=v_14) - $127,767,810"

‘The possible costs of Years 4 and 5 are not included here; as noted above, the varaables in the proposed
plan and the major changes in University administration of budget suggest that. mak:ng such estirmates

would be inaccurate at best.

The Taskforce feit it was important to understand the costs of this set of recommendations in
“comparison to costs the campuses already incur for salary actions. We defined the “status quo” as -
funds needed to move 1/3 of the faculty one step in the merit process during a given year. In Year 2, we
estimated this cost to be 1.9% of payroll; in Year 3, we estimated a cost of 2.0%. Appendices Aand B
contain these estimates in the column labeled “Comparator, Simulated ‘Status Quo’ Merit Process (1/3
of faculty)”. In the Table above, we have calculated the additional cost of our recommendations (Step 1
and 2) over and above this 1.9% or 2.0%. The proposed plan is 3.2% additional cost in Year 2 and 3.3%
additional cost in Year 3. As noted earlier in this report, the Office of the President previously calculated
the actual costs of merit advancement and retention for a subset of faculty, between FY08 and FY10;

the cost was 3.1% per year.

The Taskforce believes these are reasonable costs to support faculty salaries. We also believe that these
costs would likely leave the campuses with some flexibility to deal with other salary costs in recruitment
and retention. Having a plan like the one we propose would be a key factor in improving faculty morale
and improving recruitment and retention on a broad scale. This plan also adds new dimensions to our
current salary processes by factoring market salaries directly into development of the scales and by
acknowledging the need for campus variation in salary.

12 Additional UCRP costs are not included in these figures.
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Appendlces A through G
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Attachment 7 |
UC DAVIS: OFFICE OF THE PROVE

o Pugust8 2011

DEANS, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE DEANS, ASSOCIATE DEANS, VICE PROVOSTS, VICE -
CCHANCELLORS -~ - Bt

RE: 2011::201 _ dvat
Senate, and Academic Federation

Dear Colleagaes: ™~
With this Annual Call for the 2011-12 academic year, | write to rem

procedures, and interpretations that have taken place 1€ P
been incorporated into the relevant UC Davis policy T

ment. Aty -
I.not extend the
e o

I also want to remind you of our intent to adhere to the deadiines given in this docu
request for extension of a deadline will require strong justification, and:i
deadline beyond a few days to a few weeks.at most. Late actions f

granted in advance will hot be accepted.. All actions that are )

-approval that are not finalized by July 31, 2012 will need to come forward to this office for review. and
decision. o ' SR e R e
There have been numerous streamfining actions that have taken place in the Easttwoyears A
summary of these can be found at hﬂp:llacademicpetsOnnel.-ucdavis.edulstre'amlini_nq.'c_:fm .

GENERAL ISSUES

New - Significant Publications. We have heard from review committees, incigding’:;the-Qvé_rsight
Committee on Academic Personnel (CAPOC), that they would find it useful to have faculty indicate
which publications are the most significant in terms of findings/impact and for which the faculty
member has a significant role. This can be done by adding a footnote to the publication list,
providing the information to the Chair to include in the departmental letter, and/or including the
information in the candidate’s statement. The most significant work should be limited to five
publications.

New — MyinfoVault (MIV). if there is a direct iink on the publication list to the manuscript, it will not
be necessary to provide a reprint in the backup documents. If the link sends you to a web page
where a search for the article is necessary, you will need to provide a copy of the article in the
supporting documents.

New - MylnfoVault (MIV). Effective with the 2012-2013 actions, all merit and promotion actions at
the Assistant and Associate ranks must be submitted in MIV —i.e., paper dossiers will not be
accepted for these actions beyond the 2012-13 actions.

Reminder- Clarification of Appeals versus Reconsiderations. Information was distributed from
the Senate clarifying appeals versus reconsideration in the form of a flow chart, available at:

http: //academicsenate. ucdavis.edu/documents/Senate-Chair-letter-and-flowchart-RE-CERJ-Advice-
Merit-Appeal.pdf . As described in the chart, appeals are applicable when the facuity member who
wishes to appeal should provide evidence of the personnel committee’s failure to apply established
standards of merit or failure to follow established procedure. Reconsiderations are applicable when
new information is supplied that is not the result of a personnel committee’s failure to apply
established standards of merit or failure to follow established procedure. Please refer to the chart to
see the steps of each process. '

Reminder — Extramural Letters in MyInfoVault (MIV}). For actions prepared in MIV, extramural
letters may be uploaded info MIV.




Remmder - My Info Vault (MIV) We encourage those umts that are not yet using MIV to prepare
merit and promotlon dossrers to do so Thrs wrli*decrease errors and ultrrnately save t:mefor staff

and for revrewers

has the dossrer in: Miv and the, ;omt dep
need to be sent to the Jornt department g

Reminder ‘For actrons prepared in MIV’"*The fof!owrng rtems |f wrrtten need to
hard- -copy with the. supportmg documentatron C _

(1 ) Charr s Conf dentral Letter

(2) Candrdate S Rejomder if submn
Rejomders submrtted to the dep rtment I
(3) Signed Position Description ’

Supportrng documentatron out3|de of MIV rncludes copres of pubhshed orin’ press manuscrrpts
copies of accept nce letters for the in press: items; an copres «of student evaluations.® If 3
any questions about: other documentatron ptease contact your academrc personnel analystzor emari

miv- help@ucdavrs edu o

——n

Reminder — Deadlme for Submitting Appomtments to the Vice Provost. All proposed
appointmentseffective July 1,°2012, that require the Vice Provost's approval, must be submitted to
the Vice Provost office by May 14, 2012 to ensure they will be ‘approved by the effective date. Any
appointment dossier received after this date may not be approved by July 1%

Reminder — Saniple Solrcrtatron Letter. No names and addresses should be mcluded on the
sampIe solrcrtatron Ietter to identify the revrewer ' . _ s

Reminder —~ “Arms-iength” Letters for Promotion Actions. Extramural letters are to be obtained
from reviewers recommended by the candidate and from reviewers selected independently by the
chair, with thé advice of other colleagues (“arms-length” evaluations). The department chair should
select reviewers that are not on the candidate's list. At least half of the extramural letters should be
from the department’s list rather than the candidate’s list. “Arms-length” evaluations are letters from
sources without personal connections to the candidate. Letters from mentors, thesis supervisors,

and collaborators are NOT “arms-length.”

Reminder -- Consideration of Academic Collegiality* in the merit and promotion process. The
Academic Senate Committee on Privilege and Tenure (P&T) examined the question of whether an
individual’s collegiality, or lack thereof, may be considered in merit and promotion actions. If
collegiality. becomes an issue in a personnel action, P&T asserted that the record forwarded should
be particularly clear and factually well-supported. To that end, P&T recommended the foliowing:

« I non-collegiality is raised as an issue at the department level, the chair's letter to
the dean must be specific about the nature of the allegations and should document
examples of non-collegiality so that the individual under review can understand the
allegations and respond accordingly. Specificity and substantiation in the chair's

letter will help [reviewers] judge the merits of the allegation.

« |f the departmental letter raises the issue of non-collegiality, the dean should fully
explore and comment upon the allegations in [his/her] letter.”

*Academic collegiality {or academic “citizenship” as it is sometimes called) is not a separate or
additional area of performance for which the individual is to be evaluated but rather, falls within the
context of the individual's record of teaching, research, professional competence and activity, and




‘ Remmder - Academ;c Affalrs Rewew of Dossner Content Because department ‘ : :
offices review dossiers for compliance’ with policy, Academic Affairs will limit'its content- rewew o tpe
‘recommended action form and Action Tracklng to énsuire data. integr , sthe resp subthty of the o
department and dean to ensure the accuracy of the lnfermatlon in: the doc_,_'fj'_ o L

ACADEM!C SENATE PERSONNEL ACTIONS

Reminder-- A Career Equaty Revuew (CER) ocCurs commdent w1th a ment or promotion action
Separate requests/packets for this review should accompany the mentfpromotton action. Only .
faculty who have held an eligible titie, and- have not béen reviewed by CAPOC during the previous,
four academic years, can be considered for a.CER. Career Equity: Review decisions may bé
appealed through the standard appeal process. for merits and- promotlons :
(http:/imanuals.ucdavis.edu/apm/220-Proc5:htm). For complete information on the CER program
refer to http:/facademicpersonnel.ucdavis.edu/career_equity_main.htm. )

Reminder-Dean’s Recommendation. CAPOC has agreed that if the dean concurs with the
department recommendation the reviewing Dean may opt to write a statement indicating that he/she
has reviewed the dossier and agrees with the recommendation of the department (in lieu of writing a
detailed letter, unless there is new information to add to the dossier).

Reminder - Advancement to Professor, Step VI. Advancement to Step VI involves an “overall
career review and will be granted on evidence of sustained and continuing excellence in each of the
following three categories: (1) scholarship or creative achievement, (2) University teaching, and (3)
service. Above and beyond that, great academic distinction, recognized nationally, will be requ:red
in scholarly or creative achievement or teaching.” APM 220-18b.(4)

Reminder — Advancement to Above-Scale. “Advancement to an above—scale rank involves an
overall career review and is reserved only for the most highly distinguished faculty (1) whose work of
sustained and continuing excellence has attained nationat and international recognition and broad
acclaim reflective of its significant impact; (2) whose University teaching performance is excellent;
and (3) whose service is highly meritorious. Length of service and continued good performance at
Step 1X is not justification for further salary advancement.” APM 220-18b.(4)

Reminder -- APM — 210. Instructions for Review and Appraisal Committees — effective July 1,
2005. APM-210-1d was revised to recognize faculty efforts to promote equity and diversity. Such
efforts should be considered in the context of the individual's overall record of teaching, research,
professional competence and activity, and University and public service.

Reminder — Five-Year Reviews. When a candidate has a five-year review that does not resuit in
advancement, the individual is immediately considered eligible for advancement the following year.




Remmder Normatlve Time for Steps v and Above Although facu!ty may remam at Steps 2 to
‘Step X for indefi nnte perlods of t|me the "normatw time: at*these ste _etween advancements is :

appountees the prom t|on review. "‘u‘, occur durmg
" professorial and other titles: for wWhich the’ Umver31ty s re
= te{mmal year) : S

(htt l!academlcfederation ucdaws edul ersonnel, ofm)

Remmder - Academlc Federatlon instructional Titles Not Co vered by Collective Bargammg
Agreement (e.g., Adjunct Professors Lecturers’ WOS, Su of Physical Education,
Health Sciences Clinical Professors, etc.). For personnel ¢ ctions (appomtments merits,
promotions) of Academic Federation instructional titles'thatare not covered by a coﬂectwe
bargalnmg agreement, ‘hoth Academic Senate and Academlc Federation faculty may express -
opinions and may vote. The UC Academic Senate Systemw:de Rules and Jurisdiction Commlttee
has ruled that these ‘opinions and votes must be reported in two's egarat e letters. Each letter must
discuss the opinions and vote of the group, but only.one letter (either one) needs to prov;de the
detailed evaluation of the file. All votes are confidential; therefore both the voting process and the
reporting of the vote should be treated as such.

Reminder -- Academic Federation Non-Instructional Titles [e.g., Academic Coordinators,
Academic Administrators, Professional Researchers, Project (Scientists), Specialists in CE,
Specialists, etc]. The department should have in place approved peer review and voting groups for
all non-instructional Academic Federation personnel. For merits and promotions of Academic
Federation titles that are not instructional and not covered by a collective bargaining agreement, the
opinions of the approved Peer Group and the opinions and vote of the approved Voting Group at the
unit/department level should be expressed separately but included in a single department letter.

Reminder -- Promotion in Project (Scientist) Series. When a department proposes the
promotion of an appointee who was transferred from the Professional Research to the Project
(Scientist) series, the review should include the work done while the individual was-in the
Professional Research series, if it is within the period of review.

NEW AND REVISED ACADEMIC PERSONNEL POLICIES OR PROCEDURES
There were no new or revised academic personnel policies in 2010-11.

DEADLINES FOR ACADEMIC PERSONNEL ACTIONS

NOTE: Any retroactive action requires the review and approval of the Vice Provost —
Academic Affairs, including actions normally redelegated to the Dean for approval. An action
is retroactive if the decision of the dean is more than 30 days after the effective date of the

action.

t :




The followmg deadlsnes have been establ:shed for arnval of f les in the Off ce of the Vlce Provost~ o
‘Academlc Affalrs ‘ ‘ . , o s

Nov_e_mb_er 14

" Décember 19
Thu’d action’ and beyond for department chalrs
3. Assomate Deans s
Febi‘dafy 1 Estabilshment of an Endowed ChairIProfessorshlp if the. endowment isto be
' _announced at the Apni donor dmner s
March 5 - Recommendations for ment increases and promotmns for leranan tlﬂes
' (mcludmg Law Librarian and Assistant, Assoc:ate Unwersﬁy L:brarlan)
April 9 Appraisals from the deans’ off ces
‘May 14 Recommendatlons for appointments that require Vice Provost or Chancellor

approval for actipns effective July 1, 2012

Other deadiinesfactions:

« Deferrals and 5-year reviews are due in the Office of the Provost at the time the
corresponding regular action would be due.

« Extensions must be requested prior to the due date of the action. No extensions for
the submission of proposals for merits or promotions will be granted without strong

justification.

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation in making the complex advancement process at UC
Davis work as well as it does. '

Sincerely,

/ﬁaﬁa @% 4

Barbara A. Horwitz
Vice Provost-Academic Affairs
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- From UCD APM-220, Section IV F. ¢
Solicitation ofext"r”amur_al letters (see Exhibit B for'samp__le formats).

1) Al solicited letters must be included in the file.

2) Normally, five to elght letters are adequate for the review file,

~3) Letters are to be obtained both from réviewers recommended by the
~candidate and from reviewers selected independently by the chair (with the
advice of other colleagues). SRR R

4) At least half of the éxtramural letters shoﬁld--befrbm the department"si list

rather than the candidate’s list.
5) Each extramural letter must be marked "confidential."

6) Each letter should be identified separatély by a letter or number to.ensure
confidentiality of reviewers (APM 160).

7) Signed facsimiles are acceptable.

8) Email letters may be submitted with dossier, but must be followed up with
signed, original letter or facsimile.

d. Reviewers should be:

1) Selected from academic or research institutions with standards comparable
to the University of California.

2) Associate or full professors, or the equivalent.

3) Familiar with the academic standards that are appropriate when making
promotion decisions or who have the necessary expertise to make promotion
decisions.

'Letters from mentors and collaborators, while valuable, should be
supplemented by letters from sources without personal connections to the
candidate (i.e., "arm-length" evaluations).

e. Reviewer information must include:
1) Names of extramural reviewers to whom the solicitation letter was sent.
2) Academic title and expertise of reviewers.

3) Identification of reviewers that were suggested by candidate versus those
suggested by the department.
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANT SCIENCES

MAIL STOP 2 COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURAL AND
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES
ONE SHIELDS AVE AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616-8780 COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

TELEPHONE: 530-752-1703
FAX: 530-752-8502

11 June 2010

Professor Robert Powell, Chair
Davis Division of the Academic Senate of the University of Cahforma

Dear Bob,

Attached please find the report of the Special Committee on Student Evaluation of
Teaching. I would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the excellent hard work of the
committee over the last six months. This was an extraordinarily engaged group of individuals,
and each member made significant and valuable contributions to our discussions and to the
report. I am particularly appreciative of the participation of our Academic Federation, ASUCD,
GSA, and ADMAN representatives and I am extremely grateful for the guidance and support of
our advisor, Edwin Arevalo. In addition, as noted in the report, several campus faculty and staff
took time to meet with us and provided helpful information to the committee, and their
contributions are gratefully acknowledged as well.

I thank you and the Executive Council for requesting the appointment of a group to work
on this important issue. It has been a pleasure to serve on this committee and I hope you will find
our report of interest. Please contact me if you have any questions.

Best wishes,

Dan Potter
Chair, Special Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching




Report of the Special Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching
11 June 2010

Committee Members: Dan Potter, Plant Sciences (Chair); Niels Grenbech Jensen, Applied Science; Charles H,
Langley, Evolution & Ecology; Miroslav Nincic, Political Science; George Roussas, Statistics, John Payne,
Physiology & Membrane Biology; Jared Haynes, University Writing Program (Academic Federation
Representative); Rod Cole, Physics (Academic Federation Representative); Tracy Lade (ADMAN

Representative); Christopher Dietrich (ASUCD Representative); Mara Evans (GSA Representative); Kaitlin
Walker (GSA Representative).

The Special Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) met six times during the winter and spring
quarters of 2010. At our first meeting (January 14), we discussed our charge, reviewed background information
consisting of a report from the Academic Senate Committee on Information Technology and one from the Davis
Division of the Academic Senate on the status of SET on the Davis campus, and came up with a tentative action
plan to complete our work. At our second meeting (F ebruary 5), we interviewed representatives from several
units on campus (Ms. Kerry Hasa, School of Education; Dr. John Drummer, School of Medicine, Dr. Jan Ilkiw,
School of Veterinary Medicine; Dr. Kathy Ferrara, Department of Biomedical Engineering) about their
experiences with implementation of on-line SET systems. Campus Counsel Steve Drown attended our third
meeting (Feb. 9) to advise us on legal aspects of SET. Dr. Jamal Abedi, School of Education, and Ms. Barbara
Mills, Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, attended our fourth meeting (March 4) and shared with
us their expertise and advice on the content and format of questions to be included in SET. Our last two
meetings (April 16 and May 28) were devoted to finalizing this report.

Based on our discussions, the committee has developed a set of recommended guiding principles, policies, and
procedures for the administration of SET, and for the interpretation and use of the resulting data, at UC Dayvis.
As there are currently no existing regulations specifically pertaining to SET on our campus, we hope that our
recommendations will be adopted and appropriately codified by the Davis Division of the Academic Senate.

L. Purposes of SET

Student evaluations of courses and instructors! administered by the Davis Division of the Academic Senate
provide students a forum in which to anonymously express their opinions about the quality of instruction they
receive. The results of SET are to be used for two purposes only:

1} to be included in instructors’ personnel files in order to provide data used in the evaluation of their
instruction in connection with job performance reviews, such as merit and promotion actions;

2) to provide information to instructors and departments about students’ perceptions of instruction, which may
be useful for improving the effectiveness of the instructors’ teaching and the quality of their courses.

Because data from SET convey information about students’ opinions of an instructors’ teaching in a given
course offering, they are by definition subjective and limited in scope. They nonetheless constitute an essential
part of the material needed to understand an instructor’s effectiveness and they can provide valuable
information relevant to the purposes for which they are intended, provided they are organized and presented in
the appropriate format. However, SET should not be the sole means by which the teaching portion of a faculty
member’s job performance is assessed, and all departments should be strongly encouraged to develop and
implement regular and thorough peer evaluations of teaching to complement the data from SET.

2.




IL Privacy Issues

Because they represent subjective evaluations of an instructor’s job performance and are an integral part of the
individual’s personnel file, the data from SET are confidential and protected. Therefore, they may not be shared
with anyone who is not authorized to review the instructor’s personnel file, unless explicit written consent is
granted by the individual®.

SETs raise additional concerns for students, especially if administered online. Students must be assured that all
of their responses will remain strictly confidential. This includes a guarantee that appropriate measures will be
taken to protect respondents’ anonymity where small sample sizes occur, especially if students’ responses on -
evaluations are reported separately based on factors such as the final grade the student received for the course
(see 11.9). Students should also be informed that results of end-of-term (as opposed to midterm; see below)
SETs will not be made available to instructors until after final grades for the course have been posted.

Due to these concerns about confidentiality, it is essential that implementation of an on-line system, as we are
recommending as an option, adhere strictly to current university regulations that prohibit the transmission of
personal data about university personnel and students to outside parties, including contracted third-party
vendors. Thus, any gathering and handling of SET data must be conducted entirely within a campus

- infrastructure that is capable of securing personal and sensitive data throughout the process.

IT1. Recommended policies and procedures for SET

1. Each instructor of each UC Davis course offering should receive evaluations by the students enrolled in that
course. Exceptions could be made for internships, research units, individual study courses, and courses with
enrollments under some threshold number.

2. The decision to adopt on-line evaluations or to continue with paper-based evaluations should be made at the
department level in consultation with the F aculty after due consideration of the pros & cons. On the con side,
there are potential concerns about privacy and participation; these issues, as well as measures to address them,
are discussed in this document. On the pro side, there are several unique benefits of an electronic format. First,
it will enhance efficiency by reducing staff time required to compile and process paper evaluations. Second, it
will have the possibility of automatically generating reports that show how different groups of students (based
on grades in the course, prerequisite course requirements, etc.) responded, allowing more meaningful
interpretation of the results. Third, an on-line system can be set up to create more uniformly formatted and
effective reports on teaching evaluations for merit and promotion packages.

3. Under Academic Senate oversight’, a campus-wide on-line system for SET should be developed and made
available to all instructors on campus. In order to ensure that uniform policies and standards are applied across
campus, academic units opting to use online evaluations should be required to participate in the campus-wide
SET system rather than develop their own on-line systems.

4. The procedures for SET, whether administered in electronic or in paper format, should be standardized across
the campus. We recommend the following:

A) The evaluation form should consist of a series of statements about the course and/or the instructor, to
which students are asked to select a rating from 5 — 1, where 5 signifies “Strongly Agree,” 4 signifies
“Agree,” 3 signifies “Neutral”, 2 signifies “Disagree” and 1 signifies “Strongly Disagree.” An additional
response option of “N/A” should also be provided for each item.

>




B) In addition to numerical ratings, each question should include a field for written comments. Space for -
additional comments should also be provided at the end of each evaluation form.

C) Two questions should be common to all evaluations. The goal of the first question is the assessment -
of the students™ perceptions of the overall quality of the course. The second should aim to assess their -
view of the instructor’s teaching in the course. We recommend the following:

1. Overall, this is an educationally valuable course.

2. Overall, this instructor is effective in teaching this course. .
We recognize that these questions are quite broad, but we feel it is important to include them as the
minimum common elements of all evaluations across campus, in order to provide a brief summary of the
overall opinions of the students in a particular course offering and to allow comparisons across courses
and instructors.

D) Due to the acknowledged limitations of the two minimum required questions listed above,
departments, instructors, and TAs should be strongly encouraged to include additional optional
questions for particular courses. These optional questions should be designed to assess specific aspects
of the course content and the instructor’s teaching. They should precede the two more general questions
listed in item C, which ideally should be the final two questions on the evaluation form. We also
recommend that the evaluation form start with one to several “priming” questions about the student’s
participation in the class, e.g., asking about the frequency with which the student attended lectures and
whether (s)he had taken required prerequisite courses. A menu of suggested optional questions should
be provided to instructors and departments when preparing their evaluation forms; a list of possible
questions is included in the Appendix to this report. Individually customized questions written by the
instructor or department should also be allowed, and we encourage instructors and departments to
consult with the staff of the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning in developing questions to
be used in SET.

E) Instructors should not be present during the administration of course evaluations.

5. Students should be educated about and regularly reminded of the purpose, importance, and appropriate
completion of evaluations. We suggest that such information be included as part of orientation materials and
presentations and in the General Catalog and course syllabi. We also recommend that email messages about the
importance of evaluations, issued jointly by the Academic Senate and the Administration, be sent periodically
to all students. Brief statements of the purpose and importance of the evaluations should also be included with
the on-line evaluation form for each course.

6. Instructors should be educated about the purpose, importance, and appropriate interpretation of evaluations.
We suggest that this information be included as part of materials presented in new faculty and graduate student
orientations and discussed periodically at department faculty and course TA meetings. In addition, instructors
should be made aware of available resources to discuss teaching practices, such as departmental peers, the
Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, etc.

7. As described in item 5 above, student participation in evaluations of teaching should be encouraged through
positive feedback mechanisms that reinforce the perception of course evaluation as a matter to be treated with
seriousness and professionalism.. Because they would undermine efforts to promote this perception, we

recommend against mechanisms that would provide incentives such as the possibility of monetary, or material
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rewauds, e.g., through a raffle to students who complete evaluations. We also recommend against the use of
academic rewards, such as points toward the course grade, for completion of evaluations, unless a compelling
case tan be made that the process of evaluation is integral to the subject matter of the course. For similar
reasons, we strongly oppose any measures that would force students to complete evaluations, for example by
withlolding their grades or their ability to enroll in classes for the following term until they had done so.

8. Ewaluations should be available for the last week of instruction by an instructor. In most cases this would be
the last week of a course, but in the case of a course with multiple instructors, each instructor could have their
evaluations completed during the last week of their instruction in the course. When possible, online evaluations
should be administered during regularly scheduled class time in order to increase class participation.

9. The statistics that should be reported for each question are: the median score (out of 5), the first and third
quartiles, and the number of students who responded with each score of 1-5. Inclusion of the mean score and
standard deviation should be optional. All written comments should also be included in the report.

10. In order to allow more meaningful interpretation of the data from SET, evaluation reports should include,
for each question, correlations between the scores selected by students and the following factors:

Grade received in the course; Grade received in prerequisite courses (specified by the instructor);

Year in school (including undergraduate vs. graduate); Major.

Of course, small sample size will limit the value of such partitioning of responses and no statistical sampling
should be conducted if the sample size is below a certain number.

1. Results of the end-of-term SET should not be released to the instructor(s) until after final grades for the
course have been posted.

12, In reviewing results of SET, instructors, their departmental colleagues, and faculty personnel committees
should consider not only the overall numerical scores but also the written comments of individual students, and,
when available, how these differ by different groups of students as described in item 9.

13. The on-line evaluation system should be designed so that it can be used not only for end-of-term evaluations
as described in items 1-11 above, but also for mid-term feedback. The questions for mid-term feedback would
be selected by the instructor and the results should be available only to the instructor to use for improving
effectiveness of his or her teaching. The inclusion of the mid-term evaluations to the instructors personnel file
(for use in merit and promotion considerations) should be optional and decided by the instructor on a course-by-
course basis.

Notes:

“Throughout this document, the term “instructor” is used to refer to any UC Davis employee who, as part of his
or her regular job responsibilities, participates in the teaching of one or more UC Davis courses. This includes
ladder-rank faculty, lecturers, and TAs who participate directly in classroom instruction.

*There is a broad range of opinions as to the appropriateness and advisability of making data from SET publicly
available for a variety of purposes. In particular, many think such data could inform students in their selection
of courses. University policy and state law, however, are clear in prohibiting this public release of such
information from the faculty member's personnel file. This fact should be emphasized in communications to
faculty if and when any changes, such as those recommended by this committee, are publicly considered and
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implemented. A clearly stated policy may allay faculty concerns, especially with respect to the increased risk of -
inappropriate dissemination of the data from electronically administered (online) SETs.
* Werecommend that either the Academic Senate Committee on Information Technology, or, if necessary, a

special Implementation Task Force, be charged with working out the details of the on-line system in accordance :

with the general recommendations provided here.
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I11. Appendix

Suggested standardized end-of-term SET form (on-line or paper) for the UC Davis Campus

Introduction:
Thank you for participating in the evaluation of this course. Your honest and thoughtful feedback is greatly

appreciated.

Student evaluations of courses and instructors administered by the Davis Division of the Academic Senate
provide students a forum in which to anonymously express their opinions about the quality of courses and
instruction they receive at UC Davis. The results of these evaluations are used for two purposes:

1) to be included in instructors® personnel files in order to provide data used in the evaluation of their
instruction in connection with job performance reviews, such as merit and promotion actions;

2) to provide information to instructors and departments about students’ perceptions of course and instruction,
which may be useful for improving the effectiveness of the instructors’ teaching and the quality of their courses.

In order to achieve these purposes, your responses and those of your fellow students are reviewed by your
instructors and their colleagues, and the results of course evaluations will have impacts on the career(s) of the
instructor(s) and the experiences of future students in the course. Thus, by participating in this evaluation, you
are both providing an important service to the university and taking on a very serious responsibility, and you are
requested to keep this in mind as you respond to the questions below. Please be assured that your responses will
be kept anonymous and that the results of your and your fellow students’ evaluations will not be released to
your instructor(s) until after final grades have been posted.

Instructions:

The evaluation form consists of a few background questions about your participation in the course, followed by
a series of statements about the course and/or the instructor. For each item, you are asked to select a rating from
5 — 1, where 5 signifies “Strongly Agree,” 4 signifies “Agree,” 3 signifies “Neutral”, 2 signifies “Disagree” and
1 signifies “Strongly Disagree.” An additional response option of “N/A” is provided for each item; please
select this option only if you feel that you do not have sufficient information or experience to respond to a
particular item. In addition to numerical ratings, each question includes a field for comments and space for
additional comments is also provided at the end of the evaluation form. Please use these spaces to enter
thoughtful, frank, and specific feedback about the quality of the course and the instruction you have received.

A. Optional Background Questions (to be selected by the instructor):

I attended all or nearly all of the class meetings for this course.

I was very engaged in this course.

I devoted appropriate amounts of time to studying for this class outside of regular class meetings.
I consulted frequently with the instructor outside of class.

Before taking this course, I was strongly interested in the subject matter.

Afier taking this course, I am strongly interested in the subject matter.

I expect to earn a grade of (5=A, 4=B, 3=C, 2=D, 1-F) in this course.




B. Optional questions about the course and the instructor (to be selected by the instructor):

The instructor made the course objectives clear.

Lectures and discussions were clearly related to course objectives.

The instructor provided helpful examples to clarify points.

The instructor clearly explained the grading standards for written work.

Paper assignments were clear.

Paper topics were generally challenging.

I learned a lot from this course.

This course helped improve my problem solving skills.

The instructor lectures according to the published syllabus.

The instructor provides timely information regarding homework, exams, or other course requirements necessary

for examination and grading,.

The prerequisites required for this course are appropriate and sufficient.
I'would recommend this course to others.

~ The instructor's presentation of the material is well organized.

The instructor is well prepared for class.

The instructor welcomes questions and discussion.

The instructor tries to help when I ask.

The instructor is available and helpful to students outside of class.

The instructor enjoys teaching.

The assigned problems helped me to learn the course material.

The assigned readings helped me to learn the course material.

The course lectures and assignments helped me to prepare for the examinations.

The instructor’s use of visual aids is helpful and effective.

The on-line materials provided for this course are helpful and effective.

This is an enjoyable course.

The instructor’s presentations held my interest.

The instructor effectively encouraged student participation.

The instructor was sensitive to issues of diversity.

The instructor was open to and encouraged a variety of opinions.

This course challenged me intellectually.

This course encouraged me to think critically.

The readings from the course were intellectually challenging.

Comments on written work were sufficient and informative.

C. Required questions about the course and the instructor (to be included on all end-of-term
evaluations):

Overall, this is an educationally valuable course.

Opverall, this instructor is effective in teaching this course.

D. Additional comments
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