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Jeannie L. Darby, College of Engineering (COE), Civil & Environmental Engineering (chair) 

Ahmet Palazoglu, COE, Chemical Engineering & Material Science 

Colin Cameron, Division of Social Science (DSS), Economics 

Robert Feenstra, DSS, Economics 

Phillip Shaver, DSS, Psychology 

Walter Stone, DSS, Political Science 

Susan Kauzlarich, Division of Math & Physical Sciences, Chemistry 

Bryce Falk, College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences (CAES), Plant Pathology 

Rachael Goodhue, CAES, Agricultural & Resource Economics 

Kyaw Tha Paw U, CAES, Land, Air, and Water Resources 

Hung Ho, School of Medicine (SOM), Surgery 

David Rocke, SOM, Public Health Sciences and COE, Biomedical Engineering 

Phil Kass, School of Veterinary Medicine (SVM), Population Health & Reproduction 

Lisa Tell, SVM, Medicine & Epidemiology 

 

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.   
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In its discussions, STAPP drew upon the following documents: 

 

 Report of the Academic Senate Special Committee on Academic Personnel Processes, 

 7-10-2000 (Attachment 1) 

 Delegations of Authority for Academic Affairs Actions (Attachment 2) 

 Proposal to Re-Delegate to Departments Routine Merit Actions in the College of L&S, 

 4-8-10 (Attachment 3) 

 Letter from CAPOC to Davis Academic Senate Re. Streamlining the Academic Personnel  

 Review Process, 4-5-10 (Attachment 4a) 

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

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

 VP-AP Phase II 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 5c & 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.” 
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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. 

 Review files are too complex for efficient review of either normal merits or promotions. 

 Some UC campuses use abbreviated procedures for evaluation of normal merit actions. 

 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 
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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 5c & 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 II 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 II).   
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There are five items of interest regarding this recent example of streamlining: 

 

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

modest proposal. 

 

2) The streamlining applied only to normal actions (no accelerations) for 4 steps:  Associate 

Professor I to II, Professors I to II, III to IV or VII to VIII. 

 

3) 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). 

 

4) 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
1
: 

 

Proposed by CAPOC:  “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 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.” 

 

5) 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
1
 and returned to the departments to re-submit without streamlining.  Four others 

were approved as streamlined actions.  (Attachment 4e) 

  

                                                           
1 

For 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 VP-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.   
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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.   
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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 III) and every three years for 

Associate Professors after Step III 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.   
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The FPC would be charged with reviewing the packet and opining on the following options: 

 

 The record warrants normal advancement or 

 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: 

 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.) 

 

 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).   

 

 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. 

 

 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 I was reviewed for Step II, 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 
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Assistant Professor II.1 was reviewed for Step III.1, effective July 1, 2018, he/she was 

recommended for normal advancement (to III.1).  Then, two years later when Assistant Professor 

III.1 was reviewed for Step IV.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 IV.2. 

 

Note that acceleration credits would not allow someone to advance from Assistant Professor IV 

to Associate Professor I (tenure) (a promotion action) but rather to the overlapping Assistant Step 

V.  Then when the person was promoted, he/she would advance to Associate II, 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: 

 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. 

 

 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. 

 

 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).   

 

 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. 

 

 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. 

 

 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). 
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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. 

 

7. 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. 

 

8. 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. 

 

9. 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: 

 

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

 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. 

 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). 

 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 VI 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 VP-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.  Identify 

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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