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Academic Federation Title Series



Definition Of  Academic Actions
 Appointments

 Appointments via change in title

 Appraisal: Review and evaluation of  a candidate’s overall work 
performance

 Merit: Advancement of  one step or more within a Rank. Review time 
within a Step = 2-3 years (varies by Rank & Step)

 Promotion: Change of  Rank (Assistant, Associate, and Full). Review 
time at current rank (typically 4-8 years)

 Barrier steps: Steps in Full Title Rank that are termed “high level”  (6 
and 9); treated like a promotion, not a merit

 Deferral: Postponement of  action by one year

 Five-year review: 5-year review period since last approved 
advancement action

 Conferral of  Emeritus Status: A honorary title 



Timeline

Assistant Associate FULL

Promotion Promotion Barrier steps

Rank

Step 1 1 12 2 23 3 34 4 45 5 56 6 6 7 8 9 Above
scale

Remark: number of  steps dependent on title.



Research Series Progression Template



https://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/apm/apm-toc



https://ucnet.universityofcalifornia.edu/labor/bargaining-units/ra/contract.html



MyInfoVault (MIV)



Nota Bene

Pursuing an Academic Action is optional! It is the candidate’s choice to 
advance or defer. Exceptions: 1) One must be reviewed at least once every 
five years (which may be without action). 2) Specialist in CE and 
Professional Researchers must promote to Associate rank within 8 years of  
appointment.

The Academic Action is peer-reviewed: Within and outside the department.

Enter all relevant information/documents into MIV. Keep an accurate, up-to-
date record that reflects what you have done. MIV is the official record used 
for evaluations! Accomplishment listed in candidate’s statement that are 
not in MIV cannot be considered for evaluation.

Advancement is based on academic accomplishments and contributions to 
the profession and the university (as outlined in candidate’s position 
description).



 Use the template (https://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/forms-and-checklists) to 
identify a position’s major duties and responsibilities as you prepare/revise an 
Academic position description 

 The template contains draft language for elements that are common to 
most/many Academic position descriptions 

 Modify the PD template and make it specific to your position expectation, don’t 
just copy and paste unmodified language from the PVA into the template 

 New academics have about 6 months to develop their first PD and to define 
their positions based on needs assessment(s), and the PD should reflect this 
process 

 PDs also are not intended to cover an entire career of  the academic, it is a 
document which should be adjusted as the position evolves (recommended at 
least every five years)

Academic Position Description

https://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/forms-and-checklists


Position Description Guidance 

Criteria:

 Education background (a candidate should possess a such and such 

degree/or equivalent; research experience, etc.)

 Research (specific area of  research, data collection and analysis, 

creative activities, contribution to scholarly manuscripts, 

contribution to grants, etc.)

 Professional Competence (attending scientific or scholarly 

conferences, participation in appropriate professional/technical 

societies)

 University and Public Services











The Review Process

Step 1: Prepare your dossier in MIV 

Step 2: Review by the Department and the Dean

Step 3: Review by the Joint Personnel Committee (JPC)

Step 4: The decision



Preparing A Dossier
It is a Candidate’s responsibility for adding the following 
Documents into MIV:

Statements (optional; highly recommended)

Candidate Statement (5 page maximum; 2 pages is encouraged) will 
help place work into context and highlight relevance. Do not write a 
narrative version of  the dossier.

COVID-19 Opportunities and Challenges Statement (provide a 
detailed narration of  missed or lost opportunities in the professional 
field)

Diversity Statement (past, present, and future contributions to 
promoting equity, inclusion, and diversity in their professional 
careers)

Publications (peer-reviewed; limited distribution)



Preparing A Dossier

Continuing:

Professional competence (e.g., conference presentations; 

manuscript reviews; editorial boards; grant reviews)

Extending knowledge (applies only to Specialists in CE)

List of  service activities (University and Public Service – e.g., 

committees; mentoring; guest lectures; lab safety officer)

Honors and awards

Grants and contracts (funded, submitted, and unfunded)



Preparing A Dossier

Documents added to Candidate’s dossier:

Position description

Departmental letter

Dean’s letter

Peer group report

Extramural letters (only for promotions, high-level merits, and 

high-level appointments)



https://aadocs.ucdavis.edu/policies/appointments-and-advancements/extramural-letters-chart.pdf

https://aadocs.ucdavis.edu/policies/appointments-and-advancements/extramural-letters-chart.pdf


The Review Process

Criteria for evaluation:
 Typically, 3 or 4 categories listed in the Academic 

Personnel Manual (APM) and Academic Research
              (RA) Contract for each title series. Also detailed in 
              Position Description

Categories:
 Research and Creative Activity (higher percentage)
 Professional Competence and Activity (lower 

percentage)
 University and Public Service (lower percentage)
 Extending Knowledge (Specialists in CE only; higher 

percentage)



The Review Process

The Department and the Dean
 The completed dossier will be submitted to the Department

 A peer group will be formed in accordance with approved 
departmental peer group and voting procedures (typically 5 
members; one from same title series) to review the dossier and 
provide a report and recommendation to the department

 Departmental review, vote, and recommendation

 The dossier, a chair’s letter that includes the departmental 
recommendation, and the peer group report will be forwarded 
to the Dean’s Office

 The Dean’s Office will review the dossier for completion; a 
Dean’s letter will be included for a promotion action (with a 
recommendation)



The Review Process

The Joint Academic Federation/Senate Committee (JPC)

 The Dean’s Office forwards the dossier, all associated letters and 
documents, and a recommendation to the JPC.

 The JPC consist of  8 members: 5 Federation members who hold 
titles reviewed by the committee, and 3 Senate members. A quorum 
of  at least 5 members is necessary to conduct committee business. 

 The purpose of  the JPC is to review dossiers and provide 
recommendations on personnel actions within each title series. JPC 
is advisory only. 

 After review, a recommendation will be sent with the dossier back to 
the Dean’s Office (redelegated action) or the Vice Provost for 
Academic Affairs (non-redelegated action).



The Review Process

The Decision (Delegation of  Authority)

 Redelegated actions: The Academic Deans have been delegated 
the authority to make the final decision for the action.

 Non-redelegated actions: The Vice Provost for Academic Affairs 
has the final decision authority for the action.



Voting on Actions

 The JPC members can only vote once, so should abstain from voting at 
department level

 All actions are voted on
 Favor, opposed, abstain
 Appraisal – Positive, guarded, negative
 Five-year review – No advancement, performance satisfactory; 

advancement, performance satisfactory; unsatisfactory



https://aadocs.ucdavis.edu/your-
resources/delegations-of-
authority/professionalresearcher-
projscient.pdf

The Review
Process



Step Plus Systems

 With Step Plus, every merit and promotion action will be evaluated for a 1.0 step, 
1.5 step, 2.0 step increase. 
 1.0-step: Normative; the candidate has a strong record in all areas of  review 

as per the position description
 1.5-step: Candidate has a strong record in all areas of  review as per the 

position description; also has outstanding achievement in at least one area.
 2.0-step: Candidate has a strong record in all areas of  review as per the 

position description; also has outstanding achievements in two or all areas, 
depending on title.

 Link to more information on Step Plus Guidelines for Academic Federation Titles 
(https://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/guidelines-advancement-academic-
federation-titles)

 Note: Appointments can only be made at whole steps e.g. 1, 2, 3, etc. 



Confidentiality

 The personnel process is confidential 

 Members cannot speak to anyone regarding candidates being reviewed 

 Dossiers, electronic notes and other information should be deleted from 
computers or shredded at least quarterly 



Conflict of  Interest

 Members shall make every effort to ensure that any significant personal, 
academic or professional relationships they have with a candidate does not 
interfere with the objective or create perception that the evaluation was not 
objective

 Examples of  situations that might create either a real or perceived conflict of  
interest include, but are not limited to co-authors, close collaborators or partners 
in a business or professional practice

 Other situations may involve review of  a candidate who has or has had in the past, 
a significant personal relationship with a committee member, either positive or 
negative, that might impact the ability of  the member to participate objectively in 
the evaluation



Important Considerations

Candidates have the right to:
 Review their information in MIV prior to dossier submission; also, 

may review redacted extramural letters (if  action is a promotion or 
high-level merit) prior to the departmental vote. If  necessary, the 
candidate may write a rebuttal letter about the extramural letters.

 Review the dossier and departmental letter after the departmental 
vote (prior to submission to the Dean’s office). Any factual errors 
may be corrected; after corrections, a rejoinder letter may be 
written if  there is still a disagreement with the departmental 
recommendation.
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