








postponed until October, 2008, due to scheduling conflicts on the calendars of the Chancellor and
each of the recipients. The June 13, 2008, publication of Dateline announced the recipients
publicly. October 23, 2008, came to be considered the best suggested date for the DSPSA
luncheon, and the International House Community Room came to be considered the best venue.

At the time of the selection of the recipients, the committee considered giving the DSPSA to each
of the five finalists. To move forward in this regard, the committee requested that its charge to
“select up to four members of the faculty to receive” the Distinguished Scholarly Public Service
Award be changed. L. Jay Helms, Chair of the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction
(CERJ), informed the PSC Chair, John Largier, that the PSC was bound “to select ‘up to four’
awardees” by Davis Division Bylaw 88(B)(2)(c). Further, “while CERJ has the authority to
‘interpret’ the Bylaws under Davis Division Bylaw 71, it has no authority to provide ‘waivers’ or
‘exceptions.” Finally, L. Jay Helms noted that “the Representative Assembly can amend a
Bylaw. But this requires advance notice in a meeting call and a 2/3 vote,” and “an amendment
couldn’t be made effective in time for this year’s awards.”

During the voting stage of the selection process the voting procedures were called into question.
L. Jay Helms, Chair of the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction, answered by clearly
stating that “voting is limited to members of the Academic Senate (Davis Division Bylaw 28E) who
are not Associated Deans or above (Davis Division Bylaw 28C). In the case of [the] Public
Service [Committee] this means that only the five appointed Academic Senate members can
vote.”

The Committee electronically reviewed and approved four proposals for UCD Extension (UCDE)
Certificate Programs: Creative Writing, Health Informatics, Green Building and Renewable
Energy, and Cross-cultural Languages and Academic Development (CLAD) Through California
Teachers of English Learners (CTEL). Approval letters were prepared and sent to Committee
Chair Largier on July 31, 2008. Their return is expected in the near future. During the review
process of the Health Informatics proposal, it was decided that a component of the proposal
should be removed and the proposal re-written and resubmitted at a later date.

Besides the DSPSA nominations, the following topics were discussed at the two committee
meetings: vision, purview and purpose of the committee; increasing the Distinguished Scholarly
Public Service Award stipend using the gifted funds from Professor Emeritus Schutz and from
Professor Emeritus Cabhill; content and presentation of award nominee nominations; expanding
and enhancing the practice of scholarly public service at UC Davis; increasing the emphasis on
outreach into and engagement of the outside community and the acknowledgement of such work
in faculty performance evaluation and rewards; service leave for public service which includes
release from teaching and research responsibilities; and similar distinguished scholarly awards
for junior faculty, including graduate students.

Respectfully submitted,

John Largier, Chair

Rachael Goodhue

Carlton Larson

Norman Matloff

Cynthia Passmore

Michael George, Academic Federation Representative
Nicelma King, Academic Federation Representative
Joyce Gutstein, ex-officio

Bernd Hamann, ex-officio

William Lacy, ex-officio

Dennis Pendleton, ex-officio

Bryan Rodman, Committee Resource Analyst
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Annual Report: Academic Year 2007-08
Davis Division: Academic Senate

Committee on Student-Faculty Relationships

Total Meetings: 2 Meeting frequency: as Average hours of committee
needed work each week: 2-3 when
meeting or reviewing items

Total Items Reviewed: 17 Total items deferred from the Total items deferred to the
previous year: 1 coming academic year: 0

Listing of bylaw changes proposed: None.

Listing of committee policies established or revised: None.

Issues considered by the committee: Please see narrative below.

Recommended procedural, policy changes, and/or carryover items for the coming
year:

= Implemented the SFR Record Keeping per Chair Bisson from 2006-07: The record keeping
procedures in the Academic Senate office and the importance of maintaining the confidentiality of
all petition/investigation information was discussed. It was determined that the analyst and
members will destroy all notes and correspondence leading up to a final decision as the usual
practice, which models the process previously established for personnel records.

= Implemented the CERJ ruling from 2006-07: SFR received clarification from the Committee
on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction on July 20, 2007 from Legislative Ruling 7.07
regarding the Committee’s bylaw, specifically in relation to the Grade Change
Committee’s charge. It was ruled that “SFR has no authority to consider grading
inquiries or to make recommendations arising from allegation of grading irregularities,
regardless of the nature of those allegations. Such allegations are considered solely by
GCC, which alone has authority to take remedial action if procedural errors have been
made.” Please see the attached ruling for the ruling in its entirety for more information.
SFR implemented this ruling during 2007-08 academic year, and continued the discussion
regarding SFR’s charge.
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COMMITTEE’S NARRATIVE:

This Committee considers matters involving student-faculty relations according to Davis Division
Bylaw 111 (click here). SFR member Lori Lubin served as SFR'’s representative to Representative
Assembly. Per the bylaw, the Committee provided Senate representation on the Athletic
Administrative Advisory Committee (http://far.ucdavis.edu/?qg=node/29) via member Richard
(Rick) Vulliet (updates were not received). For a more detailed account of the Committee’s
discussion and actions, please request the information from the Academic Senate analyst in order
to review the action items from each meeting. In addition to the items implemented above, the
Student-Faculty Relationships Committee also considered the following items during the 2007-08
academic year:

ACADEMIC SENATE DAVIS DIVISION AND/OR SYSTEMWIDE REVIEW ITEMS:

» Reviewed the “Proposed Amendment to State Law re 5150 Psychiatric Holds” and submitted
the following collective statement (as well as the Graduate Student Representative’s
comments):

“The Student Faculty Relationship Committee has reviewed the proposed state law to create
reporting of students placed on psychiatric hold. Overall, SFR felt that the section provides a
positive effort to help accommodate and transition students with special needs. Clarifying a
few statements, especially which specific housing is included in the term "institutional
housing"” would be helpful. SFR is concerned about issues of liability to which the University
may be exposed. Specifically, it should be clarified under what circumstances information on
a particular student may be requested and who in the University would have access to that
information. The Committee values the review and input from the mental health community
for their expertise of this review item.”

= Reviewed the Informal Proposed UC Undergrad Mission Statement and submitted the
following comments:

"The Student-Faculty Relationships Committee has reviewed the request for informal review
of the proposed UC Undergraduate Mission Statement. Overall, the Committee agreed that
the statement was useful, but would like to suggest modification of the wording in order to
more clearly state the mission of the university and the importance of undergraduate
teaching, especially as this is a mission statement specifically for undergraduate education.
Instead of the first sentence stating that undergraduate education is "directed related to the
fundamental mission of the University....", SFR believes that undergraduate education is one
of the key missions of a world-class research and pubic university. Using "directly related"
dilutes the statement. Given the steady and recent increase in student fees etc, the
university may want to stress that undergraduate education is, in fact, a high priority.
Perhaps the statement could read, "The teaching of undergraduate and graduate students is
one of the University of California's top three priorities, along with research and service.”

= Reviewed the “Student Conduct and Discipline Proposal Regarding Copyright Infringement”
and submitted the following comments:

"The Student-Faculty Relationships Committee has reviewed, discussed, and approved of the
proposed Student Conduct & Discipline Policy revisions."

= Reviewed the “Proposed Information Technology Road Map” — no comments were submitted
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OTHER REVIEW ITEMS:

= Reviewed the SFR bylaw regarding the directive that one member of SFR shall be designated
by the Committee on Committees as Faculty Representative to the Legislative Assembly of
the Associated Students (ASUCD). The ASUCD President was contacted regarding this bylaw
mandate and was asked to write to the Academic Senate Committee on Committees Chair in
order to fill this faculty appointment. No response was received; therefore, SFR may
consider a bylaw change in 08-09 to address this situation.

= Met with the Committee on Elections, Rules, & Jurisdictions (CERJ) Chair at the beginning of
the year in order to help clarify their role and responsibilities according to the bylaw,
specifically in light of the CERJ ruling made in July 2007 (see attached document for details).
Later in the year, the SFR Chair, Elections, Rules, & Jurisdictions Chair, Grade Change Chair,
and Academic Senate Chair met to discuss the SFR bylaw again. The Chairs brainstormed
and discussed how to improve coordination between SFR and Grade Changes, and also to
clarify SFR’s role in the Senate. It was agreed that SFR can serve an important role that is
separate from Grade Changes.

= The SFR Chair, Grade Change Chair, Student Judicial Affairs ex-officio, and Senate analyst
met to discuss how grade changes are currently processed according to policy and the
adverse affect on students when grades are not changed by the faculty member within a
reasonable timeframe after disciplinary action is resolved. This situation arose from the
Student Judicial Affairs office facing such challenges a few times per year. Senate policy and
Registrar procedures were reviewed, and later in the year, the SFR Chair, CERJ Chair, and
Davis Division Academic Senate Chair met again to discuss the issue of grade withholding by
certain faculty members. A potential procedure involving Grade Changes and SFR was
discussed, and the CERJ Chair was left to research regulations, etc. before advising us on a
possible procedure. It was also suggested that the SFR Chair and Grade Change Chair meet
with the Senate Task Force regarding Senate Operations to discuss further and establish
details for SFR (the CERJ Chair was noted as the lead for arranging the meeting). SFR may
consider this further in the 2008-09 academic year.

= Reviewed, discussed, drafted, and sent correspondence to all Academic Senate and Academic
Federation members regarding usage of the Faculty Release Form (see attached document
for details). The correspondence was endorsed by the SFR Chair, the Davis Division
Academic Senate Chair, the Director of Student Judicial Affairs, and the Chair of the
Academic Federation. Campus Counsel also reviewed the correspondence and approved of
the document. The form was originally created in Engineering for instructors to use when
providing written or verbal recommendations, and/or information at a student’s request in
2005-06. The Committee concluded that no further action from SFR was required.

= Reviewed information/service provided by the Student Crisis Response Team (SCRT), and
discussed the best way to communicate this resource to the campus. Articles which included
information for SCRT were published on 4/26/07
http://www.dateline.ucdavis.edu/dI_detail.lasso?id=9486 and 4/3/08
http://www.news.ucdavis.edu/search/news_detail.lasso?id=8515, which satisfied SFR’s
desire to publicize SCRT's charge.

= Researched policy/procedure for three new student scenarios (originated via student
contact). The SFR Chair and/or Analyst listened to the student’s situation and asked that their
request be submitted in writing in order to follow SFR’s procedures and officially begin the
investigation. No written requests were received; therefore, none of the contacts resulted in
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formal investigations for SFR. The following are summaries of the student contacts received
in 2007-08:

0 A student requested information regarding guidelines/policy regarding class
attendance; informal information/links regarding policy was provided and no
further action occurred.

0 A student who had a performance event conflict with the final test of a course
asked the professor for an accommodation to be made, but the professor was
allegedly unwilling to make any accommodation. Systemwide and Davis Division
Regulations, Bylaws, APM, and the Faculty Code of Conduct were reviewed, and
Student Judicial Affairs office was also consulted for their input. The student did
not contact SFR to formalize this request, and therefore this situation was not
investigated further.

0 A student made a complaint regarding misconduct. After consulting the rules
and regulations associated with accusations of academic misconduct, and after
reviewing specifics of the case as provided, SFR concluded that they did not have
a role to play in how cases such this are examined and handled. SFR concluded
that the established and formal process for handling accusations of academic
misconduct through the Official of Student Judicial Affairs was followed. It was
apparent from the documentation received that the case was handled according
to that process and that the student’s appeal was considered carefully by the
proper authority. No further action was taken.

Reviewed and completed one official student petition (previously noted as a carry-over item
from 2006-07). A student contacted SFR and alleged that the instructors did not provide
adequate information on course expectations or feedback on the grades throughout the
quarter. As a result, the student felt that he/she was not able to gauge her progress and
perform as well as he/she could have. SFR investigated the situation and wrote
correspondence to the faculty member stating that SFR is unable to provide the additional
grade information to the student out of respect for the value of Academic Freedom, as well
as their given limited advisory role as stated in the Committee’s bylaws. The Committee
encouraged that providing detailed information to the student regarding the reasons for
his/her grade may resolve the situation at that level. Furthermore, SFR felt that the quality of
the educational experience is enhanced by providing to the students appropriate information
on course expectations.

A faculty member contacted SFR in order to obtain campus wide or systemwide
policy/procedure that outlined the proper way in which students should voice their
complaints. The faculty member was writing a student/faculty handbook for his/her
department and wanted to include the proper procedure for student complaints in order to
have consistency and transparency in the process. The underlying problem was clarified that
students were not directly confronting the faculty member with the issue or question initially,
and instead going to the advisor or department chair first. After speaking with the faculty
member and reviewing policy/procedures and SJA information, it was suggested that the best
place to set guidelines for such procedures may be at the department level. It was noted
that trying to set up global guidelines might not be the best course of action given the
diversity of experiences and settings on campus (from large freshman classes to small
graduate courses). This topic may be considered as an agenda item for a future SFR
meeting.

A faculty member contacted SFR regarding a potential violation of a basic principle of the
Student-Teacher relationship. Academic Personnel Manual 015 was reviewed, and the faculty
member was referred to follow the procedures outlined at

http://manuals.ucdavis.edu/APM/015.htm.
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= Reviewed the available Student-Faculty Relationship Committee records for information
regarding gender discrimination complaints beginning 1999 to present. No record of gender
discrimination complaints received or reviewed by the committee were found. This request
was per Student Judicial Affairs for a court request in relationship to a lawsuit.

= Reviewed and updated SFR’s Catalog Galley at:
http://lobster.ucdavis.edu/galley/files/GeneralCatalogGalleylnstructionsMemo.pdf.

Sincerely,

Raul Piedrahita, Chair

Gail Goodman (member), Lori Lubin (member) Richard Vulliet (member), Keith Buckley
(Academic Federation Representative), Mandeep Pooni (SJA Student Representative), Rick
Addante (Graduate Student Association Representative), Marcus Tang (ASUCD Representative),
Sheila Harrington (SJA ex-officio), Robert Becker (Grade Change Committee Chair, ex-officio),
and Diana Howard (Academic Senate Analyst)
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= UCDAVIS: ACADEMIC SENATE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA--(Letterhead for
Interdepartmental use) Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction
July 20, 2007
Legislative Ruling 7.07
Committee Authority Over Student Petitions and Appeals. The Committee on Elections,
Rules and Jurisdiction (CERJ) is the Divisional committee with exclusive jurisdiction to
interpret Senate legislation, and it may do so by issuing Advice or Legislative Rulings. But it
does not make findings of fact on individual student petitions or consider appeals of such
findings of fact.
The Grade Change Committee (GCC) has exclusive jurisdiction over all grade change
requests. In exercising this authority it is fully bound by the Guidelines which it is required to
issue on behalf of the Division. And it has no authority to change a grade on the basis of a
reassessment of the quality of a student’s work, even with the concurrence of the student and
the faculty member involved.
The Student-Faculty Relationships Committee (SFRC) may make appropriate
recommendations on matters relating to student-faculty relations which are not the
responsibility of other committees. But it has no authority to consider or to make
recommendations arising out of inquiries or allegations about grading irregularities of any
kind.
Bona fide appeals of committee decisions on student matters are generally referred (at the
discretion of the Secretary) to the Student Petitions Subcommittee of the Executive Council.
However, under Executive Council procedures appeals are limited to confirming that the
committee did not act in an arbitrary or capricious manner in making its determination and
that the decision was based on substantial evidence.
Background
Members of the Division have raised questions regarding the handling of student petitions
and appeals. These issues have now been raised with five Senate committees: the Committee
on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction, the Grade Change Committee, the Student-Faculty
Relationships Committee, the Committee on Privilege and Tenure, and the Student Petitions
Subcommittee of the Executive Council.
This Legislative Ruling clarifies the authority of the several committees over student
petitions (including appeals).
Discussion of Committee Jurisdiction and Authority
The Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction (CERJ) is the committee charged
To advise the Division, its officers, committees, faculties, and members in all matters of
organization, jurisdiction and interpretation of legislation of the Academic Senate and its
agencies. (DDB 71(B)(5))
CERJ also has the authority to publish binding Page 2.
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legislative rulings interpreting the Code of the Davis Division of the Academic Senate. Such
rulings shall remain in effect until modified by legislative or Regental action. (DDB
71(B)(6))

In most cases CERJ provides interpretations of legislation by rendering Advice, and formal
Advice of general applicability is published on the CERJ web site
(academicsenate.ucdavis.edu/cerj). Such Advice, while not binding, “should nevertheless be
considered authoritative” and “suggest[s] the likely outcome should...a Legislative Ruling be
requested on the issues involved.” (Systemwide Legislative Ruling 12.93B.) When a
Legislative Ruling is issued it is formally binding on the Division and its committees.
Therefore, CERJ is the Divisional committee with exclusive jurisdiction to interpret Senate
legislation, including Bylaws and Regulations dealing with the handling of student petitions
and appeals. CERJ is also authorized to resolve jurisdictional questions within the Senate.
But it does not make findings of fact on individual student petitions or consider appeals of
such findings of fact.

The Grade Change Committee (GCC) has the authority to

adjudicate grade change requests which are not unambiguously justified by the Regulations
of the Academic Senate and of the Davis Division.. (DDB 78(B))

Thus GCC has exclusive jurisdiction over all grade change requests. (Professional school
courses covered by Davis Division Regulation 549(D) are not considered in this Ruling.)
Guidelines governing the administration of grade changes are issued by GCC on behalf of the
Davis Division. They are published on a regular basis in the Class Schedule and Registration
Guide’s section on Grade Change Guidelines. The adoption of these Guidelines is mandated
by Davis Division Regulation 549(D), which states that “Approval or denial shall be
governed by working guidelines that are consistent with the provisions of Davis Division
Regulation A540.”

These Guidelines are promulgated under a specific grant of authority under Davis Division
Regulation 549(D) and thus have greater legislative authority than the usual procedural rules
which a committee might adopt under general parliamentary principles. In particular, because
the Regulation specifies that GCC decisions “shall be governed” by those Guidelines, the
Guidelines are fully binding on GCC itself. Of course, GCC may modify its Guidelines from
time to time and provide notice of these changes by appropriate publication. But if GCC were
able to ignore or waive the Guidelines on a case-by-case basis then Davis Division
Regulation 549(D) would be rendered meaningless.

Furthermore, the Guidelines note that “A grade can be changed only if a ‘clerical’ or
‘procedural’ error can be documented.” This is consistent with Divisional Regulations:

All grades except Incomplete or In Progress are final when filed by the instructor in the end-
of-term course report. The correction of clerical and procedural errors shall be governed by
guidelines established by the Davis Division and shall be under the supervision of the Davis
Division Grade Changes Committee. No change of grade may be made on the basis of
reassessment of the quality of a student’s work or, with the exception of Incomplete or In
Progress grades, the Page 3.
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completion of additional work. No term grade except Incomplete may be revised by re-
examination. (Davis Division Regulation A540(E).)
In the face of this clear prohibition in the Regulations, GCC has no authority to change a
grade on the basis of a reassessment of the quality of a student’s work, even with the
agreement of both the student and the faculty member involved and even if it were believed
that doing so would not disadvantage other students in a particular case.
The Student-Faculty Relationships Committee (SFRC) has the authority to
consider all information submitted to it, relative to student-faculty relations that are not the
responsibility of other committees, and may make comments and recommendations to the
group or individual having specific authority regarding resolution of any problems involved.
(DDB 111(B))
Thus, while SFRC has no specific decision-making authority, it has broad authority to
consider issues relating to student-faculty relations and to make appropriate
recommendations. However, because questions about grades are the responsibility of GCC,
SFRC has no authority to consider grading inquiries or to make recommendations arising
from allegation of grading irregularities, regardless of the nature of those allegations. Such
allegations are considered solely by GCC, which alone has authority to take remedial action
if procedural errors have been made.

Discussion of Appeals of Committee Decisions
Student petitions not covered explicitly by the Bylaws, including appeals of final decisions
by a standing committee, are referred to an appropriate committee at the discretion of the
Secretary as provided by Davis Division Legislative Ruling 11.05. The Secretary generally
refers bona fide appeals to the Student Petitions Subcommittee of the Executive Council,
which has been established for this purpose.
The Executive Council may establish policies and procedures for the operation of this
subcommittee. On January 17, 2006 the Executive Council approved the following criteria
for the evaluation of student appeals:
The role of the Student Petitions Subcommittee in reviewing a student petition appealing the
action of a standing committee is to assure that the standing committee did not act in an
arbitrary or capricious manner in making its determination and that the decision of the
standing committee is based on substantial evidence. The Student Petitions subcommittee
does not believe that it should substitute its judgment on the substantive merits of the petition
for the judgment of the reviewing committee that is more directly informed of the facts and
issues of the case, and to which Senate bylaws assign primary responsibility in the matter.
(December 7, 2005 Report of the Student Petitions Subcommittee of the Executive Council,
unanimously endorsed by the Executive Council per the Approved Minutes of its January 17,
2006 meeting.)
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June 24, 2008

To: Members of the Academic Senate
Members of the Academic Federation

RE: Confidentiality Waivers

The Davis Division of the Academic Senate, Davis Division of the Academic Federation, and the Office of
Student Judicial Affairs encourage you to consider obtaining written authorization from students prior to
releasing personal information about them by having the student fill out and sign an “Authorization for
Disclosure of Information from Student Records for Letter of Recommendation or Reference” form. These
can be downloaded at:_http://manuals.ucdavis.edu/PPM/320/320-21d.pdf. This form was created in
response to faculty desiring additional legal protection when providing recommendations or references for
students. Additional information on the relevant privacy and legal issues is available at
http://manuals.ucdavis.edu/PPM/320/320-21.htm.

FERPA (the Federal Educational Rights Privacy Act) requires that a student provide written consent before
most information concerning them contained in a University record can be disclosed to an outside party.
However, personal knowledge is not subject to FERPA, and its disclosure is therefore not prohibited by
FERPA, even if it also happens to be recorded. As the origin of a faculty member’s knowledge of a student
is not always easy to determine, faculty members are encouraged to obtain this written consent by means of
the referenced authorization form. Campus Counsel advises that the risk of legal vulnerability for faculty
members who do not obtain the signed waiver forms is low due to the low chance of a legal challenge (the
student has, after all, requested the letter of recommendation). Campus Counsel is not aware of any
lawsuits having ever been filed against the University involving a claim of an unauthorized letter of
recommendation. However, in the event there is a dispute over whether the student authorized a letter,
there are potential civil penalties and invasion of privacy liability under state laws. In any event, if a
faculty member was sued in a situation where s/he did not utilize the form, Campus Counsel advises that as
long as the faculty member was acting within the course and scope of his or her position, s/he would be
fully defended by the University.

If you have questions, or need additional information, please contact the Office of Student Judicial Affairs
or visit their website at: http://sja.ucdavis.edu/.

Raul Piedrahita, Chair
Student-Faculty Relationships Committee

Jeanne Wilson, Director
Student Judicial Affairs

Linda Bisson, Chair
Academic Senate

Catherine VandeVoort, Chair
Academic Federation
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Annual Report: Academic Year 2007-08
Davis Division: Academic Senate

Undergraduate Council

Total Meetings: 12 Meeting frequency: Average hours of
Meetings are scheduled committee work each
once or twice a month week: Chair can expect
during each quarter. to put in 4-5 hours/week;

committee members no
more than 1 per week.

Total Proposals Reviewed: @ Total projects deferred from = Total projects

40

the previous year: None. deferred/continued to the
coming academic year: 2
(Special Review and D-1
Athletics Report)

Listing of bylaw changes proposed: None.

Listing of committee policies established or revised: None.

Issues considered by the committee:

Proposed Policy: Involuntary Psychiatric Hold Withdrawal

UC Dauvis Athletics D-1 Baseline Report

UC Davis Wrestling Team — Lost Scholarships

Calendar Proposal 2011-2016

COC Proposal to Amend UGC Bylaw Language

Special Review: CLAS

CA&ES Program Reviews

EAP Proposal to Establish a New Leave Policy

Proposed Revisions to UC On-Campus Credit Card Marketing Policy

10 Design Program Laptop Requirement Proposal

11.Information Technology Guidance Committee Report: Creating a UC
Cyberinfrastructure

12.CERJ Ruling: Defining “Passing Quality” with Respect to the Assignment
of Incompletes

13. College of Engineering Proposal to Rename Electrical
Engineering/Materials Science Major to Electronic Materials Engineering

14. CCGA/UCEP/ITTP: Dialectic Paper on Remote Online Instruction

15. GE Proposal Writing Changes

16. GE Proposal Diversity Requirement Changes

17.CA&ES Proposal to Rename Animal Science and Management Major to
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10.16.08 RA Meeting
Page 165 of 202



Animal Science and Enterprise Management

18.GE Proposal Comments (LAWR, ASUCD, CA&ES Executive Committee,
History, Economics, Statistics, CBS, Geology, and Art)

19. Construction Engineering and Management Minor

20.WASC — Campus Planning and Improved Coordination

21.Winter (2010/2011) Rescheduling Proposal

22.UC Undergraduate Mission Statement

23.Amendment to SR750 and APM 410: Role of Graduate Students in
Instruction

24.Education Abroad Center (EAC) Name Change Proposal

25.BOARS Proposal: Proposal to Reform UC’s Freshman Eligibility Policy

26.School of Nursing Proposal

27.WASC Information: UC Berkeley final report and UC Davis WASC web
site.

28.PPM 280-20: Voluntary Student Fees and Voluntary Campus-Based
Student Fees

29.PPM 280-15: Campus Student Fees & Elections and Compulsory
Campus-Based Student Fees and Referendum Elections

30.Proposed Repeal of SR458

31.Bodega Marine Lab 10 year ORU Review

32.Middle East/South Asian Studies Major Proposal

33.UC Transfer Preparatory Paths

34.Academic Council C-ID Request for Faculty Discipline Groups: Course
Identification Project

35. Reconstitution of New Major: Environmental Science and Management

36.CA&ES Major Name Change Request: Agricultural Management and
Rangeland Resources to Ecological Management and Restoration

37.CA&ES Major Name Change Request: Crop Science and Management to
Plant Sciences

38.Proposal to Amend SR636: Writing Class Size Cap and Elimination of
Certain Names of Tests

39.UCEP Reports

40.Proposed State Legislation Regarding Students Placed on Psychiatric
Hold

Recommended procedural or policy changes for the coming year: N/A

Committee’s narrative:

The Chair of the Undergraduate Council attends the Provost/Senate Chairs
meetings, and the Senate Executive Council meetings. Keith Williams served as
the Chair of the University of California Educational Policy committee during the
2007-2008 academic year and attended UGC meetings when available to update
the committee on systemwide issues pertaining to undergraduate education on
UC campuses. The UCEP representatives during the 2007-2008 academic year
were Linda Egan and Alessa Johns. They rotated and regularly attended the
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University of California Educational Policy meetings in Oakland. Matthew Bishop
served as the representative from the Undergraduate Council on the Campus
Council for Information Technology (CCFIT).

The Undergraduate Council dealt with a number of issues of great importance to
the campus during the 2007-2008 academic year. One of the most important
issues was revision of the General Education Requirements on campus, in
accordance with recommendations of the General Education Task Force
convened by Dan Simmons in 2005. Please see below for a summary of the
approved General Education Revision proposal.

Report of the Task Force on General Education

The Report of the GE Task Force was unanimously approved by the
Undergraduate Council. This task force was charged with thoroughly examining
and restructuring the UC Davis General Education (GE) program. The Task
Force developed a specific proposal for a new GE program for the campus. This
proposal was discussed with the GE committee and the Undergraduate Council.
It was formally proposed to the Undergraduate Council in June 2007. The
proposal was voted on and approved by the Representative Assembly of the
Davis Division, Academic Senate at the June 2008 meeting. While developing
the proposal, the Task Force facilitated campus-wide input and acceptance
through appropriate outreach and ensured administrative commitment of the
resources needed to implement the proposal. The task force used the following
principles and objectives while developing the proposal:

GE objectives within the mission of UC Davis as a public university:

« Educate students to become thoughtful, civically engaged participants of
society.

e Equip students to consider matters requiring a critical understanding of
science, history, social relations, and global forces, among other things.

« Communicate ideas effectively through written, spoken and visual means.

e Understand that ideas have consequences and that we all have the
responsibility to consider those consequences.

« Develop a cosmopolitan rather than a parochial view of the world.

General Education Web Site

During the 2007-2008 academic year, the UGC analyst worked extensively with
the Academic Senate programmer to design and implement a web site devoted
to General Education. This web site was designed in conjunction with the
proposal to revise the General Education requirement on the UC Davis campus.
This was a large project that involved meeting with several committees, individual
faculty members, and members of the administration. The UGC analyst worked
with the programmer on designing the web site so the information would be
easily accessible. An open forum and feedback/comment feature was also
added to the GE web site so individual faculty, staff, and students could submit
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comments and feedback on the GE proposal. The web site went through several
revisions, but overall faculty appreciated the web site because all the information
on the general education revision was contained in one place. | think the
creation of the web site really assisted with educating faculty on the GE proposal
and revision and eventually led to the proposal being approved by the
Representative Assembly in June 2008 for implementation in Fall 2010. All
information pertaining to the General Education revision can be found at:
http://ge.ucdavis.edu.

Final General Education Proposal — approved by the Davis
Division Representative Assembly June 2008:

Revised General Education Requirement
June 2008

The General Education (GE) requirement reflects the faculty’s image of “the well-
educated person.” All students have the opportunity to develop expertise in depth in their
majors, minors, or a combination of these. The GE requirement adds to that depth a
breadth of knowledge and experiences represented by coursework outside of the area of
the student’s major. The GE requirement also trains the student in four core “literacies”
that the faculty considers crucial for success in one’s profession but also crucial to
thoughtful, engaged participation in the community, nation, and world.

The GE requirement has two components: Topical Breadth, and Core Literacies.

The GE requirement is defined in terms of units, not courses. The units of every course at
UCD (with very few exceptions) are assigned to one of the three Topical Breadth Areas
or are certified as interdisciplinary. Unless otherwise restricted, every course unit that a
student takes, including courses for major and minor requirements, will be counted
toward the required minimum number of units in each Topical Breadth Area. In the case
of a course that has been certified as interdisciplinary, a student may count the units of
the course in only one of the areas in which it has been certified.

With the exception of units used to satisfy the English Composition element (1a) of the
four Core Literacies (see below), units approved for a Core Literacy will be accepted
toward satisfaction of the appropriate Topical Breadth component. However, units may
be counted toward satisfaction of only one Core Literacy.

Students may take courses P/NP to fulfill their GE requirements, up to the limits set by
college and campus regulations. Students may not present Advanced Placement or
International Baccalaureate credit in satisfaction of GE requirements.

A. Topical Breadth Component ..o 52 units
o Arts and Humanities ..........cooooiiiiiiiiiiii e 12-20
e Science and ENgineering ..........c.oovviiviiiiiiinnnnnnn. 12-20
e Social SCIENCES .......vvviviieiiiiiie e eennn 12220
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B. Core Literacies COmMpPOoNeNnt ..........oceiiiieiiiin i iiieiieeeeeeeen 35 units
1. Literacy with Wordsand Images . .............. at least 20 units
The ability to form, organize, and communicate
one’s ideas is at the center of the faculty’s notion of
what it means to be an educated person. The
objective of this core literacy is to help create
graduates who can communicate their ideas
effectively in written, oral, and visual forms. The
requirement also seeks to enhance students’ critical
judgment of oral, written, and visual messages
created by others.

a. English Composition (8 units)
(College of A&ES, College of L&S, College of
Biological Sciences, College of Engineering)

b. Writing experience coursework in the
student’s major or elsewhere (at least 6
units)

Writing experience coursework provides
students instruction on how to communicate
ideas in the subject matter of a course. Students
write in appropriate forms under the guidance
of faculty and graduate students. The
opportunity to improve writing after having
received careful commentary is crucial to this
requirement.

c. Oral skills coursework or additional
writing experience coursework (at least 3
units)
The skills involved in the effective
communication of ideas through oral
presentation build on and strengthen the critical
thinking skills exercised through writing. As an
alternative to developing oral communication
skills, the student may take additional
coursework certified as writing experience (see
requirement b).

d. Visual literacy coursework (at least 3 units)
The objective of this requirement is to provide
graduates with the analytical skills they need to
understand how still and moving images, art
and architecture, illustrations accompanying
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written text, graphs and charts, and other visual
embodiments of ideas inform and persuade
people. Coursework may stress the skills
needed to communicate through visual means
as well as the analytical skills needed to be a
thoughtful consumer of visual messages.

NOTE: A student must have completed the Entry Level Writing Requirement
(formerly known as the Subject A requirement) before receiving credit for
coursework satisfying requirements a, b, and c.

2. Civicand Cultural Literacy .. .................. at least 9 units
The objective of this core literacy is to prepare
people for thoughtful, active participation in civic
society. Such graduates think analytically about
American institutions and social relations,
understand the diversity of American cultures, and
see the relationships between the national and local
cultures and the world.

a. American Cultures, Governance, and History
(at least 6 units, of which at least 3 units must
be in a course certified as focusing on issues
of domestic diversity)

The objective is to create graduates who have an
understanding and appreciation of the social and
cultural diversity of the United States and of the
relationships between these diverse cultures and
larger patterns of national history and institutions.
Such graduates are able to bring historical
understanding and analytical skills to their
participation in the civic spheres of

society and are able to think analytically about the
nature of citizenship, government, and social relations
in the United States.

b. World Cultures (at least 3 units)
The objective is to create graduates with a global
perspective, graduates who can live comfortably and
productively in a world where communication
technologies, economic relationships, and the flow of
people across national borders increasingly challenge
national identities and create transnational cultures.
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Students can satisfy this requirement through
coursework or through certified study abroad.

3. Quantitative Literacy . .. ............. .. ..., at least 3 units
The objective is to create graduates who understand
quantitative reasoning and who are capable of
evaluating claims and knowledge generated through
quantitative methods.

4. ScientificLiteracy .. .......... . o i at least 3 units
The objective is to create graduates who understand the
fundamental ways scientists approach problems and generate
new knowledge, and who understand how scientific
findings relate to other disciplines and to public policy.

10.16.08 RA Meeting
Page 171 of 202



Final General Education Requlations — approved by the
Davis Division Representative Assembly June 2008:

PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION REGULATIONS 522-524:
General Education Requirement

Submitted by the Undergraduate Council.

Rationale: The General Education (GE) requirement is designed to deliver a broad
education to all undergraduates. This is the only requirement imposed by UC Davis on all
students earning bachelor’s degrees in 104 majors in four different colleges. The campus-
wide scope of the UC Davis GE requirement is unique within the UC system; the GE
Committee and GE Task Force affirmed that this approach be continued in order to
preserve one of the core strengths of undergraduate education at UCD.

The current GE requirement was approved in 1996. Over time, faculty realized that it
needed to be strengthened in several respects and made more international in scope. In
response to these needs, the revision: increases flexibility in implementation of the GE
requirement for students in unit-heavy majors; increases the emphasis on building writing
skills as a component of critical thinking; adds training in quantitative and scientific
reasoning; and, emphasizes examination of social and cultural diversity in both domestic
and international settings. Moreover, the external review team for UC Davis noted in its
2003 accreditation report that the current GE requirement, which can be fulfilled with as
few as 18-24 units of coursework, falls far short of the minimum 67.5 quarter units
recommended to balance breadth with depth in a university undergraduate education. UC
Davis must respond to this criticism in an interim report and during the next review.
Aside from its many other benefits, accreditation is essential for our students to receive
federal financial aid.

Nearly 4 years of effort by the GE committee and the GE Task Force generated a revised
GE requirement designed for the common good of all undergraduates. The revision is
carefully balanced to meet the goals outlined below and to enable completion within 4
years. The first version was sent to all faculty in February 2007; the plan has been revised
three times in response to feedback provided in many venues. Seats are available in
appropriate courses. Setting Fall 2010 as the implementation date allows time to make the
necessary changes in course designations and to educate faculty and staff advisors about
the revised program.

Within the mission of UC Davis as a public university, the objectives of the GE
requirement are to educate students to:

e become thoughtful, civically engaged participants of society;

e learn the information and thinking skills to consider matters requiring a critical
understanding of science, history and governance, social relations, and global
forces;

e communicate ideas effectively through written, spoken and visual means;

¢ understand that ideas have consequences and that we all have the responsibility
to consider those consequences; and

10.16.08 RA Meeting
Page 172 of 202



e develop a cosmopolitan view of the world.

°
Incorporation of the College English requirements emphasizes the importance of learning
to write well. Colleges retain the ability to specify how the 8 unit requirement is met.
Students must take courses in all areas of three topical breadth and courses required by
their majors may be used for GE credit. This eliminates the need to classify each major in
a topical breadth area. In fact, many majors require an interdisciplinary spectrum of
courses. The number of topical breadth GE courses is greatly increased because most
undergraduate courses will be assigned to a topical breadth area.

The revised GE requirement integrates training in essential skills and core literacies into
courses in topical breadth. Literacy with words and images, civic and cultural literacy,
quantitative literacy, and scientific literacy are crucial for a sound education and success
in one’s profession as well as for a thoughtful, engaged citizenship in the community,
nation and world.

Writing strengthens a student’s ability to think clearly and communicate effectively. The
proposed writing experience requirement defines pedagogically effective writing both in
terms of the context of the writing and a framework for effective learning. Process is
emphasized over the total amount of writing. Feedback and the opportunity to revise part
of the writing are essential and are specified in the new requirement, formalizing the
policy implemented in 2000 by the Committee on Courses of Instruction. Effective
presentation of one’s own ideas is strengthened by the requirements for courses in oral
literacy and visual literacy.

As well as learning about the history and governance of the United States, students need
to think critically about issues arising in multicultural societies that are increasingly
interconnected across national boundaries. The revision therefore incorporates socio-
cultural diversity into Civic and Cultural Literacy. Issues of domestic diversity are
considered as one part of the requirement in American Cultures, Governance and History.
In addition, socio-cultural diversity is embedded in the World Cultures requirement.

A course in quantitative reasoning and a course in scientific literacy are included because
both are essential to understand and evaluate information and new knowledge at the heart
of major public policy debates and decision-making.

Conversion to a unit-based requirement allows 1-2 unit courses such as Freshman
Seminars to qualify for GE credit. These are ideal settings for intellectual discourse and
developing written and oral literacy skills. This increases GE opportunities in small
classes for all students. The change will also let the GE program work better for students
whose majors have heavy unit loads.

Allowing students to elect P/NP grading for GE courses encourages them to explore
beyond their known academic strengths and acquire a truly general education without
undue concern about the impact on GPA. Note that a P grade imposes a higher standard
than earning a D- or above, which does accrue GE credit.
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Additional detailed information about the revised GE requirement, the rationale
underlying the proposed changes, and documents describing criteria for certification of
individual courses can be found at http://ge.ucdavis.edu.

Proposed Revision: It is proposed that Davis Division Regulations 522 (Baccalaureate
Degree Requirement in General Education), 523 (Substitution of Course Sequences and
Clusters in the General Education Requirement), and 524 (Assignment of Majors to
General Education Areas) be repealed (see below) and that the following new
Regulations 522 and 523 be adopted, to be effective September 1, 2010.

Regulation 522. Baccalaureate Degree Requirement in General Education.

(A)  Each candidate for a baccalaureate degree shall satisfy a General Education
requirement comprising two components: Topical Breadth and Core Literacies.

1) The Topical Breadth component shall be separated into three subject
matter areas: Arts and Humanities; Science and Engineering; and Social
Sciences.

(2) The Core Literacies component shall have four parts: Literacy with Words
and Images; Civic and Cultural Literacy; Quantitative Literacy; and
Scientific Literacy.

(B)  The Topical Breadth component shall be satisfied by passing between 12 and 20
units of courses in each subject matter area, for a total of 52 units from all three
areas.

(C)  The Core Literacies component shall be satisfied by passing at least the specified
number of units of coursework in the following four parts:

(1) Literacy with Words and Images shall be satisfied with:

= 8 units or the equivalent of English Composition coursework (as
specified by the candidate’s college);

= 6 units of designated writing experience coursework in the
candidate’s major or elsewhere;

= 3 units of additional designated coursework in either oral skills or
writing experience; and

= 3 units of designated coursework in visual literacy.
2 Civic and Cultural Literacy shall be satisfied with

= 6 units of designated coursework in American cultures, governance
and history, of which at least 3 units must be in domestic diversity;
and
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(D)

(3)

(4)

= 3 units of designated coursework in world cultures.

Quantitative Literacy shall be satisfied with 3 units of designated
coursework in quantitative literacy.

Scientific Literacy shall be satisfied with 3 units of designated coursework
in scientific literacy.

In satisfying the General Education requirement:

1)

(2)

©)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Course units that satisfy requirements in the candidate’s major or majors
may also be counted toward satisfaction of General Education
requirements.

While some courses may be certified in more than one of the three subject
matter areas for Topical Breadth, no student may count a given course in
more than one subject matter area.

No course may be counted by a student toward the satisfaction of more
than one of the four Core Literacies.

With the exception of the 8 units of designated English Composition
coursework, a course offered toward the satisfaction of the Core Literacies
component may also be offered in satisfaction of the Topical Breadth
component.

No course passed prior to satisfaction of the Entry Level Writing
Requirement shall be offered toward satisfaction of the General Education
requirements for writing experience coursework.

Candidates may not present Advanced Placement or International
Baccalaureate credit in satisfaction of General Education requirements.

Transfer students who have successfully completed the Intersegmental
General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) are exempt from all
General Education requirements.

Students transferring to UC Davis who have not completed the IGETC
curriculum shall satisfy all General Education requirements as specified
by this Regulation, but may offer previously completed coursework
toward their satisfaction. The Committee on Courses of Instruction may
delegate to the Deans of the undergraduate colleges the authority to
determine the suitability of previously completed coursework for
satisfying General Education requirements.

Subject to the limits otherwise applicable, candidates may elect
Passed/Not Passed grading for courses fulfilling General Education
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requirements.

Regulation 523. Criteria for General Education Certification.

(A)

(B)

(©)

Any undergraduate course carrying credit toward graduation is eligible for
assignment to a Topical Breadth area if it takes a critical, analytical perspective on
knowledge, considering how knowledge has been acquired, and the assumptions,
theories, or paradigms that guide its interpretation. Where appropriate, a course
may be assigned to more than one Topical Breadth area, and most courses are
expected to be assigned to one or more areas.

The criteria for the English Composition requirement shall be specified by the
several undergraduate colleges, subject only to the condition that no fewer than 8
units or the equivalent shall be required.

The Committee on General Education’s criteria governing certification of courses
for the Core Literacies component of General Education shall be consonant with
the following:

(1) A course providing Writing Experience promotes the student’s ability to
think clearly and communicate effectively about the course material
through guided writing assignments completed in stages. Guidance may
take the form of class discussions, peer feedback, individual or small
group conferences, or written (including online) feedback. Students must
be given feedback designed to promote improvement in writing in the
course. Feedback may occur in the context of one or more successive,
refined submissions of a single assignment, or over a series of multiple
assignments. Students receive the current version of the handout on
plagiarism from Student Judicial Affairs. Grading criteria are articulated in
advance of the due date. The writing is evaluated for content, clarity,
organization, and logic. A 1 unit course requires a minimum of 5 pages of
writing; a course of 2 or more units requires a minimum of 10 pages,
possibly in a series of staged tasks or shorter assignments. Approval may
be sought for shorter assignments that total fewer than 5 or 10 pages when
they are appropriate and clearly justified.

(2)  Acourse in Oral Skills strengthens a student’s ability to understand and
orally communicate ideas while using critical thinking.

3) A course in Visual Literacy improves a student’s ability to understand
ideas presented visually and to communicate knowledge and ideas by
visual means.

4) A course in American Cultures, Governance and History provides an
understanding of the historical processes, institutional structures, and core
analytic skills necessary to think critically about the nature of citizenship,
government and social relations in the United States.

() A course in Domestic Diversity provides an understanding of issues
such as race, ethnicity, social class, gender, sexuality, and religion within

10.16.08 RA Meeting
Page 176 of 202



(D)

()

(6)

(7)

the United States, and develops the student’s ability to think critically
about diverse socio-cultural perspectives.

A course in World Cultures combines the historical and social context
with the core analytic skills necessary to understand and adopt a critical
perspective on society, politics and/or culture in one or more cultures
outside the United States.

A course in Quantitative Literacy develops a student’s ability to reason
quantitatively and to evaluate quantitative arguments encountered in
everyday life.

A course in Scientific Literacy instructs students in the fundamental ways
scientists use experimentation and analysis to approach problems and
generate new knowledge, and presents the ways scientific findings relate
to other disciplines and to public policy.

In extraordinary circumstances, for example, for majors subject to external
accreditation, the General Education Committee may certify that the fulfillment of
the major requirements meets specified parts of the General Education
requirement. The major requirements must include courses that fulfill the
objectives of the relevant parts of the General Education requirement.

Existing General Education Regulations that would be repealed under this
proposal:
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Other important UGC Business Items Reviewed
During 2007-08:

Proposal to Reform the University of California’s Freshman Eligibility Policy

The Undergraduate Council was asked to evaluate a systemwide proposal, put
forward by the Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools (BOARS), to
reform the eligibility of freshman for review and admission to the University of
California. In so doing, the Undergraduate Council had a thorough and
enlightening discussion, a discussion that may have raised as many questions as
may have been answered. The Undergraduate Council is concerned about the
lowering of eligibility standards without a concomitant increase in the support for
remedial education programs. At present, these programs are struggling to meet
demand. Realizing that BOARS was not asked to evaluate the larger role of the
University of California in the Master Plan, the Undergraduate Council
nevertheless hoped for a more comprehensive plan; a plan to address the desire
for increased student diversity without diminishing perceptions of academic
quality.

A key element for implementing the proposal, the revision of Comprehensive
Review, receives only a brief outline, with reference to vague concepts like
“overall college readiness” and a desire to “discourage the rigid weighting of test
scores”. The Undergraduate Council recognizes it is easy to be critical. But we
are being asked to evaluate a key component of University admissions which, on
the surface, appears to lower academic standards so as to increase the number
of individuals eligible for Comprehensive Review. Following that, the proposal
goes on to offer only a weak description of the implementation of that
Comprehensive Review.

Again, BOARS and the Undergraduate Council agree on the importance of the
larger issue: providing a high quality education in a publicly supported institution.
But the present proposal, built upon a lowering of standards, does little to ignite
much enthusiasm in the Undergraduate Council.

Proposal to Amend UGC Bylaw Language: Request from COC

The Undergraduate Council was asked to evaluate an amendment to Davis
Division By-Law 121 in a search for consistency with Davis Division By-Law 80.
The former concerns the appointment of subcommittees to the Undergraduate
Council, legislation similar to the latter by-law that refers to the Graduate Council.
The Undergraduate Council can certainly understand the thinking behind this
request for amended legislation. Consistency is certainly a worthy goal. However,
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after considerable discussion, the Undergraduate Council was not enthusiastic
about the suggested change.

The principal cause for concern was placing the responsibility for building the
subcommittees of the Undergraduate Council into the hands of one individual;
that individual being the Chair of the Undergraduate Council. One can either
interpret that as an onerous assignment for an individual that already has a
variety of other responsibilities, or as providing too narrow a perspective on
potential members of the subcommittees. Both points were raised in our
discussion.

At the same time, the membership of the Undergraduate Council is mindful that
this is also a considerable task for the members of the Committee on
Committees. Accordingly, the Undergraduate Council looks forward to a
continuing discussion of this topic, in concert with the Committee on Rules and
Jurisdiction. Perhaps legislation can be crafted that has the chair of the
Undergraduate Council work in concert with members of the Committee on
Committees to share workload and to insure that a wide sampling of senate
faculty are appointed as members of these important subcommittees.

UC Davis D-1 Athletics Report (additional information currently pending from SARI)
At the time our campus moved to Division | of the National Collegiate Athletic
Association, the Academic Senate believed it was necessary to monitor the
academic performance of our student athletes. As you know, Davis has a long
tradition of emphasizing the “student” in the expression student athlete. Our
wrestling team was recently listed among teams in California that have lost
scholarships due to poor academic performance. Given this unfortunate event,
the Undergraduate Council would like the final report to include a presentation of
mean cumulative grade point average, average units completed per quarter and
fraction of students subject to dismissal by team. The Council is aware that this
may not be possible in all cases given issues of sample size for some of the
smaller teams. As such, we rely on the good judgment of the SARI staff to
evaluate the extent that such tables are meaningful and within the bounds of
privacy issues. Our intent should be obvious; we would simply like to stay
“ahead of the curve” where possible, to insure that the troubles in one program
are not the first of several others.

Design Program Laptop Proposal

The Undergraduate Council was asked to address a request from the Design
program in Humanities Arts and Cultural Studies (HArCS), a division of the
College of Letters and Sciences, to consider requiring students of this major to
purchase major-specific and major-appropriate laptop computers and software.
Our catalog states: “every entering undergraduate is expected to own a computer
that meets certain minimum performance standards”. However, these minimum
standards are not sufficient for students in Design, hence the request from the
program to consider a change in requirements for students of this major.
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The request is not one taken lightly. As the Director of the Design program
outlines, this program does not have sufficient funds to equip (both hardware and
software) the laboratories necessary to adequately train undergraduates in
Design. However, the Undergraduate Council did not agree with the request,
finding that such a requirement would be an onerous financial burden to a
majority of the students in the major. In addition, the Undergraduate Council was
concerned with the enrolliment of non-Design majors in Design classes; would
these students also be required to purchase more expensive laptop computers
and software? Moreover, the Undergraduate Council felt that this request, if
approved, would lead to a series of other majors with similar proposals for
shifting more educational to students.

Finally, the Undergraduate Council realizes that this issue will not “go away” with
the denial of this request. The Design major is trying, as we all are, to manage a
compromise between academic rigor and the increasing expense of providing
what we believe is a University of California standard for a Bachelor’s degree.
We hope in the short-term that the challenges confronting Design can be met by
the steady progress of the marketplace in producing more powerful computers in
concert with a declining price. However, the challenge facing other majors may
not have the possibility of such a passive solution.

Middle East/South Asian Studies Major Proposal

The council voted unanimously to approve the establishment of this new major.
However, the Undergraduate Council respectfully submits an additional
suggestion to future members of the Undergraduate Instruction and Program
Review Committee. Members of the Undergraduate Council were concerned
that the present major lacks sufficient attention to history, and especially to the
rich ancient history of this geopolitical region; we suffer from a scarcity of
coursework and faculty in this subject at the University of California, Davis. The
campus has plans to expand the hiring of faculty with such expertise, and we
look for future Program Reviews of this major to evaluate integration of this
material into the major. The Undergraduate Council suggests that when the
Undergraduate Instruction and Program Review Committee undertakes the first
major review of any newly established major, the review committee be informed
of any relevant deliberations of other Senate committees.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas Famula, Chair
Alessa Johns, Vice Chair
Matthew Bishop
Elizabeth Constable
Christiana Drake

Linda Egan

Philip Kass

Richard Levin
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Krishnan Nambiar

Dan Potter

Kathryn Radke

Alan Stemler

Matthew Traxler

Cynthia Bates (Academic Federation Rep)
Deanna Johnson (Academic Federation Rep)
Joemar Clemente (ASUCD Rep)

Christine Pham (ASUCD Rep)

Keith Williams (Guest — UCEP Chair)

Patricia Turner (Ex-Officio — Vice Provost for Undergraduate Studies)
Frank Wada (Ex-Officio — University Registrar)
Kimberly Pulliam, Analyst
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Annual Report: Academic Year 2007-2008
Davis Division: Academic Senate

Committee on Preparatory Education

Total Meetings: 1 Meeting frequency: Upon Average hours of committee
demand. work each week: No weekly
requirement. Committee
hours dependent on issues

that arise.
Total issues reviewed: 1 Total of reviewed issues Total requests to review
deferred from the previous issues deferred to the coming
year: None academic year: None

Listing of bylaw changes proposed: None.
Listing of committee policies established or revised: None.

Issues considered by the committee: Board of Admissions and Relations with
Schools (BOARS) UC Freshman Eligibility Reform Proposal

Recommended procedural or policy changes for the coming year: None

Committee’s narrative:

The Special Academic Programs committee met one time, on November 14, to
discuss the BOARS proposal. This was at the request of UC’s Academic Council
for systemwide Senate review. The proposal is to establish UC freshman
eligibility on the basis of a complete review of each applicant’s qualifications, a
replacement for long-standing eligibility policy based on GPA/test scores.

After discussion, two committee members voted for the report and two voted
against it. Two members did not attend nor did they vote. The results were
provided to the Academic Chair in a written memo.

In summary, those supporting the BOARS proposal thought it would provide a
wider pool of applicants without lowering academic standards, resulting in a
stronger student body that better encompasses under-represented minorities.
The BOARS proposal calls for continued academic rigor in the review, with
increased attention to each student’s distinctive achievements and to factors
individual to the student, such as hardships encountered and overcome, or the
limitations of the schools the student attended.
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Those opposing the BOARS proposal thought it would result in the exclusion of
students who would have gained admission under the GPA/test score criteria,
even though objective measurement would demonstrate strong academic
records with likely success at the university level. They agreed that the proposal
would provide a wider pool of applicants: however they thought the pool would be
weaker. Flexibility is already included in the admissions system in the form of
“admission by exception” and “eligibility in a local context.”

Respectfully submitted,

Richard Levin, Chair

John Bolander

Alyson Mitchell

Jon Rossini

Roman Vershynin

Katherine Gibbs, Academic Federation Representative
Garrett Toy, ASUCD Representative

Nancy Kilpatrick, Analyst, Academic Senate Office
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Annual Report: Academic Year 2007-2008
Davis Division: Academic Senate

Committee on Special Academic

Programs
Total Meetings 0 Meeting frequency NA Average hours of committee
work each week NA
Total Issues Reviewed: 1 Total of reviewed issues Total issues deferred to the
deferred from the previous coming academic year: 0
year: 0

Listing of bylaw changes proposed: None

Listing of committee policies established or revised: None

Issues considered by the committee : Please see narrative below.

Recommended procedural or policy changes for the coming year: None

Committee’s narrative:

During the 2007-2008 year, the Special Academic Programs Committee
did not meet in person. All communications were through email. There
were no issues involving the special academic programs on the campus.
The only issue that we considered was trying to create a full time staff
position responsible for helping our undergraduate students prepare well
to be competitive in applying for prestigious national and international
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scholarships. At present this task is handled by Ms. Carrie Devine whose
main job is Honors Counselor with Davis Honors Challenge. We felt that
it takes quite a few years of coaching and guidance to make students
competitive. Procuring such awards would also enhance our visibility
and our recruitment efforts. At all other major institutions there is

at least one full time person helping students in this capacity. The

SAP Committee unanimously made this recommendation through the
Undergraduate Council to the Provost for Undergraduate Studies Prof.
Patricia Turner. The Undergraduate Council felt that this was a good
idea. However, due to current budgetary constraints, the implementation
has to wait for better financial times.

Respectfully submitted,

Krishnan Nambiar, Chair

Jerold Last

Ning Pan

Brenda Schildgen

Diana Strazdes

Mark Van Horn, Academic Federation Representative
Nancy Kilpatrick, Academic Senate Analyst

10.16.08 RA Meeting
Page 187 of 202



Annual Report: Academic Year 2007-2008
Davis Division: Academic Senate

Committee on Undergraduate Instruction and Program Review

Total Meetings 4 Meeting frequency Twice in Average hours of committee
fall quarter; twice in spring work each week
quarter
Total of Six Undergraduate Total of O deferred from the Total of 2 deferred to the
Programs Reviewed previous year coming academic year

(courses, proposals, cases, etc.)

Listing of bylaw changes proposed:
None.

Listing of committee policies established or revised:
None.

Issues considered by the committee
Program clusters for undergraduate program reviews; timing of undergraduate
program reviews, format of college review committee reports

Recommended procedural or policy changes for the coming year:
None.

Committee’s narrative:

The committee completed reports on reviews of six undergraduate teaching programs in
the College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, specifically the majors in Animal
Biology (ABI), Community and Regional Development (CRD), Entomology (ENT), Fiber
and Polymer Science (FPS), Textiles and Clothing (TXC), and Wildlife, Fish, and
Conservation Biology (WFC). Each program was assigned to one primary and one
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secondary reviewer. For each of these programs, these two committee members
reviewed the following materials: the self-review by the home department of the
program, the report on the program by the College’s Undergraduate Program Review
Committee, and the responses from the department chair and/or master adviser, the
Dean, and the College Executive Committee. For each program, the reviewers prepared
a report providing a summary of the program’s major strengths and weaknesses and our
recommendations on how to address the latter. The reports were then posted for review
by all members of the committee, discussed at one of our meetings, and further edited
as necessary. The final reports were then forwarded to the Undergraduate Council and
were discussed at the UGC meeting on May 2.

These were the last majors to be reviewed under the old program review process.
Review of the programs in Cluster 1 of the new process, originally scheduled for spring
guarter, 2008, was deferred to the 2008-2009 academic year because only the college
of Biological Sciences had completed its Cluster 1 reviews (2 programs: Microbiology
and Plant Biology) by the end of spring quarter, 2008, and the committee members were
unanimous in feeling that it was best to conduct the Cluster 1 reviews for all three
colleges at the same time. It is therefore anticipated that the program reviews for both
Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 will be completed during the 2008-2009 academic year.

Respectfully submitted,

Daniel Potter, Chair

Arnold Bloom

Michele Igo

Kyu Hyun Kim

Timothy Patten

Ronald Phillips

Aaron David Smith

Carole L. Hom, AF Representative
Baryo Dee ASUCD Representative
Jon Wagner, Ex-Officio

Nancy Kilpatrick, Academic Senate Analyst
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COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE SCHOLARSHIPS, HONORS & PRIZES
2007-2008 ANNUAL REPORT

TO: The Representative Assembly of the Davis Division of the Academic Senate

The Committee first met on October 29, 2007 during the Fall Quarter to organize for the year. At
this meeting, committee members reviewed the 2006-2007 Annual Report and the calendar for
2007-2008. They were also given a presentation/demonstration of the online scholarship
application. Additionally, Committee members signed up to participate on the University
Medallist Sub-Committee and volunteered to host a Bonnheim Scholar event.

For the 2008-2009 academic year, 48,818 students applied for undergraduate admission: 8,199
new transfers and 40,619 new freshmen. The Committee does not evaluate all freshmen and
transfer applicants to the University. Only eligible EOP freshmen are read by the Committee;
those not read by the Committee were evaluated on the basis of their grades and test scores
alone. Transfer applicants must have submitted a letter of recommendation in order to be
evaluated by the Committee; those who did not submit the letter of recommendation are
considered for undergraduate scholarships, but are not eligible for bonus point through the
review. This was a policy change for 2007-2008, where previously a transfer applicant must
have submitted a letter of recommendation to be eligible for any undergraduate scholarship.

A Winter Quarter meeting was held on January 18, 2008 to discuss the reading procedures for
application evaluation. Shortly thereafter, the Committee began receiving and reviewing 2008-
2009 scholarship applications. In order to be considered, all applicants had to have a minimum
3.25 GPA. The Committee evaluated all complete continuing student applications (817); they
evaluated the eligible transfer student applications from those who submitted a letter of
recommendation (136) and eligible freshmen EOP applications (658). All applications were read
twice, and scores were entered by early March, 2008.

The University Medallist Sub-Committee reviewed the nomination packets of and interviewed 8
finalists on May 9, 2008. The group decided upon Matthew Holden in the Applied Mathematics
program of Letters and Science as the 2007-2008 University Medal recipient.

The Committee met again on June 3, 2008 to review the year’s activities and make
recommendations for any needed changes. The attached table outlines the distribution of
recipients and funds allocated to undergraduate scholarships through the CUSHP process for the
previous academic year, 2007-2008; these figures do not include the Regents, National Merit or
NCAA Scholarships.

Besides the letter of recommendation requirement for transfer applicants, there were no
additional policy issues of significance addressed by the Committee during the year.

Respectfully submitted,

Silas Hung, Chair Julie Sze
Matthew Traxler
Hussain Al-Asaad Nancy True
Abdul Barakat Rena Zieve
Patricia Chikotas Boeshaar
Andrew Chan Academic Federation Members
Ting Guo Ramona Carlos
Richard Levin
Susan Rivera Student Representatives
Joseph Sorensen None
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COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE SCHOLARSHIPS, HONORS & PRIZES

2007-2008 ANNUAL REPORT

| CA&ES CBS ENG L&S TOTAL
SCHOLARSHIP ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS
GENDER
Female 2197 2908 987 5792 11884
Male 1120 1761 2656 3464 9001
Not indicated 18 18 18 41 95
Total 3335 4687 3661 9297 20980
STUDENT STATUS
Entering Freshmen 3053 4558 3573 8925 20109
Transfer 50 31 9 79 169
Continuing 232 98 79 293 702
Total 3335 4687 3661 9297 20980
SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS
GENDER
Female 761 140 42 225 1168
Male 303 83 103 128 617
Total 1064 223 145 353 1785
STUDENT STATUS
Entering Freshmen 808 122 82 174 1186
Transfer 35 8 1 20 64
Continuing 221 93 62 159 535
Total 1064 223 145 353 1785
NEED-BASED ACCEPTED & PAID* (Students must show financial need)
No. of Awards 171 144 89 195 599
Award $ $296,868 $219,926 $158,790 $307,193 $982,777
NON-NEED BASED ACCEPTED & PAID* (Financial need not required)
No. of Awards 1030 112 86 214 1442
Award $ $1,436,218 $160,180 $110,510 $465,068 $2,171,976
AWARD TOTALS PAID*
No. of Awards Accepted 1201 256 175 409 2041
Award $ $1,733,086 $380,106 $269,300 $772,261 $3,154,753
ENROLLMENT
FALL 2007 5,750 4,230 3,009 12,508 25,497
TOTAL $ PER CAPITA $301.41 $89.86 $89.50 $61.74 $123.73

* Totals may represent multiple awards to individual student recipients

10.16.08 RA Meeting
Page 191 of 202




UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, ACADEMIC SENATE

BERKELEY ¢ DAVIS ¢ IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES ¢ MERCED ¢ RIVERSIDE ¢ SAN DIEGO ¢ SAN FRANCISCO ; SANTA BARBARA ¢ SANTA CRUZ

Mary Croughan Chair of the Assembly and the Academic Council
Telephone: (510) 987-9303 Faculty Representative to the Board of Regents
Fax: (510) 763-0309 University of California

Email: mary.croughan@ucop.edu 1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor

Oakland, California 94607-5200

September 26, 2008

PRESIDENT MARK G. YUDOF
ASSOCIATE VICE PRESIDENT JUDITH BOYETTE

Re: RFP for Outsourcing UCRP Benefits Administration
Dear Mark and Judy:

At its September 24, 2008 meeting, the Academic Council considered a report from the University
Committee on Faculty Welfare (UCFW) on the RFP for outsourcing UCRP benefits administration.
The Academic Council voted unanimously to endorse UCFW's recommendations not to proceed
with the current RFP process and to begin a new RFP process to update existing in-house
technological infrastructure for UCRP.

In making these recommendations, Council would like to emphasize five principles that it endorsed
in former Council Chair Brown’s July 15, 2008 letter to Executive Vice President Lapp. These
principles outline the terms under which outsourcing UC’s benefits administration should be
considered. They include justification, the quality of services provided, security of confidential
information, costs, and control of benefit design. The Academic Council agrees with UCFW that
outsourcing UCRP cannot be justified on the basis of these principles. Outsourcing would provide
neither a significant improvement in the quality of services, nor a reduction in costs. Moreover, such
a radical change as outsourcing UCRP administration may be viewed by some UCRP members as a
first step toward reducing and diminishing the University's health, welfare, and retirement benefits,
particularly in the context of the resumption of contributions to UCRP and recent struggles over its
governance (i.e., ACA 5). Such a perception, whether accurate or not, would inevitably undercut the
University's ability to recruit and retain faculty at this time when UC salaries are not competitive. In
addition, the Academic Council expressed grave concerns regarding outsourcing under the current
climate of instability and corporate buy-outs.

Process

As the Senate committee most closely involved with issues involving the UC Retirement System,
UCFW and its ad hoc subcommittee participated in several steps of the outsourcing initiative, which
included reviewing a draft of the RFP in March, and attending the bidders’ conference in April and
vendor presentations in August. At its July meeting, UCFW heard a presentation by UCOP/Deloitte
on the results of the UC Pension Administration Review Team self-assessment. The subcommittee’s
analysis of the information garnered throughout this process, along with UCFW’s recommendation
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regarding UCRP administration, were conveyed to the Academic Council for consideration at its
September 24 meeting. UCFW's report to the Academic Council notes that the purpose of the RFP
process was described as solely an information-gathering exercise and that UCFW approached it in
this spirit. In making its recommendations, UCFW also relied on the principles noted above. Since
the RFP was first proposed, Council has emphasized that the current level of service provided to
UCRP members and member satisfaction are very high, and that a decision to outsource would need
to be explicitly justified by lower costs or improved quality.

UCFW's Assessment
The main points of UCFW's report to Council are as follows:

1. Throughout the process, no singular advantage for outsourcing UCRP administration has been
demonstrated. At no time during the process was there any assertion that UCRP does not offer
excellent service. The information gathered during the process, including the vendor
presentations, revealed no evidence that outsourcing would likely decrease the cost of UCRP
administration or increase customer service above that provided by an in-house solution of
improved UCRP IT infrastructure. UCRP's current IT capabilities are sustainable for 2-3 years,
providing ample time to complete an upgrade.

2. While vendors currently exceed the University's capability to monitor performance by
quantitative measures such as first contact resolution and call center wait time, this monitoring
technology would be available to UC in a "co-sourcing solution™ - acquiring improved
technology to support the existing in-house UCRP administration. It is not at all certain that UC
expertise and culture can be successfully transferred to a vendor, and the price in our members’
satisfaction would be very high if the transfer were not completely successful. Furthermore, it is
likely that a number of current UCRS employees would depart in the face of the imminent
disappearance of their jobs rather than remain to assist with the transfer.

3. After close review of vendor data, UCFW concluded that while outsourcing costs may look
comparable to an enhanced in-house model now, those costs are very likely to increase as
contractual details are worked out. In addition, since removing UCRP administration from UC
will be essentially irreversible, the University will have little negotiation leverage over either
costs or service quality in future contracts with either the first generation provider or a potential
successor. Thus, over time it is likely that outsourcing will prove substantially more expensive
than retaining UCRP administration in-house.

As noted above, Council strongly opposes proceeding with the outsourcing project. Instead, Council
urges the University to investigate potential improvements to in-house technology through a new
RFP with the goal of completing an upgrade in three years.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding Council’s comments.

Sincerely,

Pl g

Mary Croughan, Chair
Academic Council
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Copy: Executive Vice President Katherine Lapp
Academic Council
Martha Winnacker, Academic Senate Executive Director

Encl. 2
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY ¢ DAVIS ¢ IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES ¢ MERCED ¢ RIVERSIDE ¢ SAN DIEGO ¢ SAN FRANCISCO ; SANTA BARBARA ¢ SANTA CRUZ

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE (UCFW) Assembly of the Academic Senate

Helen Henry, Chair 1111 Franklin Street, 12 Floor
helen.henry@ucr.edu Oakland, CA 94607-5200

Phone: (510) 987-9466
Fax: (510) 763-0309

September 14, 2008

MARY CROUGHAN, CHAIR
ACADEMIC SENATE

RE: Proposed UCRP Administrative Outsourcing
Time line of the UCRP Outsourcing Undertaking

Dec 6, 2007: TFIR first informed of coming outsourcing RFP

March, 2008: UCFW and UCPB reviewed a draft of the RFP

Apr 30: Bidders Conference

Jul 17/18: UCOP/Deloitte Presentation of Vendor Bidding Results

Aug 18/19  Presentation of UC PAR Self-Assessment and VVendor Presentations
Sep 9- (?):  Vendor Site Visits

Vendor Presentations: General Comments

We began the two-day session with a presentation of the Self-Assessment prepared by the UC
Pension Administration Review (PAR) Team. While anecdotal evidence suggests a high degree
of satisfaction with customer service provided by UCOP, qualitative assessments in this
presentation indicated that currently the UC administration of UCRP is somewhat weaker than
the industry standard in being able to carry out systematic measurement of customer service
quality according to industry standards and that some calculations (e.g. disability eligibility and
benefits) are not done in a timely fashion. It is generally agreed that the UCOP information-
technology infrastructure, although likely adequate for the next 2-3 years, will need updating in
the near future. Comparison of cost, on a per member basis, did not vary significantly between
vendors or between vendors as given in their proposals and UC (as based on our actual costs).
Costs for an “enhanced” UC administrative system were also within this range.

With regard to the outside vendors, there were originally three models in the RFP. Model 2,
where the responses were concentrated, involves outsourcing everything and transferring all
electronic records, with UC retaining all non-electronic records. Model 1 adds the handling of
archival, non-electronic records to vendor responsibilities; UCOP/Deloitte felt the vendors had
substantially underestimated costs for this model, and there is agreement that it is both cheaper
and equally effective for UC to maintain these older records, providing specific information to a
vendor as needed. We support the removal of Model 1 from consideration. Model 3 retains the
customer service function within UC, with the vendor responsible for maintaining the database
and supplying the information technology. There is no interest in Model 3 on the part of
vendors. The remainder of this report concerns Model 2.
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We approached the vendor presentations with the view that although we had serious concerns
about outsourcing UCRP administration, we needed listen to the presentations with an open mind
and gather further information about the implications of UCRP outsourcing. Throughout the
presentations we looked for an answer to the question "What problem does outsourcing solve?".
We did not receive a compelling answer to this question from any vendor or from
UCOP/Deloitte.

Based on what we saw and heard, our concerns remain and have become somewhat more
concentrated on particular aspects of outsourcing. The privatization that the outsourcing model
would represent does not reduce costs and does not substantially improve members’ experience
with UCRP. Any minor improvements that could be identified (for instance, the ability to
process rollovers from outside plans) could be implemented in-house with the co-sourcing model
we are advocating. This model would retain the data-stewardship and customer-service
functions within UC, but would make use of a vendor’s software and would be equivalent to the
Service Center model outlined in the Roles Report. One of the vendors expressed considerable
interest in this model, and another potential bidder had indicated interest in this model, but
declined to submit a bid because this model was not included in the RFP. We see this approach
as one that reflects the Senate’s principles. It would be broadly competitive with external
vendors in terms of cost, possibly superior in terms of customer service, and would avoid the
many serious risks from outsourcing.

Since it is our legacy IT framework, not our customer service, that represents some of the
impetus for change, we are very much in favor of abandoning this RFP and pursuing a co-
sourcing model, in which the vendor supplies to us the technology/software, necessary for us to
manage the administration of UCRP. This view was reinforced by the UCOP/Deloitte
presentations concerning what we’ve previously referred to, in our requests for such information,
as the “enhanced status quo” model, in which UC would invest more in the *“in-sourced” model
we now have, focusing in particular on the IT side. We learned from our discussions with UCOP
that our technology gap extends to additional technology to monitor customer service quality,
and saw merit in such an investment.

Academic Council Principles

In analyzing the specific features and costs presented by the vendors, we determined the extent to
which these met the Principles articulated by the Academic Council (excerpted in bold below;
also enclosed) in former Academic Senate Chair Michael Brown’s July 15th letter to Executive
Vice President Katie Lapp.

This concern has led Council to adopt the following principles, which it respectfully
requests the Administration use as guidelines in deciding whether to outsource benefits
administration:

e Justification: Based on information we have received to date, outsourcing benefits
seems unjustified on the basis of either efficiency or effectiveness; outsourcing of UC
benefits administration should be explicitly justified on the basis of costs, efficiency,
and/or effectiveness.

It is clear to us that the outsourced alternative will not be less costly than our current system or
an “enhanced status quo”. Even if outsourcing proceeded under the current RFP, UC would

2
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continue to have is own HR expenses (estimated at $5.5M, lower than the current estimated
$18.9M spent in this area) for benefits counseling, coordination with the new vendor,
management oversight, etc. The tentative pricing that we saw from the interviewed vendors
made the overall costs similar to or higher than current costs — and those vendor estimates were
without detailed contracting which easily could increase the vendor contract price.

Both Deloitte and UCOP participants indicated their view that the current UCOP technology is
sustainable for 2-3 years. A justification cited for concern beyond that time-period is the
possibility that UC might want to adopt different benefits for different groups, or perhaps a
"hybrid" (reduced DB benefit + DC plan) for new hires. The current IT infrastructure could not
accommodate that. Nothing about poor customer service quality from UC HR&B was involved
in any justification, beyond discussions of capabilities such as the automated monitoring of the
percentage of first-calls that are answered. The outside vendors have better capabilities for
monitoring quality control; we don’t perceive that we have a quality control problem, but we also
do not oppose adding such a capability.

Peak load is an issue for UCOP, but expansion of our customer service can be done in
increments of one more person and one more phone line. The economies of scale outside
vendors bring involve adding customer service reps from other clients to a dedicated UC team
during peak times such as Open Enrollment. Even with the vendor who emphasized cross-
training with other teams, so that added reps would not be completely unfamiliar with UC, such
individuals would not be fully dedicated to UC most of the year.

We see much potential in a "co-sourcing” model, or an enhanced "in-sourced solution™ that
involves purchasing just a "systems solution™ outside (i.e., we pay the outside vendor to help us
take their better IT solution and apply it to our setting, retaining our customer service and other
functions in-house, albeit with IT and training costs). One firm that elected not to bid was at one
point interested in offering only this service, and this is descriptive of what CalPERS is currently
investigating, having apparently found no external vendor to be a good alternative. One firm in
the presentations mentioned other clients who have taken this approach. We think that waiting to
make a decision is prudent because it allows us to see what CalPERS develops, and to consider
issuing a new RFP focused solely on technology.

We also note that perhaps we are not looking at the right part of the technology problem. A
theme in the interviews is that the vendor would have to accommodate numerous different UC
payroll systems. UCOP's difficulties in responding to the Chronicle during Comp-gate were
largely due to not having a modern payroll system. It may be that retooling the business side of
UC should be focused there instead of or in addition to UCRP administration. Better, more
coordinated UC IT capabilities might serve a number of problems related to reporting within and
without the University, audit and compliance, etc., and might facilitate HR management as well.

e Quality of services provided: Current quality provided to employees is very high
and there should be no diminution of that quality.

There would need to be a substantial transfer of expertise and information to the third-party
vendor. Even then, each vendor being considered is geographically removed from California, so
the familiarity with such details as "where is Santa Rosa?" will surely be lacking. A call
concerning a health-care problem in a particular region in California will make less sense to
customer service reps in another state. As one UCOP administrator noted, "all health-care
problems are local™.

3
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All vendors seemed eager to “learn UC’s culture”, from where our retirees live and seek health
care to how Californians are likely to feel about diversity or same-sex marriage. In sales mode,
they are of course going to assure us that their representatives would receive training pertaining
to the diversity and culture of UC. We don’t need to teach UC people this culture and the
necessity for this training of vendor employees adds to the risk inherent in outsourcing.

Most of the vendors’ statements in regard to customer service related to quality-control
monitoring or else consisted of "tell us what you want and we can do that". Furthermore, we
perceive that external vendors make a profit by encouraging members to use "self service", web-
based solutions as much as possible. Some of our retirees may not be happy with that.

UC HR&B administrators had some clear discomfort about features of our current in-house
service. HR&B retirement has little ability to monitor the quality of responses to employees,
poor ability to track queries, etc. While HR&B perceives that there is great overall satisfaction
with their services, they are concerned that their capabilities are stretched, and do not lend
themselves to quality assurance monitoring and control. There inevitably would be some costs
involved to improve these features of our current “in-sourced” model. We recommend that such
capabilities be considered as part of the new RFP we propose.

e Security of confidential information: Providing employee information to a third
party could increase the risk of security breaches and unauthorized disclosure of
confidential information; there should not be any increased risks to security or
confidentiality of personal information associated with the possible outsourcing of
benefits administration.

We do not see specific cause for concern, and the security of each site should be a focus of a site
visit, but discomfort on the part of UCRP members in this regard will remain a reason to keep
things in-house, and that is especially pertinent if we do not see an offsetting benefit.

e Costs: Benefit services are funded out of the plan itself; there should be no cost
increases associated with outsourcing such services.

We think increased costs are inevitable. It seems to be the nature of the business that the current
proposed fee structure is based on a plain-vanilla outsourcing model, and each time we ask for
their framework to be tailored to meet a new UC need, a new fee must be negotiated.

Moreover, this step is irreversible. We anticipate that, in five years, it would be essentially
impossible to bring things back inside UCOP. Our choice at that point would be to remain with
the first-generation external vendor or switch to a second. Given that vendors know that such a
switch would be costly, our bargaining power would be rather constrained as we negotiate with
our first-generation vendor, even if we are happy with service quality. So, we would have to
anticipate costs rising relative to the current bids that get them in the door.

e Benefits design: Outsourcing should in no way affect UC’s role in the design of
benefits plans.

We are satisfied here, though we also see the potential for the cost of departing from what is
easiest for the vendor to implement becoming a factor in any future discussions of our menu of
benefits. UC would not transfer the decision-making to the vendor, but what is cheapest for the

4
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vendor to implement would surely affect UC’s incentives.

Summary and Recommendation

It is important to recall that the purpose of the exercise of formulating the RFP to outsource
UCRP administration and analyzing the responses to it has been “to learn what’s out there”, and
that there was not to be a pre-determined outcome. We have indeed learned a lot, and it has
shaped our thinking. The vendors acknowledge that UC has done an excellent job with UCRP
administration, particularly in customer service, and they demonstrated that they can do what we
want, rather than showing us that they already do better. Thus, there seems to be wide agreement
among the UCOP and Deloitte participants that there will not be significant cost reductions; that
our current capabilities are sustainable for 2-3 years; that an enhanced UCOP solution is feasible;
and that if we were to announce a transition to an external vendor, there would be a chaotic
situation in which the employees needed to transfer tremendous amounts of information to an
external vendor would also know that they are about to lose their jobs, and presumably would
not wait around until the vendor's ""go live" date to look for another job.

Our core concerns with the outsourcing of UCRP can be summarized as follows:

1. No cogent justification for outsourcing UCRP administration has been given by UCOP
or Deloitte at any time during this process.

2. Transferring UC expertise and culture to a vendor is fraught with uncertainty of
success, with a large price to pay in terms of our members’ satisfaction if it is not
completely successful.

3. While outsourcing costs may look comparable (to an in-house model), we now think it
quite likely that outsourcing will prove substantially more expensive over time.

We recommend that the Senate advocates strongly and vigorously against any of the three
models in the current RFP. Instead, the Senate should recommend a new RFP that seeks only
improved in-house technology. This is the model that CalPERS is following. We may find that
a gradual increase in our reliance on the private sector is worthwhile over time, but in the current
environment, there is not enough offered to make it worth the risk and the costs of complete
outsourcing. Our proposal takes into account not only our excellent customer service but the
irreversibility and substantial cost associated with a radical, wholesale abandonment of our
current capabilities.

Sincerely yours,

/Mm KW

Helen Henry, UCFW Chair
Encl.

Copy: UCFW
Martha Winnacker, Executive Director, Academic Senate
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, ACADEMIC SENATE

BERKELEY ¢ DAVIS ¢ IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES ¢ MERCED ¢ RIVERSIDE ¢ SAN DIEGO ¢ SAN FRANCISCO ; SANTA BARBARA ¢ SANTA CRUZ

Michael T. Brown Chair of the Assembly and the Academic Council
Telephone: (510) 987-0711 Faculty Representative to the Board of Regents
Fax: (510) 763-0309 University of California

Email: Michael.Brown@ucop.edu 1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor

Oakland, California 94607-5200

July 15, 2008

KATHERINE N. LAPP
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

Re:  Outsourcing of Benefits Administration
Dear Katie:

At its June meeting, Academic Council requested that | convey Council’s concerns related to the
current consideration of outsourcing the University’s benefits administration, including the Request
for Proposals (RFP). At the start, let me emphasize Council’s appreciation for consulting with us.
We also appreciate having a role in vetting the RFP and evaluating the responses to it over the next
few months, as well as your willingness to schedule the RFP process to permit the Senate’s
Committee on Faculty Welfare (UCFW) to present a recommendation to Council in time to convey
recommendations to the Administration before a final decision is made.

Notwithstanding, Council is concerned that outsourcing may adversely affect benefits
administration, an area in which the Office of the President is perceived as offering superb service.
This concern has led Council to adopt the following principles, which it respectfully requests the
Administration use as guidelines in deciding whether to outsource benefits administration:

e Justification: Based on information we have received to date, outsourcing benefits seems
unjustified on the basis of either efficiency or effectiveness; outsourcing of UC benefits
administration should be explicitly justified on the basis of costs, efficiency, and/or
effectiveness.

e Quality of services provided: Current quality provided to employees is very high and there
should be no diminution of that quality.

e Security of confidential information: Providing employee information to a third party could
increase the risk of security breaches and unauthorized disclosure of confidential
information; there should not be any increased risks to security or confidentiality of personal
information associated with the possible outsourcing of benefits administration.

e Costs: Benefit services are funded out of the plan itself; there should be no cost increases
associated with outsourcing such services.

e Benefits design: Outsourcing should in no way affect UC’s role in the design of benefits
plans.
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I am happy to discuss these principles with you, at your convenience.

Thank you for considering this advice.

Sincerely,

V. /I3

Michael T. Brown, Chair
Academic Council

Copy: President Mark G. Yudof
Provost Wyatt R. Hume
Academic Council
Martha Winnacker, Senate Director
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The Davis Division Representative Assembly reaffirms our spring 2008
resolution objecting to the campus administration’s failure to follow
University and campus recruitment procedure and the abuse of “interim”
administrative appointments. Our 2008 resolution states that the use of a
“three-year” appointment does not fall within the definition of a normal
temporary appointment according to APM 240-24, paragraph b. In fact,
three years is more than 50% of the period before an administrator is
reviewed (every 5 years). We are specifically concerned that a second
incident has arisen where a campus administrative leader (Dean) was
recommended for appointment to a three-year interim appointment without
due consultation. We insist and expect that University and campus policy
and procedures be followed in all recruitment and temporary (aka: interim)
appointment of campus administrative leaders. Should there be a need for
an interim appointment, the appointment should be no greater than the
policy envisions (12 months duration) and should be simultaneous with the

management of a formal recruitment to fill the vacancy.
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