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NOTICE OF MEETING LOCATION 
 

REPRESENTATIVE ASSEMBLY 
OF THE DAVIS DIVISION OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE 

 
 

 
 
To:          Representative Assembly Members of the Davis Division of the Academic Senate 
 
From:      Davis Division of the Academic Senate Office  
 
Re:          Notice of Meeting Location 
 
 
 
The June 8, 2012 Representative Assembly meeting will be held at the Memorial Union, MU II.  

Directions to the room can be found at the following website: http://campusmap.ucdavis.edu/?b=104.  

MU II is located on the second floor.  

 

The meeting is scheduled to begin at 2:10pm.   
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA                 DAVIS                         ACADEMIC SENATE 
                        VOLUME XL, No. 5 
 

MEETING CALL 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE REPRESENTATIVE ASSEMBLY 

OF THE DAVIS DIVISION OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE 
 

Friday, June 8, 2012 
2:10 – 4:00 p.m. 

Memorial Union, MU II 
Page No. 

 

*Consent Calendar.  Items will be removed from the Consent Calendar on the request of any member of the 
Representative Assembly. 
  
All voting members of the Academic Senate (and others on the ruling of the Chair) shall have the privilege of 
attendance and the privilege of the floor at meetings of the Representative Assembly, but only members of the 
Representative Assembly may make or second motions or vote. 

1. Summary of the April 17, 2012 Meeting  3  
2. Announcements by the President - None 
3. Announcements by the Vice Presidents - None 
4. Announcements by the Chancellor - None 
5. Announcements by the Deans, Directors or other Executive Officers – None 
6. Special Orders 

a. Remarks by the Divisional Chair – Linda Bisson 
b. Remarks by the Academic Federation Vice Chair – Ellen Bonnel  
c. Remarks by the Staff Assembly Vice Chair – James Cubbage 

7. Reports of standing committees 
a. Committee on Committees – Pablo Ortiz 

i. Confirmation of 2012-2013 standing committee appointments 38 
b. Committee on Elections, Rules & Jurisdiction – G.J. Mattey  

i. Bylaw Changes 
1. DDB 28: General Committee Provisions 41 
2. DDB 31: Special Committees 43 
3. DDB 80: Graduate Council 45 
4. DDB 88: Public Service Committee 51 
5. DDR 528: Credit by Examination 53 
6. DDR 538(H): Final Examinations                              55 
7. DDR A540: Grades 58 

c. Committee on Academic Freedom and Responsibility - Adela De La Torre 
i. “Egregious Academic Freedom Violation” 62  

8. Reports of special committees 
a. Streamlining the Academic Personnel Process (STAPP) Report - Jeannie 

Darby 76 
9. Petitions of Students - None 
10. Unfinished Business - None 
11. University and Faculty Welfare  
12. New Business - None  

 
 Ines Hernandez-Avila, Secretary 
 Representative Assembly of the 
 Davis Division of the Academic Senate 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA                 DAVIS                         ACADEMIC SENATE 
                        VOLUME XL, No. 4 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE REPRESENTATIVE ASSEMBLY 

OF THE DAVIS DIVISION OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE 
 

Tuesday, April 17, 2012 
2:10 – 4:00 p.m. 

Memorial Union, MU II 
 

Page No. 

*Consent Calendar.  Items will be removed from the Consent Calendar on the request of any member of the 
Representative Assembly. 
  
All voting members of the Academic Senate (and others on the ruling of the Chair) shall have the privilege of 
attendance and the privilege of the floor at meetings of the Representative Assembly, but only members of the 
Representative Assembly may make or second motions or vote. 

1. Summary of the February 28, 2012 Meeting – Unanimously approved 
 3   

2. Announcements by the President – None 
 

3. Announcements by the Vice Presidents - None 
4. Announcements by the Chancellor  

a. State of the Campus – Chancellor Linda P.B. Katehi  
 Chancellor Katehi gave her State of the Campus Address (attached). 
 

5. Announcements by the Deans, Directors or other Executive Officers – None 
6. Special Orders 

a. Remarks by the Divisional Chair – Linda Bisson 
i. Discuss Special Meeting of the Representative Assembly  

The Special Committee will be meeting with the Executive Council on Friday, April 20. 
A Special Meeting of the Representative Assembly will be called in May to discuss the 
Special Committee’s report.   

 
7. Reports of Special Committees 

a. Report of the Academic Senate Special Committee on Athletics  
MOTION to approve amendments on pages 12 and 13 of the Athletics Report was made and seconded 
(attached).   
Vote: 47-0 
 
MOTION to receive report was made and seconded. 
Vote:  Unanimously approved. 
 
MOTION to endorse recommendations by Special Committee on Athletics was made and seconded.  
Vote:  Unanimously approved 

 
      

8. Reports of Standing committees    
a. CERJ Bylaw Changes    

i. DDR 534: Course Evaluations 
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                        VOLUME XL, No. 4 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE REPRESENTATIVE ASSEMBLY 

OF THE DAVIS DIVISION OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE 
 

Tuesday, April 17, 2012 
2:10 – 4:00 p.m. 

Memorial Union, MU II 
 

Page No. 

*Consent Calendar.  Items will be removed from the Consent Calendar on the request of any member of the 
Representative Assembly. 
  
All voting members of the Academic Senate (and others on the ruling of the Chair) shall have the privilege of 
attendance and the privilege of the floor at meetings of the Representative Assembly, but only members of the 
Representative Assembly may make or second motions or vote. 

MOTION to accept the proposed amendment to add the following wording to the last 
sentence “and in the selection of course instructors” was made and seconded.    
Vote:  50-0 
 
MOTION to approve the regulation was made and seconded.   
Vote: 50-0 
 

 35  
ii. DDB 56: Committee on Courses of Instruction 

MOTION to approve the amendment to DDB 56 was made and seconded.   
Vote:  51-0 

 36  
iii. DDB 147: Faculty of the School of Veterinary Medicine 

MOTION to approve the amendment to DDB 147 was made and seconded. 
Vote: 50-0  38  

9. Petitions of Students - None 
 

10. Unfinished Business - None 
 

11. University and Faculty Welfare 
 

12. New Business 
a. Reynoso Report 

   
MOTION to thank Justice Reynoso and the Reynoso Task Force for their report on the 
November 18 incident was made and seconded.  
Vote:  43-0 
  

13. Information Item  
a. 2012 Distinguished Teaching Award Recipients (confirmed by the 

Representative Assembly by electronic ballot on 4.6.12) 40   
  
 
  
 Ines Hernandez-Avila, Secretary 
 Davis Division of the Academic Senate 
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State of the Campus 2012 
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State of the Campus  
Tuesday, April 17, 2012 
2:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
Memorial Union II  

     

[COVER SLIDE – STATE OF THE CAMPUS] 

 Hello everyone. It is a pleasure to be here today for my 

third State of the Campus Speech and to report on the 

status of this great university.   

 
 Despite the many challenges we face, the state of our 

campus is strong. 

 Like so many great institutions -- around our state, our 

nation and the world -- we are dealing with shifting 

economic and political realities, which is never easy.     

 But because of the hard work and vision of so many 

who have come before us, and because of the 

commitment and devotion of our outstanding faculty 

and staff, UC Davis remains a dynamic and 

outstanding center of higher learning.  
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 Together, we have earned a solid reputation as a  

world-class public research university with a bright 

future and a clear, well-defined path to even greater 

heights and accomplishments.   

 

 In the middle of change and tough challenges, it is 

good to reflect on who we are and remember that we 

have overcome difficulties in the past and will again in 

the future  

[SLIDE 2 – MOVING FORWARD] 

 Now, before I continue, let me say a few words about 

the Reynoso report that was finally released last week. 

 

 I am relieved the report is out and everyone can see 

what happened November 18 and the steps we can take 

to avoid something like this from occurring ever again.  
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 The report illuminated clearly and critiqued sharply 

the missteps within the administration and police 

which led us to a very unfortunate and regrettable 

event. 

 
 As I said in November and I repeat now, I take full 

responsibility for the incident and I consider myself 

accountable for all the actions that need to be taken to 

make sure our campus is a safe and welcoming place. 

 
 As the report indicated, we need major reform on a 

number of fronts, including robust policies and 

processes, as well as better coordination and 

communication within the UC Davis senior 

administration. 

 
 Also, we need reforms in our campus police operations 

and a holistic top-to-bottom  review of the 

department. 
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 We will address each of the missteps and any other 

deficiencies that need attention. But let me say a few 

things about what is already underway and provide a 

sense of what lies ahead. 

 
 As the Reynoso report notes, the task force was not 

asked to conduct official disciplinary reviews of 

individual officers' actions. There has been a parallel 

but independent internal affairs inquiry and that is 

nearing completion. 

 

 We also eagerly await conclusion of the Academic 

Senate's inquiry and the system wide review of police 

protocols and policies on protests that President 

Yudof asked UC General Counsel Charles Robinson 

and UC Berkeley Law Dean Christopher Edley Jr. to 

head up. 
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 In the meantime, Matt Carmichael, our acting police 

chief, in consultation with campus leadership, has 

identified independent experts to review and update 

departmental policies and audit training records.   

 
 He is also bringing an internationally recognized expert 

to campus to lead a forum on police accountability. 

 

 I envision this as a possible first step toward 

establishing a campus police review commission, which 

if adopted here would be just the second in the UC 

system. 

 
 A special committee representing all campus 

stakeholders, including the Academic Senate, will 

examine the results of the independent police review 

and its implications for other possible reforms. 
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 Our efforts will be transparent and collaborative and I 

will continue to keep everyone updated.  I also 

welcome your thoughts and ideas as we move forward. 

 But please make no mistake about this: We will fix 

what needs to be fixed and we will be a much better 

university as a result.  

 

 I want to also mention that November 18 and its 

aftermath reminded us again of the important role 

communications plays -- internally and externally -- in 

a modern university like ours.   

 

 The need to communicate clearly and consistently, in 

good times or bad, is crucial as we work with all our 

stakeholders and the broader community to keep UC 

Davis moving in the right direction.  

 

 In January, we brought in an experienced 

communications chief, Barry Shiller, who had 
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previously served at UC Santa Cruz, on an interim 

basis. 

 

 Barry has helped stabilize and sharpen our messaging 

and has agreed to serve as executive director of 

strategic communications pending a national search – 

which will include Barry -- for a permanent director.  

 
 Since my last state of the campus speech a little more 

than a year ago, we’ve had many more distinguished 

accomplishments at our university. 

 

 Accomplishments that have brought additional prestige 

to UC Davis and made significant contributions to our 

state, nation and world.   

 

[SLIDE 3 – DEFINING THE FUTURE OF HEALTH] 
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 Last month for instance, the UC Davis Cancer Center 

was designated a Comprehensive Cancer Center, the 

world’s most prestigious honor in oncology, by the 

National Cancer Institute. 

 It is one of just 41 comprehensive cancer centers in the 

nation, the only one serving six million people in the 

Central Valley and inland Northern California.  

 

 Our faculty continues to generate worldwide honors and 

recognition for their work, both in the classroom and in 

their research. 

[SLIDE 4 – MAKING AN IMPACT] 

 To cite just one of many examples, three humanities 

faculty recently won fellowships from the American 

Council of Learned Societies, an impressive trio of 

awards for ongoing book projects on medieval French 

farces, Mark Twain and human rights in the Middle East. 
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 The three are Noah Guynn [GWIN], associate professor 

in the department of French and Italian; Hsuan Hsu 

[SHAUN SHOE], professor in the department of English; 

and Keith David Watenpaugh [WAHTEN-paw], associate 

professor in religious studies. 

 We continue to be a sought-after destination for the 

best students. For fall quarter, we received a record 

62,542 freshman and transfer applications, a 5.3 

percent jump over last year. 

 

 Freshman applications alone were up 7.8 percent, and 

freshman applications from international students 

were up 99 percent.  

 

[SLIDE 5 – ADVANCING EXCELLENCE] 

 Our Campaign for UC Davis continues to make 

significant progress, with commitments now totaling 

almost 790 million dollars from more than 89,000 

donors.  

Representative Assembly Meeting Call 
6/8/2012 
Page 13 of 215



10 
 

State of the Campus 2012 
Tuesday, April 17, 2012 / Draft  4 
 

 We also received a number of notable gifts in the past 

year that will enable us to offer more to our students 

and make even greater contributions to our region, 

state and nation. 

 We started “The Child Family Institute for Innovation 

and Entrepreneurship” thanks to a 5 million dollar gift 

from alumni Mike and Renee Child. 

 

 In one of the largest gifts for the arts in our history, 

Napa winemaker Jan Shrem and Maria Manetti Shrem 

donated 10 million dollars for a new art museum near 

the Mondavi Center at the university’s south 

entrance. 

 

 And in November, we held a ceremonial 

groundbreaking for the 8,000 square-foot Jess S. 

Jackson Sustainable Winery Building, made possible by 

a 3 million dollar gift from the late winemaker Jess 

Jackson and his wife Barbara Banke. 
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 I am pleased to also note that our popular new Student 

Community Center opened in the heart of the campus 

in January. 

 It is a warm, vibrant home for a variety of student life 

programs and academic resources, a comfortable and 

welcoming place for students to study, collaborate and 

enjoy someplace that truly epitomizes our Principles of 

Community by celebrating and honoring diversity. 

[SLIDE 6 – RESEARCH POWERHOUSE]  
 

 On the research front, our Office of Research has taken 

a number of important steps to better protect 

intellectual property and enhance the transfer of UC 

Davis research to the marketplace through commercial 

ventures and products. 

 

 Under our new Vice Chancellor for Research, Harris 

Lewin, the Office of Research has been restructured to 
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bring corporate relations, intellectual property 

protection and technology licensing under the same 

roof. 

 

 We have brought on a new associate vice chancellor 

for Technology Management and Corporate Relations, 

and his team will fill six new positions in fiscal year 

2012-13 to begin a New Venture Catalyst program. 

 

 They will work closely with faculty innovators and 

others on campus to help spin out new ventures 

stemming from UC Davis faculty research. 

 

 Vice Chancellor Harris Lewin also unveiled several 

major new initiatives that will be transformative in our 

potential for large-scale interdisciplinary research. 
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 We announced the Interdisciplinary Frontiers Program, 

which includes a sub-program in the sciences and 

engineering, known as RISE, and another for arts and 

humanities. 

 

 These will provide faculty seed money of grants ranging 

from 100,000 dollars to one million dollars over three 

years, to help establish projects that can compete for 

major funding from government, private industry, 

philanthropic foundations and other sources. 

 
 Within two months of the launch, the Office of 

Research received 115 RISE proposals from faculty on 

our campus, an impressive statement of the energy and 

innovation that exists at UC Davis. 

 

[SLIDE 7 DRIVING INNOVATION] 
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 In February, we announced a new agreement between 

UC Davis and BGI of China, the largest and most 

prestigious genomics institute in the world, which will 

put UC Davis at the forefront of the revolution in the 

genomic sciences, with impact throughout our health 

and life sciences disciplines.  

 The agreement will create an estimated 200 new jobs 

in the Sacramento region, complementing our goals to 

more aggressively promote regional and statewide 

economic development. 

 

[SLIDE 8 – RESEARCH POWERHOUSE] 

 

 UC Davis also distinguished itself as one of the few UC 

campuses increase its federal research awards for the 

second quarter of fiscal year 2011-12, growing an 

impressive 10.5 percent while most of the campuses 

experienced declines.   
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 If you look at the graphic on research funding, you’ll 

see how well we are doing compared to everyone else. 

 

 Overall, we are in the top ten for public research 

universities in the nation, with $684 million in 

research grants for fiscal year 2010-11. 

 

 We also saw great numbers in December with the 

release of our comprehensive economic impact report 

for UC Davis. 

 

[SLIDE 9 – BUILDING THE ECONOMY] 

 

 Conducted by the Sacramento-based Center for 

Strategic Economic Research, the report said UC Davis 

generates nearly 7 billion dollars a year in economic 

activity and accounts for 69,000 jobs. 
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 For every dollar of goods and services the university 

produced, another $1.10 to $1.40 in secondary 

economic activity was generated in the region. 

 

 We plan to do more on economic development and 

jobs creation for our graduates and others in the region 

with our stepped-up technology transfer efforts.  

 

 We are moving forward with our first U-Hub at West 

Village, a collection of energy-related institutes to 

enhance interaction with the private sector and speed 

transfer of UC Davis innovations to the marketplace. 

 

 And speaking of West Village, this net-zero energy 

community opened this year and benefitted from 

guidance from our faculty, specifically the Energy 

Efficiency Center. 
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 Now, let me switch gears and provide a brief update 

on two big campus initiatives: the search for a new 

athletic director and progress on our 2020 proposal. 

[SLIDE 10 – INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS] 

 First, let me say how much I appreciate the 

commitment and hard work on athletics by the 

Academic Senate’s special committee on the topic.   

 

 This is a complex issue and the committee has done a 

wonderful job explaining some of that complexity and 

identifying how the many moving parts must fit 

together to achieve excellence in our program. 

 

 I appreciated being able to read the draft report posted 

on the website and look forward to reviewing the final 

version once it has been formally approved by the 

Senate. 
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 Here are a few initial reactions to what I have seen.  

 
 First, I am confident there are parts of the Senate’s 

report we can implement. 

 There are other parts I will want to wait and work on 

with our new athletic director, once he or she has been 

hired.  

 

 And there will be parts of the report that need more 

deliberation. I look forward to working with the 

Academic Senate on those once the report is final and I 

have had a chance to thoroughly review it. 

 

 On the Athletic Director search itself, we have begun 

reviewing applications and hope to have finalists on 

campus in mid to late-May.  
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 We will also have an open forum for interested faculty, 

staff and students to attend, most likely with three to 

five finalists.  And we expect to select a new athletic 

director by the end of June or early July. 

 

 So let me thank you again for your time and efforts. 

There is more work to be done but this has been a 

productive and positive process. I am confident the 

outcome will be in the best interest of the entire UC 

Davis community. 

 

[SLIDE 11 – 2020 STATUS REPORT] 

 

 On the 2020 Initiative, our three task forces for 

Academic Resources, Enrollment Management and 

Facilities Planning are continuing their work. 
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 With the broad input they are receiving from the UC 

Davis community, they should have draft reports to the 

provost by the end of the academic year. 

 
 We will then spend the summer refining our proposal 

and investigating the full range of issues concerning the 

feasibility of adding 5,000 undergraduates and 300 

new faculty by 2020. 

 

 Our motivation is to stabilize our financial situation 

in the face of declining state funding, to make our 

campus more international and to continue to 

capitalize on our existing infrastructure and past 

investments. 

 

 To be an even greater university than we already are 

and be more accessible to more deserving students. 
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 But I want you all to know that collectively, the 

university will go down this path only if it is in the best 

interests of UC Davis and the broader community. 

 

 If we should ultimately decide to move forward with 

the 2020 proposal, which is still in the early stages of 

review, it will be consistent with our Vision of 

Excellence and offers the best way to get there. 

 

 Moreover, any growth would occur in stages, to allow 

for the needed resources to be added across the campus 

to address the needs of growing numbers of faculty and 

students - including more international students - and 

only after wide consultation and the input or approval 

of the appropriate committees, consistent with our 

traditions of shared governance. 

 

 There is one more issue I would like to address, and it 

concerns something I have been talking about every 

chance I can.  
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[SLIDE 12 – ADVOCATING FOR EDUCATION AND 

THE PUBLIC MISSION OF THE UNIVERSITY] 

 
 As you may know, I have pledged to personally and 

persistently advocate for the importance of preserving 

the public mission of our university. 

 

 I do and continue to advocate for additional state and 

federal investment in our university to help ease the 

financial burden being placed on students and their 

families. 

 

 To help us collectively determine the best advocacy 

strategies  and models of access and affordability, the 

provost and I announced creation of a “Study Group 

on Accessibility and Affordability” that will be headed 

by Professor Ann Stevens, our economics chair and 

one of two directors of the new UC Davis Poverty 

Research Center. 
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 Also, in a letter I sent some time ago to members of the 

UC Davis community, I wrote about some of my efforts 

in this regard.  

 

 In that letter, I listed three actions people can consider 

taking as a first step in becoming involved. 

o Sign up for Aggie Advocates, our grassroots  

e-advocacy program. 

 

o Send a message to legislators telling them it is 

simply not right to raise tuition and cut programs.  

 

o Recruit three other people - family, friends or 

colleagues - to do the same. 

 

 This is a start. Over the coming months, I will have 

more to say about some of our advocacy initiatives and 

I invite your ideas and suggestions as well. 

 

 But please keep in mind, we are at a pivotal moment.  
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 Soon, the Governor will come out with his revised 

budget for the next fiscal year.     

 

 

 

 

[SLIDE 13 – 2011-12 REVENUES] 

 

 We are hopeful it will include some of the money that 

has been cut from higher education.   

 

 It also appears likely that there will be one or more 

measures on the ballot in November that could cause 

some of higher education’s lost funding to be restored.  

 

 You may recall that the Governor's January budget 

proposal, which was contingent on voter approval of 

his November proposal, some our spending power 

would be restored, with an additional 90 million dollars 

going to UC Davis.  
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 But he has also said that if his ballot proposal fails, 

the UC system will be cut $200 million.  Our share at 

UC Davis would be $30 million. 

 

 

 
[SLIDE 14 – REVENUES VERSUS FIXED COSTS] 

 

 And as you can see from this graphic on our fixed costs 

for pensions, health care benefits and salary increases, 

even if our revenues were constant, we would have a 

significant shortfall well into the future. 

 

o Faculty Merit Cycle:  ~$4.0 million (core funds) 

 

o UCRS:  Each 1% increase in employer contribution:   

~ $3.5 million core funds 

~ $12.1 million all funds 

 

o Faculty Pool:  ~$2.0 million for each one percent 

increase (core funds, all academic titles) 
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o Staff Pool:  ~$1.7 million for each one percent increase 

(core funds) 

 

 

 

 

[SLIDE 15 – STAFFING LEVELS] 

 

 You can also see from the graphic on staff FTE, that as 

we have dealt with declining state aid and reduced the 

size of our staff, we have done our best to keep as many 

positions as possible in the academic units where they 

serve our core academic mission of research and 

teaching. 

 

 More cuts would be detrimental for everyone associated 

with UC Davis, but to be as well prepared as possible for 

whatever the future brings, we are proceeding with the first 

phase of our incentive-based budget model July 1. 
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 The initial steps will focus on unrestricted state 

funds, undergraduate tuition net of financial aid and 

indirect costs for research. 

 

 

 

[SLIDE 16 – ORGANIZATIONAL EXCELLENCE] 

 

 Our Shared Service Center has also helped us become 

more efficient.  

 

 On February 14, 2012 we completed consolidation of 

finance, payroll and HR for 6250 administrative 

employees 

 

 Initial budget savings of approximately 25% 

 

 $4 million in annual net savings 

 

 Fifty-one administrative positions eliminated 
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 Integrated technology and streamlined process that 

can be leveraged by the academic community. 

 

 

 
 No we need to make our voices heard outside this 

campus and let the Legislature and Governor know 

how we feel about reinvesting in higher education. The 

public must hear us, too.    

 

 If we are silent, some may see that as a sign we don't 

feel this is important. 

 

 My friends and colleagues, nothing could be further 

from the truth. 

 

 California's three-tiered system of higher education has 

long been a national model.  
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 A visionary Master Plan made college accessible and 

affordable to thousands upon thousands of students 

who went on to build productive lives for themselves 

and their families. 

 

 And they contributed to a prosperous and innovative 

California that set the pace for a robust national 

economy. 

 

 The Master Plan was a partnership between institutions 

of higher learning, the public and our state. 

 

 We must now convince the state to renew its part of the 

partnership and keep California heading in the right 

direction. 

 

 We need to remind our elected leaders in Sacramento 

of the importance of reinvesting in higher education - 

how it pays off for our young people and for our state 

and nation, too.  
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 And we must stand with our students and their hard-

working families and do everything in our power – 

through scholarships, philanthropy, revenue-producing 

research, advocacy and more – to help them get the 

education our outstanding faculty can provide. 

 
 

 Thanks to all the great work from our faculty, staff and 

students, the admiration I have for everything UC Davis 

embodies has only intensified during my time as 

chancellor. 

 
 And I know that winning formula will keep UC Davis 

strong, on the rise and a place that always does the best 

job possible for our students and for our state. 

 
 Thank you very much. 

Representative Assembly Meeting Call 
6/8/2012 
Page 34 of 215



Amendments from Athletics Report:  
 
Pages 12 and 13 (UA = University Admissions Office): 
 
Old version: 
1. All ICA-ABE requests that are sent to Admissions also be sent to the Academic Senate 
for routing to the Undergraduate Council and the Committee on Admissions and 
Enrollment. We are not, at this point, recommending that either of those committees 
should be part of the decision chain, but we do believe that proper functioning of the 
system will be more likely if the Senate receives current information on ABE cases. 
 
New version: 
1. At the end of each calendar quarter, UA will prepare a report on the 
cases of all ABE applicants (ICA and non-ICA) that have been evaluated by 
UA and accepted for admission (with redactions necessary for privacy). 
This will be sent to the Academic Senate for informational purposes and 
routed to the Committee on Admissions and Enrollment and the Undergraduate 
Council. The report should include identifiers of the source of the ABE 
requests. The proper functioning of the system will be more likely if the Senate receives 
this information on ABE cases. 
 
 
Old version: 
4. The Academic Senate make explicit its heretofore implicit delegation to ICA of 
effective authority to make admissions decisions for UC-eligible student-athletes with a 
written specification of the procedure followed and the acceptable range of parameters 
within which it can operate. 
 
 
New version: 
4. Policy and processes on the admissions of prospective student athletes 
who are likely UC eligible and "sponsored" by ICA should be established. 
The decisions to admit those applicants rest with UA, and those 
applicants should be held to the standards for admission, as assessed 
through holistic review, that are used for the general applicant pool. 
 
In consideration of NCAA National Letter of Intent signing dates and 
accepting that some recruitment of student athletes falls outside of the 
fall term, appropriate measures of flexibility on the timing of UA 
evaluation of ICA sponsored applicants should be identified and approved 
by the Academic Senate (through its representative committees) after 
consultation with ICA and UA. 
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PROPOSED DAVIS DIVISION REGULATION 534 

COURSE EVALUATIONS 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction  

Endorsed by the Committee on Academic Personnel, Graduate Council, Undergraduate Council, 
and the Executive Council. 

The proposed Regulation would mandate the use of course evaluations in courses determined by 
the Committee on Courses of Instruction and would specify that the course evaluation process 
would protect the privacy of the students and not compromise the confidentiality of the 
information with respect to the instructor. 

It is proposed that the amendment to Regulation 534 be effective immediately. 

Rationale.  

At present, there is no mandate for the collection of course evaluations by instructors.  Although 
it is a nearly universal practice in a large class of courses, there are cases in which no evaluations 
are collected in these courses.  (The exact class of courses would be determined by the 
Committee on Courses of Instruction.) Such evaluations are important for the control of the 
quality of courses and their instructors and should be required.  The growing trend toward the 
use of electronic means of course evaluations poses a potential threat to the privacy of the 
evaluating student and hence the integrity of the process.  Since the evaluations are integral to 
the academic personnel process, which is intended to be confidential, the instructor’s 
confidentiality should also be protected.  (There are cases such as those involving legal actions 
where access to evaluations becomes necessary.) 

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Regulation 534 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

534. Course Evaluations 

In every course designated by the Committee on Courses of Instruction, all 
instructors must implement a course evaluation procedure  in such a manner as to 
afford to each student the ability to evaluate the instructor and the course. Such   
evaluations shall be made available to the instructor after grades for the course have 
been submitted.  The evaluation procedure shall, to the fullest extent possible, 
preserve the anonymity of the student and restrict the identification of the course 
instructor to authorized persons only, including the Committee on Academic 
Personnel and others involved in the academic personnel process and in the selection 
of course instructors. 
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Representative Assembly Motion of Thanks: 

  

On behalf of the Davis Division of the Academic Senate, the Representative Assembly 
commends Justice Reynoso and the Reynoso Task Force for their report on the November 18th 
incident. The time and effort needed to produce the report were significant and are appreciated 
by the Academic Senate. We specifically thank Justice Reynoso for his tenacity and 
determination to have as complete a report as possible released to the campus community. 
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Committee	on	Committees	Appointment	Report	2012‐2013	 Page	1	
 

Divisional Officers – 2012-2013 

Chair: Bruno Nachtergaele (confirmed through August 31, 2014) 
Vice Chair:  Andre Knoesen 
Secretary: Abigail Thompson 

Parliamentarian: Janet Shibamoto Smith 

Academic Freedom & Responsibility: 

Adela De La Torre (Chair), Moradewun Adejunmobi, Robert Berman, Evelyn Lewis, Jane‐Ling Wang 

University Committee on Academic Freedom (UCAF) Divisional Representative: Adela De La Torre 

Admissions & Enrollment: 

Patrick Farrell (Chair), Carlos Jackson, Martine Quinzii, Joseph Sorensen, Rena Zieve 

Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools (BOARS) Divisional Representative: Patrick Farrell 

Affirmative Action & Diversity: 

Susan Rivera (Chair), Miroslava Chavez‐Garcia, Colleen Clancy, Courtney Joslin, Kyu Kim, Brian Osserman, Tina 

Zicari 

University Committee on Affirmative Action and Diversity (UCAAD) Divisional Representative: Susan Rivera 

CAP Appellate Committee: 

Jeannie Darby (Chair), Frances Dolan, Leslie Kurtz, Dean Simonton, Dennis Styne 

CAP Oversight Committee: 

John Hall (Chair), Trish Berger, Daniel Gusfield, James Jones, David Simpson, W. Martin Usrey, Andrew Vaughan, 

Richard White, Xiangdong Zhu 

University Committee on Academic Personnel (UCAP) Divisional Representative: W. Martin Usrey 

Courses of Instruction: 

Benjamin Shaw (Chair), Richard Green, David Hawkins, Nelson Max, Terry Murphy, Kriss Ravetto‐Biagioli, David 

Webb, Becky Westerdahl 

Distinguished Teaching Awards: 

John Harada (Chair), Judy Callis, Gail Finney, Ronald Olsson, Charles Walker 

Elections, Rules & Jurisdiction: 

David Rocke (Chair), Steven Carlip, John Hunt 

Emeriti: 

Charles Hess (Chair), Karen Bales, Alan Jackman, Joel Dobbins, John Fetzer, J. Paul Leigh, Rajinder Singh 

Excellence in Teaching: 

Richard Coss (Fa, Wi) 

Faculty Privilege and Academic Personnel Advisers: 

Motohico Mulase (Chair), Shirley Chiang, Nolan Zane, Ian Kennedy, Walter Stone,  
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Committee	on	Committees	Appointment	Report	2012‐2013	 Page	2	
 

Faculty Research Lecturer: 

Qizhi Gong (Chair), Margaret Ferguson, Alan Hastings, Charles Langley, Richard Robins 

Faculty Welfare: 

Stuart Hill (Chair), Joann Cannon, Joel Hass, Anna Kuhn (Fa, Sp, Su), Bernard Levy, Lisa Miller, Saul Schaefer 

University Committee on Faculty Welfare (UCFW) Divisional Representative: Stuart Hill and standing alternate: 

Saul Schaefer 

Grade Changes: 

Lawrence Bogad (Chair), Elizabeth Applegate, Robert Bell, Florin Despa, Benjamin Highton 

Graduate Council: 

Rachael Goodhue (Chair), Ari Kelman (Vice Chair), Enoch Baldwin, Patrick Carroll, Jean‐Pierre Delplanque, Chris 

Drake, Beth Freeman, David Fyhrie, M. Levent Kavvas, Leslie Lyons, James Murray 

Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs (CCGA): Ari Kelman 

Information Technology: 

Paul Gepts (Chair), Anupam Chander (Fa, Su), Francois Gygi, Boris Jeremic, Susan Stover 

International Education: 

Jeannette Money (Chair), Leopoldo Bernucci, Sheldon Lu, Julia Menard‐Warwick, Raul Piedrahita, Andres 

Resendez, S. G. Schladow 

University Committee on International Education (UCIE) Divisional Representative: Jeannette Money 

Joint Academic Federation/Senate Personnel: 

William Casey, W. Jack Hicks, Randal Southard 

Administrative Series Personnel: 

Vacant (Senate Representative) 

Library: 

Brian Kolner (Chair), Maxine Craig 

University Committee on Library and Scholarly Communication (UCOLASC) Divisional Representative: Brian Kolner 

P&T Hearings: 

Floyd Feeney (Chair), David Biale, Angela Cheer, Alan Conley, Katherine Florey, Anna Kuhn, Albert Lin, Annabeth 

Rosen, Janet Shibamoto‐Smith, Valley Stewart, Ebenezer Yamoah 

P&T Investigative: 

Philip Kass (Chair), Afra Afsharipour, Premkumar Devanbu, Nancy Lane, Stephen Lewis 

University Committee on Privilege and Tenure (UCP&T) Divisional Representative: Philip Kass 

Planning & Budget: 

Jerold Last (Chair), Gregory Clark, Thomas Famula, John Gunion, Niels Jensen, Debbie Niemeier, Christopher 

Reynolds, Michael Turelli (Wi, Sp, Su), Chris Van Kessel (Wi, Sp, Su) 

University Committee on Planning and Budget (UCPB) Divisional Representative: Jerold Last 
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Planning & Budget Subcommittee: Instructional Space Advisory Group: 

Vacant (Chair), Vacant (Member) 

Public Service: 

Lynn Roller (Chair), Jerold Last, Michael O’Mahony, Joan Rowe, Dean Tantillo 

Research: 

Kathryn Olmsted (Chair), Nicole Baumgarth, Sue Bodine, Kent Erickson, Janet Foley, Dave Hwang, Judy Jernstedt, 

Marjorie Longo, Nelson Max, Sally Mckee, John Ragland, J. Edward Taylor, Bella Merlin Turner, Anne Usrey, 

Xiangdong Zhu 

University Committee on Research Policy (UCORP) Divisional Representative: Sally McKee 

Undergraduate Council: 

Janet Roser (Chair), Colin Carter, Shirley Chiang, Jesus De‐Loera, Gregory Dobbins, Fidelis Eke, Susan Keen, Julia 

Menard‐Warwick, Matthew Traxler, Craig Warden, Carl Whithaus, Jeffrey Williams 

University Committee on Educational Policy: Janet Roser 

General Education: 

Craig Warden (Chair), Rebecca Ambrose, Manuel Calderon De La Barca Sanchez, Maggie Morgan, Terrence 

Nathan, John Smolenski 

Preparatory Education: 

Julia Menard‐Warwick (Chair), Christine Drake, Elizabeth Miller, Joseph Biello, Richard Levin 

University Committee on Preparatory Education (UCOPE) Divisional Representative:  Julia Menard‐Warwick 

Special Academic Programs: 

Jeffrey Williams (Chair), Robert Smallman Taylor, Raul Aranovich, Mark Rashid, Lori Lubin 

Undergraduate Instruction & Program Review: 

Carl Whithaus (Chair), Timothy Lewis, Steve Wheeler 

Undergraduate Scholarships, Honors & Prizes: 

Carlos Jackson (Chair), Paul Bergin, Matt Bishop, Fidelis Eke, Ian Faloona, Lorena Garcia, Ellen Hartigan‐O'Connor, 

Kee Kim, Kyu Kim, Matthias Koeppe, Kristin Lagattuta, Richard Levin, Kenneth Loh, Markus Luty, Kent Pinkerton, 

Andres Resendez, Kurt Rohde, Naileshni Singh, Teresa Steele, Qinglan Xia 
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION BYLAW 28
COMMITTEES OF THE DAVIS DIVISION: GENERAL PROVISIONS

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction

Endorsed by Graduate Council, Undergraduate Council, Committe on Research, and Committee on
Courses of Instruction, and the Executive Council 

This proposal  consists  of two parts,  each broadly falling under the rubric  “delegation”  as it 
applies to committees of the Division.

(A)  It  would  specify  procedures  for  delegation  of  authority  by committees  of  the  Division. 
Delegations  would be required to  be (1) made in  writing,  (2)  reviewed by the Division for 
consistency with the Code of the Senate, and (3) reviewed on an annual basis.

(B) It would give explicit authority for administrators who are ex officio members of committee 
to  delegate  their  membership  to  a  person  who reports  to  that  administrator.   A  delegated 
member is also a member of the Academic Senate would have full voting rights unless holding 
and administrative  title  as  in  paragraph C below.  Such members,  and non-members  of the 
Senate would have voting rights only insofar as the committee is not taking final action in the 
name of the Senate, as stated in paragraph E below.

Rationale.  

For  (A):  At  present,  the  Bylaws and Regulations  of  the  Division in  certain  instances  allow 
committees of the Division to delegate their authority to other parties, such as deans.  In some 
cases, the delegations were made (or are claimed to have been made) years ago with no extant 
records of the delegations.  The Divisional office as a result does not have a clear picture of what 
delegations have been made.  This lack of information is especially pressing when there is legal 
action concerning decisions made by those who claim delegated authority.  Thus, the Divisional 
office ought to have records of all delegations.  

Prior  review of  delegations  is  necessary to  insure  that  they are  permitted  by the Divisional 
Bylaws and Regulations.

Since the committees are delegating tasks that would otherwise be performed by themselves, 
they  ought  to  be  well-informed  of  the  actions  taken  on  their  behalf,  which  would  be 
accomplished by an annual review of those actions.

For (B):  Some members of the Division who hold administrative titles are ex officio members 
of standing committees of the Division and historically have sent deputies to represent them in 
committee meetings.  This amendment would explicitly allow such practice and would specify 
the voting rights of the deputies of the ex officio members.

Proposed  Revision:  Davis  Division  Bylaw 28  shall  be  amended  as  follows.   Deletions  are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type.

28. General Provisions
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A. Committees of the Davis Division include the Representative Assembly, the Committee on 
Committees, regular standing committees (including the Committee on Academic Personnel, the 
Faculty  Personnel  Committees,  and  the  Committee  of  Academic  Personnel  Advisers),  joint 
standing committees, special committees, task-forces, and the Faculties of colleges and schools. 
(Am. 4/21/80; 1/27/81; 5/24/01; 06/09/05) 

B. All  committees  of the Davis Division shall  report  to the Representative Assembly of the 
Division  and  are  subject  to  its  jurisdiction  on  all  matters  of  policy.  All  committees  shall 
implement, within the limits of Senate authority, any policy or direction adopted by a majority 
vote of the Representative Assembly or the Division by ballot. (Am. 12/15/1967, 4/21/1980) 

C. No member of the Division holding an administrative title of Chancellor, Vice Chancellor, 
Provost, Vice Provost, Dean, Associate Dean or titles with equivalent levels of administrative 
responsibility may serve as a member of a divisional committee or as a representative of the 
Davis  Division  to  any  taskforce,  committee,  or  agency  (except  in  a  non-voting,  ex  officio 
capacity.) These restrictions do not apply to chairs of academic departments or programs. (Am. 
06/01/06) 

D. All  written  reports  submitted by committees  of the Davis Division to the Representative 
Assembly shall be posted on a World Wide Web site, the address of which is clearly indicated 
on the agenda for the meeting to which they are submitted and shall be simultaneously sent to 
Department Chairs of all academic units. (Am. 11/1/96; 10/20/97, 06/09/05) 

E.  Only  members  of  the  Academic  Senate  may  vote  in  divisional  committees  when  those 
agencies or committees are taking final action on any matter for the Academic Senate, or giving 
advice to University officers or other non-Senate agencies in the name of the Davis Division. 
Persons other than Senate members may be given the right to vote on other questions, such as 
those that involve only recommendations to other Senate agencies, but only by explicit Bylaw 
provisions. Members of the Davis Division appointed or elected to represent the Division on 
joint  committees,  taskforces,  or  to  other  non-Senate  agencies  may not  abridge  the duties  or 
powers of any standing committee or take a final action in the name of the Division unless by 
reference  to,  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of,  the  relevant  standing  committee,  the 
Representative Assembly, or the Division by ballot. (Am. 06/09/05;06/07/07) 

F. All legislation and other policy actions of committees shall be publicly archived in a manner 
prescribed by the Secretary with the advice and consent of the Executive Council. No legislation 
or policy shall become effective unless and until it is publicly archived. [See Davis Division 
Bylaw 200 for effective dates.] (Am. 06/09/05) 

G. All delegation of committee authority authorized by these Bylaws or by the Regulations 
of the Davis Division must be made in writing and is subject to review by the Division for 
consistency with the Code of The Senate.  Such delegations shall be reviewed annually by 
the delegating committee.

H.  Ex officio members of committees whose membership is based on their administrative 
titles  may delegate  their  membership  to  a  person who reports  to  that  member.   Such 
delegated membership confers a right to vote only if the delegated member is a member of 
the Academic Senate and is not prohibited from voting by paragraph C herein.  A non-
member of the Senate has a right to vote only as described in paragraph E herein.
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION BYLAW 31 
SPECIAL COMMITTEES 

 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction  

Endorsed by the Executive Council 

 
The proposed amendment to Davis Division Bylaw 31 would allow limited voting rights to 
members of Divisional special committees who are not members of the Academic Senate.  The 
agency establishing the committee (e.g., the Representative Assembly) would be permitted to 
authorize such voting when it constitutes the membership of the committee.  Voting rights would 
be limited to recommendations by the committee to the establishing committee or other Senate 
agencies. 

Rationale.  

Some special committees are established to address matters which are of general campus interest, 
and they are appropriately populated with non-members of the Senate such as members of the 
Academic Federation, students, and staff.  This amendment would allow recommendations of 
such committees to reflect the judgment of the committee as a whole. 

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Bylaw 31 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

31. Special Committees 

A. Special committees of the Davis Division may be established by the Representative 
Assembly; or by the Executive Council; or by the Chair of the Division, subject to 
confirmation by the Executive Council. Special committees shall be appointed or elected 
in the manner established, at the time of their creation. Unless a different method of 
election or appointment is indicated, the Committee on Committees shall appoint such 
committees and designate their chairs. Appointments to special committees by the 
Committee on Committees shall be reported to the Representative Assembly but shall not 
require confirmation. (effec 2/7/2007)  

B. A special committee may be established by the Division: (i) for a particular purpose; or 
(ii) when an issue engages the duties of more than one divisional standing committee, for 
the purpose of coordinating activities among those committees; or (iii) when an issue 
engages the duties of one or more standing committees and a non-Senate agency, for the 
purpose of coordinating activities between the Division and the non-Senate agency, and 
may, within the limitations of Academic Senate Bylaw 35.C and Davis Division Bylaw 
28.C, include non-Senate representatives. (Am. 10/19/71; 12/21/71; 02/03/06)  

C. Each special committee shall have such powers and perform such duties as shall be 
designated in the resolution calling for its appointment or, if established by the Chair of 
the Division, in the Chair’s written charge to the committee. No special committee, 
however, shall be appointed or elected to perform any duties assigned to a standing 
committee. (Am. 02/03/06)  
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D. Wherever appropriate and feasible, members shall be drawn from the standing 
committees most relevant to the charge of the special committee. Members of special 
committees shall report regularly to the standing committees, that they represent. (Am. 
02/03/06)  

E. The establishing agency may confer voting rights on committee members who are 
not members of the Academic Senate, but only on matters which involve 
recommendations to the establishing agency or other Senate agencies. 

F. A special committee of the Davis Division shall have tenure only until the regular 
meeting of the Representative Assembly of the ensuing fall term unless (1) a definite term 
is specified in the authorizing motion; (2) its authorization occurs after April 1, in which 
case it shall continue for one year beyond the normal expiration date; or (3) it is continued 
by action of the Representative Assembly. (Am. 10/19/71; 12/21/71)  

FG. The final reports of special committees shall constitute a special order for the first 
regular meeting of the Representative Assembly each academic year. (Am. 10/19/71; 
effective 12/21/71)  
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION BYLAW 80 
GRADUATE COUNCIL 

 
 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction 

Endorsed by Graduate Council and the Executive Council 

 
This proposal would give explicit authority to the Graduate Council for the approval and review 
of post-baccalaureate certificate programs not offered solely through a University Extension 
program.  

Rationale.   

Standing Order of the Regents 105.2(a) provides that “The Academic Senate, subject to the 
approval of the Board, shall determine the conditions for admissions, for certificates, and for 
degrees other than honorary degrees.”  There are a number of programs on the Davis campus 
that award certificates, but there are no Divisional Bylaws provisions specifying the authority for 
determining the conditions for certificates, as opposed to degrees.  This proposal pertains to 
certificate programs for post-baccalaureate students.   

Systemwide Regulation 735 defines what can be called “stand-alone” certificate programs with 
independent admissions processes which are not offered solely by University Extension.  The 
systemwide Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs (CCGA) has taken the position in 
2009 that all such programs are subject to CCGA review and approval.  At the Divisional level, 
the relevant recommendations to CCGA would be made by the Graduate Council.  CCGA 
further requires that certificate programs offered in conjunction with degree programs be 
approved and reviewed by the local Graduate Councils and Divisional Senates.  The proposed 
legislation would formalize CCGA policy in the Davis Division Bylaws.  In addition, it would 
place under the purview of the Graduate Council certificate programs which are offered through 
University Extension in co-operation with campus departments and Senate faculty.  In these 
cases, University Extension acts as an administrator of the programs, which are staffed by 
graduate faculty.   

A list of affected certificate programs is attached.  Under the present proposal, the Graduate 
Council would be responsible for the review of all but the last category of programs, “Extension 
Professional Certificates.” 

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Bylaw 80 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

80. Graduate Council 

A. This council shall consist of twelve Senate members (including a chair, a vice chair, and the 
Dean of Graduate Studies non-voting ex officio), four graduate student representatives (the 
Graduate Student Assistant to the Dean and Chancellor selected by Graduate Studies, the 
Graduate Student Association Chair, the GSA Vice Chair, a fourth graduate student selected by 
GSA) two postdoctoral scholar representatives (the Postdoctoral Scholar Association Chair and 
another postdoctoral scholar selected by the PSA) and two representatives appointed by the 
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Davis Academic Federation. The Dean of Graduate Studies shall not be chair or vice chair. A 
chair and vice-chair of this council shall be named by the Committee on Committees. Any 
member from the Davis Division on the Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs who is not 
a regular member of the Graduate Council shall be an additional ex officio member of this 
council. The council shall be organized into subcommittees to facilitate the conduct of its 
business. Subcommittees of the Graduate Council shall be appointed by the Chair and shall serve 
from the first day of September each year. Deans of Graduate Studies may be appointed to 
subcommittees but shall not serve as chair of any subcommittee. The Chair of the Graduate 
Council shall appoint additional Academic Senate members to the subcommittees as deemed 
necessary. (Am. 6/7/1983) 

B. It shall be the duty of the Graduate Council with respect to the Davis campus:  

1. To grant certificates of admission to qualified applicants for graduate status; to admit 
qualified students to candidacy for degrees to be conferred on graduate students; to 
appoint committees in charge of candidates’ studies, who shall certify for every 
candidate before recommendation for a higher degree that the candidate has fulfilled the 
requirements of the University pertaining to that degree. (Am. 11/25/96) 

2. To make final reports to the Executive Council concerning the conferring of graduate 
degrees.  

3. To advise the Chief Campus Officer concerning relations with educational and research 
foundations.  

4. To regulate the conduct of graduate work of the Division with a view to the promotion of 
research and learning. (Am. 10/22/2002)  

5. To supervise the conduct of public and other examinations for higher degrees. 

6. To make recommendations to the Representative Assembly and to the statewide 
Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs concerning the establishment of new 
graduate degrees.  

7. To report and to make recommendations to the Representative Assembly on matters 
pertaining to graduate work.  

8. To coordinate the procedures of the various departments and schools on the campus 
insofar as they relate to the conferring of degrees higher than the Bachelor's degree. 

9. To recommend and supervise all new, changed, or deleted graduate courses of instruction 
in the Division. In discharging this responsibility, the Graduate Council presents its 
recommendations to and shall maintain liaison with the Committee on Courses. (Am. 
12/15/1967)  

10. To determine for the Division and to make recommendations to the statewide 
Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs concerning the qualifications of 
departments and graduate groups for initiating new programs and for making changes in 
established programs leading to existing graduate degrees. (Am. 11/1/2005) 

11. To set policies and standards for admission to full- and part-time graduate status. (Am. 
10/19/1971)  
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12. To make rules governing the form of presentation and the disposition of dissertations. 
(Am. 12/15/1967)  

13. To recommend the award of fellowships and graduate scholarships, including honorary 
travel fellowships, according to the terms of the various foundations. (Am. 12/15/1967) 

14. To set policies and standards for appointment of graduate students to be Teaching 
Assistants, Teaching Fellows, Research Assistants, and recipients of University 
Fellowships. (Am. 12/15/1967)  

15. To limit at its discretion the study lists of students who are employed. 

16. To set policies and standards for appointment of postdoctoral scholars or their academic 
equivalent and for their enrollment by the Graduate Division. (Am. 12/15/1967) 

17. To conduct regular reviews of current graduate programs for their quality and 
appropriateness. (Am. 11/25/1996)  

18. To establish policy on and exercise authority on academic disqualifications and/or 
dismissals as well as over all graduate academic transcript notations. (En. 12/15/1967) 

19. To recommend the award of the Outstanding Graduate Student Teaching Award, 
according to the terms of the Academic Senate.  

20. To approve and review, or make recommendations to the Coordinating Committee 
on Graduate affairs where required, all post-baccalaureate certificate programs not 
offered solely through University Extension. 

C. The annual report of the Graduate Council will be presented at the first regular meeting of the 
Representative Assembly in the fall term. (En. 6/4/85) 

D. At its discretion and consistent with Senate Bylaws 20 and 330(C), the Graduate Council may 
delegate to the Dean of Graduate Studies administrative decisions related to the academic 
regulations and policies of the Graduate Council. The Dean of Graduate Studies will report on 
and Graduate Council will review these delegated decisions annually. (En. 2/28/05 & eff. 
2/28/05) 
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Post-Baccalaureate Certificate Programs at UC Davis 

 

Certificate 
Currently 

Approved by 
Grad Council? 

Administered by 
Requires an UG 

degree 
minimally? 

Current Students or 
Direct Admit? 

1. Graduate Academic 
Certificate  
(4)   

Programs/OGS 
 

Current students only 

2. CAES Postgraduate 
Certificates (12) 

No  CAES/Extension 
 

Direct Admit 
 

(primarily foreign 
students) 

3. Extension 
Postgraduate 
Certificates (5) 

No 
Extension & 

sponsoring dept   
Direct Admit 

4. Business 
Development 
Certificate Program 

No 
Center for 

Entrepreneurship 
& GSM   

Current students in 
science & engr 

 (grad & post‐docs) 

5. Extension 
Professional 
Certificates 
(52) 

No  Extension  No  Direct Admit 

 
 
1. Graduate Academic Certificates 
 
 http://www.gradstudies.ucdavis.edu/programs/GACs.html  

 Air Quality and Health 
 Conservation Management 
 Development Practice 
 Second Language Acquisition 

2. CAES Post-Baccalaureate Certificates  

http://caes.ucdavis.edu/intprogold/eduopp/postgrcert/postgraduate-certificate-program  

 Agricultural and Resource Economics 
 Agronomic and Rangeland Sciences 
 Animal Science 
 Aquatic Ecosystems, Aquaculture, and Fisheries 
 Floriculture 
 International Agricultural Development 
 Nematology 
 Plant Pathology 
 Pomology 
 Postharvest Biology & Technology 
 Vegetable Crops 
 Weed Science 
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3. Extension Post-Baccalaureate Certificates 
 

 Post-Baccalaureate Certificate Program in Classics 
 Post-Baccalaureate Certificate Program in Gender and Global Issues 
 *Advanced Chemical Engineering 
 *Advanced Electron Microscopy  
 Plant Breeding Academy  

4. Business Development Certificate Program  

http://entrepreneurship.ucdavis.edu/fellows.php  

5. Extension Professional Certificates 

 http://extension.ucdavis.edu/certificates/  
 
Agriculture and Food Science 

�  Applied Sensory and Consumer Science 
Arts, Humanities and Writing 

�  Forensic Photography 
Autism Spectrum Disorders 

�  Autism Spectrum Disorders Certificate Program 
�  Professional Concentration in Autism Spectrum Disorders 

Aviation 
�  Emergency Response Aviation Safety Management 

Brewing 
�  Professional Brewers 

Business and Management 
�  Accounting 
�  Business Analysis  
�  Business Communication 
�  Coaching for Life and Work  
�  Conflict Resolution  
�  Construction Estimating  
�  Construction Management 
�  Employee Relations 
�  Energy Resource Management  
�  Equine Event Management 
�  Green Building and Sustainable Design 
�  Human Resource Development and Management 
�  Labor-Management Relations 
�  Niche Tourism Development 
�  Paralegal Studies 
�  Personal Financial Planning 
�  Project Management 
�  Renewable Energy 
�  Taxation 

Common Ground 
�  Conflict Resolution 

Education 
�  Autism Spectrum Disorders Certificate Program 
�  Professional Concentration in Autism Spectrum Disorders 
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�  Data Use for School Improvement 
�  Reading 
�  Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) 
�  Teaching the Gifted and Talented 

Engineering and Technology 
�  Energy Resource Management  
�  Renewable Energy 
�  Solar Energy Systems and Design 

Health and Safety  
�  Health and Safety Training 
�  Intensive Certificate Program in Workplace Health and Safety 
�  Workplace Health and Safety 

Health Sciences 
�  Health Informatics 
�  Migration and Health 

Information Technology 
�  Website Design 

Land Use and Natural Resources 
�  Energy Resource Management 
�  Green Building and Sustainable Design 
�  Land Use and Environmental Planning  
�  Renewable Energy  
�  Sustainability and the Built Environment  

Sustainability and Green Building 
�  Energy Resource Management 
�  Green Building and Sustainable Design 
�  Renewable Energy 
�  Solar Energy Systems and Design 
�  Sustainability and the Built Environment 

Winemaking 

�  Winemaking 
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION BYLAW 88 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMITTEE 

 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction 

Endorsed by the Public Service Committee and the Executive Council 

 
This proposal would give explicit authority to the Public Service Committee for the approval and 
review of post-baccalaureate certificate programs offered solely through a University Extension 
program.   It would also eliminate from the list of members the title “Director of the Public 
Service Research Program.” 

Rationale.   

Standing Order of the Regents 105.2(a) provides that “The Academic Senate, subject to the 
approval of the Board, shall determine the conditions for admissions, for certificates, and for 
degrees other than honorary degrees.”  There are a number of programs on the Davis campus 
that award certificates, but there are no Divisional Bylaws provisions specifying the authority for 
determining the conditions for certificates, as opposed to degrees.  This proposal pertains to 
certificate programs for post-baccalaureate students.   

The proposed Bylaw amendment would explicitly designate as a duty of the Public Service 
Committee to advise on post-baccalaureate degrees that are solely offered through University 
Extension.  Relations to University Extension are referred to in three of the duties of the 
committee, so it is clearly the appropriate body to review such certificates.  Other certificate 
programs offered by University Extension involve regular graduate faculty of the campus and 
would be under the purview of the Graduate Council, if the companion amendment to Bylaw 80 
is adopted. 

The position of Director of the Public Research Program no longer exists and has not been 
replaced by a similar position. 

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Bylaw 88 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

88. Public Service 

A. This Committee shall consist of five Academic Senate members, two representatives 
appointed by the Davis Academic Federation, one undergraduate student representative, one 
graduate student representative, as non-voting ex officio members, the Vice Chancellor of 
Research, Vice Provost for University Outreach and International Programs, and the Dean of 
University Extension, and the Director of the Public Service Research Program as an ex officio 
member when also a member of the Senate and as a representative when not. (Am. 3/16/93; 
11/2/92; 10/20/97; 6/8/98)  

B. The duties of the committee shall be:  

1. To review and advise on non-personnel matters relating to the involvement of faculty in 
public service activities, and to advise the Chief Campus Officer and the Academic 
Senate on such matters. 
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2. To advise the Chief Campus Officer either on its own initiative or at their request on: a. 
Goals and objectives of campus public service programs and policies; b. Effectiveness of 
these programs and policies; c. Such other matters as may be referred to the committee 
by the President, the Chief Campus Officer, the Vice Chancellor of Research, or the 
Dean of University Extension. (Renum 7/29/2011) (Am. 12/15/1967)  

3. To review new offerings and the approval process for courses carrying University 
Extension credit.  

4. To establish policies and criteria for admission to University Extension courses, 
including concurrent courses.  

5. To advise the Dean of University Extension and the departments, divisions, schools, 
colleges, Graduate Studies, the Davis Division, and when appropriate, Cooperative 
Extension on: a. Criteria for approval of University Extension courses offered for 
University Extension credit; and b. Criteria for appointment and retention of University 
Extension instructors and c. Post-baccalaureate certificates offered solely through 
University Extension. (effec 3/16/1979)  

6. To select up to four members of the faculty to receive a Distinguished Scholarly 
Outreach Award. The name of the recipients shall be presented to the Representative 
Assembly for confirmation at its regular meeting in the winter or spring term of each 
academic year. (Renum 7/29/2011)  
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION REGULATION 528 

Credit by Examination 
 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction  

Endorsed by the Graduate Council, Undergraduate Council, and the Executive Council 

 
Regulation 528 sets out rules for the granting of course credit on the basis of the completion of 
an examination.  As currently worded, Regulation 528 specifies that a student must be registered 
in the current quarter in order to be eligible.  The proposal would allow students registered in a 
semester to be eligible for credit by examination.  In addition, it would allow students registered 
in Spring Quarter to earn credit by examination in the immediately succeeding Summer Session.  
Implementation of this proposal will require consideration of a fee structure, which should be 
worked out between the Division and the Office of the Registrar. 

It is proposed that the amendment to Regulation 528 be effective upon adoption. 

Rationale.  

Regular courses are offered during semesters and summer sessions as well as quarters.  Students 
receive unit credit for completion of such courses.  There is no apparent reason to prevent such 
students from receiving the same credit for passing an examination during a semester or quarter.   

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Regulation 528 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

528.  Credit by Examination 

Academic credit by examination is available to registered students, under the following 
conditions:  

(A) The privilege of taking an examination for credit usually will be granted only 
to students (undergraduate and graduate) enrolled in UC Davis degree programs 
who are in good standing and are registered either in the current quarter or 
semester, or in the spring quarter or semester prior to a summer session in which 
the examination is taken. (Academic Senate Reg. 540 and 542). Application shall 
be made on a petition form available from the Registrar.  

(B) Credit by examination may be applied for in any course listed in the current 
General Catalog. The application must be approved by the instructor who will 
administer the examination and by the dean of the student's college or school, in 
the case of an undergraduate student, or the Dean of Graduate Studies, in the case 
of a graduate student. The instructor will specify the examination date.  

(C) The application, if approved by the appropriate dean, is forwarded to the 
Registrar, who issues to the student a permit for the examination and sends notice 
of the action to the instructor or examiner by whom the examination is to be 
conducted. The examination may not be taken until the permit has been issued. 
(Am. 6/9/81)  
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(D) Credit by examination is not available (a) if such credit would duplicate credit 
presented by the student for admission to the University; (b) in elementary courses 
in a foreign language which is the native tongue of the applicant; or (c) in subjects 
for which the University has no competent examiner.  

(E) Credit earned by examination may not be applied toward satisfaction of the 
General Education requirement. (En. 10/28/86) 

(F) The final result of a student's work in an examination for credit shall be 
reported to the Registrar in terms of the following grades: A, B, C, D, F, P, NP, S, 
U. The "I" grade (incomplete) is not acceptable. Optional P/NP or S/U grading is 
subject to approval by the appropriate dean. If a student does not take the 
examination on the specified date and has not made prior arrangements with the 
instructor to change the date, the instructor shall write "Enrolled - No Work 
Submitted" on the grade report.  (Renum. 10/28/86)  
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION REGULATION 538 
EXAMINATIONS 

 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction  

Endorsed by Graduate Council, Undergraduate Council, Committee on Courses of Instruction, 
and the Executive Council 

 
Three revisions of Regulation 538 are proposed.  All concern the conditions for the 
accommodation for final examinations for students with disabilities.  The proposed revisions are 
the result of consultation with Campus Counsel. 

The first revision concerns the relation between the accommodations and the academic demands 
and standards of academic performance of the course.  The current Regulation is that the 
accommodation may result in no alteration of the demands and standards.  The proposed revision 
would prohibit only fundamental alterations. 

The second revision concerns the provision of facilities and personnel in making the 
accommodation.  The current Regulation states that “No accommodation shall require facilities 
or personnel that cannot reasonably be provided.”  The proposed revision would specify that 
accommodation would have to cause undue financial and administrative burdens in order to be 
prohibited. 

The third revision would state that course instructors have a legal obligation to provide 
recommended accommodations. 

It is proposed that the amendment to Regulation 538 be effective immediately. 

Rationale.  

The revisions are proposed in order to describe more accurately the legal responsibilities of 
instructors, the campus, and the University with respect to the accommodation of students with 
disabilities.  The proposals were made after consultation with Campus Counsel.  The obligation 
of the instructor to provide accommodations is based on the obligation of the institution to do so.  
The restriction of instructors’ obligation to academic, but not physical, accommodations, clarifies 
the proper role of instructors in carrying out the obligations of the institution.  Campus Counsel , 
which states that under the Americans with Disabilities and Rehabilitation Acts, “there is no 
individual liability, only institutional liability.” although instructors have a legal obligation to 
provide recommended accommodations, liability rests with the university and not the individual 
instructor. 

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Regulation 538 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are 
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

538. Examinations  

(A) Except under certain specified circumstances, Senate Regulation (SR) 772 requires 
that final examinations be given in all undergraduate courses. Final examinations may be 
given in graduate courses. (Am. 4/26/82)  
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(B) At the instructor’s option, a final examination in any course other than an on-line 
course may be wholly or in part of the take-home type. All examinations for on-line 
courses must be proctored to ensure that the person taking the examination is the student 
receiving credit. In accordance with SR 772(A), in undergraduate courses, the writing 
time of a take-home final examination and an in-class final examination together may not 
exceed three hours. (Am. 5/4/04)  

(C) In each course for which a final examination is required, each student shall have the 
right to take a final examination (or, when the instructor has so opted, to submit a take-
home examination) at the time and on the date published in the Class Schedule. For on-
line courses, the University Registrar will offer to the instructor of each on-line class the 
option to have the final in the last time slot on the last day of finals or at a time on dead 
day to be negotiated between the University Registrar and the instructor. Students shall be 
notified of the time and place of the final on or before the first day of instruction. (Am. 
5/4/04)  

(D) In each course (other than in an on-line course) for which a midterm examination is 
required, each student shall have the right to take a midterm examination (or, when the 
instructor has so opted, to submit a take-home examination) during one of the scheduled 
meetings of the class published in the Class Schedule. (Am. 4/26/82; 5/4/04)  

(E) Holding a final or midterm examination (or setting a deadline for submission of a 
take-home examination) at a time not specified in (C) or (D) requires the mutual consent 
of the instructor and all students involved in the change (other than in an on-line course). 
Any student who does not consent in writing to the different time must be permitted to 
take an examination (and/or submit a take-home examination) at the officially scheduled 
time. A student who consents in writing to the change of examination time waives the 
right cited in (C) or (D). (Am. 3/13/95 and effective 9/1/95; 5/4/04)  

(F) Any departures from the published examination schedule should be carried out so as 
not to disadvantage students who are unable to accept the alternative examination 
schedule. An in-class final examination may not be rescheduled for a date earlier than the 
first day of final week. The due date for a take-home final examination may not be 
rescheduled for a date earlier than the first day of finals week. In the case of on-line 
courses, the published examination schedule is that announced no later than the first day 
of class in accordance with 538(C), and finals may be scheduled or rescheduled to occur 
on dead day. (Am. 10/26/87 and effective 9/1/88) (Am. 3/13/95 and effective 9/1/95; 
5/4/04)  

(G) A student who is improperly denied the right cited in (C) or (D) may file a petition 
with the Executive Council by the end of the next regular term, for appropriate action.  

(H) In accordance with current law, students with documented disabilities may be entitled 
to in-class accommodations. The student shall provide a letter from the campus Student 
Disability Center (SDC) with a recommendation for those academic accommodations that 
the instructor is responsible for providing. It is the student’s responsibility to request 
accommodations as soon as possible; this notification must be made within a period of 
time which allows the university a reasonable opportunity to evaluate the request and 
offer necessary adjustments. The instructor has a legal obligation to provide 
recommended academic accommodations, unless the instructor can demonstrate 
that the No accommodations shawill fundamentally alter the nature of the academic 
demands made of the student, nor decrease the standards and types of academic 
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performance. It is the responsibility of the University to provide recommended 
physical accommodations. No accommodation shall require facilities or personnel that 
can be demonstrated to result in undue financial and administrative burdens to the 
University. The instructor should consult with the student and the SDC if there are any 
questions or concerns. If the instructor and the SDC cannot arrive at a mutually agreeable 
accommodation, the matter shall be resolved by a committee convened by the Vice 
Chancellor - Student Affairs that includes the instructor, the department chair, and a 
representative from the SDC. (En. 6/8/87; Am 11/25/96; Am 4/14/08)  

(I) An instructor may release to individual students their original final examinations (or 
copies thereof) at any time. Otherwise the instructor shall retain final examination 
materials, or a copy thereof, until the end of the next regular term, during which period 
students shall have access to their examinations. (En. 5/25/77; Renum. 6/8/87) (J) 
Paragraphs (A) through (I) of this Regulation shall be printed in the General Catalog. (En. 
5/24/76; Am. and renum. 5/25/77; 6/8/87)  
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PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION REGULATION A540 
GRADES 

 

Submitted by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction 

Endorsed by Undergraduate Council, the Grade Changes Committee, and the Executive Council 

 
Davis Division Regulation A540 contains a provision for a notation of “Enrolled-No Work 
Submitted” for students who turn in no work subject to grading for a class.  The proposal would 
eliminate that notation and substitute for it a grade of F.  A provision is added to allow petition 
to the Grade Changes Committee for removal of the grade in cases where failure to complete 
work is due to circumstances beyond the student’s control. 

Rationale. 

Background: UC Davis is the only campus in the UC system that continues to offer an NS grade 
in place of an F to indicate the status of a student who is enrolled in a course but does not 
complete any of the work, presumably because they did not attend based on a misunderstanding 
of their enrollment status.  Although such a category may have made sense back when 
enrollment was through punched computer cards, it presents a series of problems and issues of 
potential and real abuses in the present day. 

Some of the primary concerns include:  

a) The grade of NS is surprisingly common, given about 3,000 times annually across all 
courses, about the same frequency as Ds or Fs. The numbers are about the same in all 
Quarters, which fact indicates that a lack of familiarity with registration cannot be the 
explanation. 

b) Students abuse their knowledge of the NS grading option to take seats in impacted 
courses, especially in Mathematics and Sciences, and deprive other students of the 
opportunity of enrolling in these courses. 

c) Some students have multiple NS grades across several Quarters, suggestive of a strategy 
rather than a mistaken registration. Because the NS grade does not appear on official 
transcripts, these strategies are hidden. 

d) According to anecdotal evidence, some students use NS to appear to have sufficient units 
to qualify for financial aid, but without intending to take the course seriously. That such a 
strategy entangles the student later in rules for minimum progress is a risk that is borne. 

e) NCAA oversight views with particular suspicion athletes who receive this grade.  A 
student athlete may remain academically eligible if they receive an F in a course as long 
as their other academic progress is sufficient in quantity and quality, but the NS grade in 
its uniqueness to UCD presents a red flag. 

f) According to anecdotal evidence, some professors choose or are asked to use the NS 
grade in an inappropriate way to help students who are struggling academically (as 
opposed to following the procedures for a late drop in cases where the student has 
completed some portion of the work with various levels of success). Such professors do 
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not have access to the student’s entire record, when they grant what are in effect late 
drops. 

g) Those students who have multiple NSs are often dismissed from the University. That fact 
is not to suggest that the availability of the NS grade causes the dismissal, rather the NS 
grades are a symptom. But the availability of the NS grade often delays the reckoning, 
and hence makes the situation worse for the students. It would be better that such 
students had to meet with the counselors in Deans’ Offices sooner rather than later. 

Although there will be a few isolated cases of genuine mistaken enrollment that might 
legitimately deserve an NS designation, Fs that will be generated in this way can be petitioned to 
the Grade Change Committee for expurgation. In instances in which the course cannot proceed 
as intended – as happens say in special tutoring for English as a second language, when the 
person to be tutored fails to show – the Department involved can provide Quarterly lists for 
routine processing by the Grade Change Deputies. The Grade Change Committee, which itself 
began the process of this recommendation, believes it can handle the increased number of cases. 

Proposed Revision: Davis Division A540 shall be amended as follows.  Deletions are indicated 
by strikeout; additions are in bold type. 

A540. Grading  

Except as provided otherwise in Davis Division Regulations A545 and A548, and in Regulation 
70 of the Faculty of the School of Medicine, the following provisions apply to the grading of the 
work of all students subject to Davis Division Regulations.  

(A) The work of each student shall be reported in terms of the following grades: A (excellent), B 
(good), C (fair), D (poor), F (failure), I (incomplete), and IP (in progress). Grades of A, B, C, 
and D may be modified by plus (+) or minus (-) suffixes. (En. 4/23/78, Am. 11/28/79)  

(B) Grade points per unit shall be assigned by the Registrar as follows: A - 4; B - 3; C - 2; D - 1; 
F, I, or IP - none. "Minus" grades shall be assigned three-tenths grade point less per unit than 
unsuffixed grades, and "plus" grades (except A+) shall be assigned three-tenths grade point more 
per unit. The grade of A+ shall be assigned 4.0 grade points per unit, the same as for an 
unsuffixed A; but when A+ is reported it represents extraordinary achievement.  

(C) The grade Incomplete shall be assigned only when the student’s work is of passing quality 
and represents a significant portion of the requirements for a final grade, but is incomplete for 
good cause as determined by the instructor. "Good cause" may include illness, serious personal 
problems, an accident, a death in the immediate family, a large and necessary increase in 
working hours, or other situations deemed to be of equal gravity. The student is entitled to 
replace this grade by a passing grade and to receive appropriate grade points and unit credit 
provided he or she satisfactorily completes the work of the course in a way specified by the 
instructor before the end of the third succeeding term of the student’s academic residence as 
defined in Regulation 610. If a degree is conferred upon the student before the expiration of the 
time limit for conversion, the time limit for conversion for the graduated student shall be the end 
of the third regular term succeeding the term in which the Incomplete grade was assigned. If the 
time limit for conversion expires before a degree is conferred upon the student and the 
Incomplete grade has not been replaced, the grade shall revert to an F, a Not Passed, or an 
Unsatisfactory, depending on the grading system in effect in the particular instance. If the time 
limit expires after a degree has been conferred and the Incomplete grade has not been replaced, 
the Incomplete grade shall remain on the student’s record. If the degree has not been conferred, 
and the work has not been completed before the end of the term three calendar years after the 
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grade Incomplete has been assigned, and during which the student has not been in academic 
residence as defined in Regulation 610, the grade Incomplete shall remain on the student’s 
record, unless the course is repeated. This time-limit for the completion of courses assigned the 
grade Incomplete shall apply to all and only those courses in which the grade Incomplete is 
assigned on or after September 1, 2010. (En. 1/20/75, Am. 5/29/75, effective Fall 1975; Am. 
10/25/76, effective Winter 1977; Am. 6/4/79, Am. 11/28/79, effective Fall 1980; Am. 6/3/80, 
Am. 12/3/80; Am. 4/25/83; Am. 11/30/83) (Am. 9/1/2010, 2/24/2011)  

In calculating an undergraduate student’s grade point average, grade points and units for 
courses graded Incomplete shall not be counted except that, in ascertaining compliance 
with the 2.000 minimum grade point average required for the receipt of a bachelor’s 
degree, all incomplete units attempted for a letter grade shall be counted and assigned a 
grade point value of zero. Any undergraduate student who accumulates more than 16 
units of Incomplete for which final grades have not been assigned shall be subject to 
academic probation or disqualification. (Am. 1/27/81) 

 (Am. 9/1/2010) In calculating a graduate student’s grade point average, grade points and 
units for courses graded Incomplete shall not be counted except that, in ascertaining 
compliance with the minimum grade point average required for receipt of a degree, all 
incomplete units attempted for a letter grade shall not be counted and assigned a grade 
point value of zero. Any graduate student who accumulates more than 8 units of 
Incomplete for which final grades have not been assigned shall be subject to academic 
probation. (Am. 10/25/76, effective Winter 1977; Am. 1/27/81) 

(D) For a course extending over more than one term, where the evaluation of the student’s 
performance is deferred until the end of the final term, provisional grades of In Progress shall be 
assigned in the intervening terms. Subject to the provisions of Academic Senate Regulation 634, 
grade points and units for courses graded In Progress shall not be counted in calculating a 
student’s grade point average. Provisional grades shall be replaced by final grades if the student 
completes the full sequence. The student may receive final grades, grade points, and unit credit 
for completed terms when he or she has not completed the entire sequence if the instructor 
certifies that the course was not completed for good cause.  

(E) 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 completion of additional work. No term grade except Incomplete may be 
revised by re-examination.  Students who believe that their failure to submit work subject to 
grading was due to circumstances beyond their control, resulting in a grade of F may 
petition the Grade Changes Committee for removal of the grade. 

(F) Repetition of courses not authorized by the Davis Division Committee on Courses of 
Instruction to be taken more than once for credit is subject to the following conditions.  

(1) An undergraduate student may repeat only those courses in which he or she received a 
grade of D, F, or Not Passed, as well as courses in which a grade of I has become 
permanent on the student’s record because the work was not completed within three 
years, as described in (C) above. Departments may restrict repetition of a course if it is a 
prerequisite to a course already completed with a grade of C- or better. Courses in which 
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a grade of D or F has been earned may not be repeated on a Passed or Not Passed basis. 
(En. 4/21/80, Am. 3/11/81) (Am. 9/1/2010) 

(2) A graduate student, with the consent of the appropriate graduate adviser and the Dean of 
Graduate Studies, may repeat any course in which he or she received a grade of C, D, F 
or Unsatisfactory, as well as courses in which a grade of I has become permanent on the 
student’s record because the work was not completed within three years, as described in 
(C) above, up to a maximum of three courses for all courses repeated. Courses in which a 
grade of C, D, or F has been earned may not be repeated on a Satisfactory or 
Unsatisfactory basis. (Am. 10/25/76, effective Winter 1977) (Am. 9/1/2010, 9/1/2011)  

(3) Repetition of a course more than once requires approval by the appropriate dean in all 
instances.  

(4) Degree credit for a course will be given only once, but the grade assigned at each 
enrollment shall be permanently recorded. (Am. by mail ballot 5/7/74)  

(5) In computing the grade point average of an undergraduate who repeats courses in which 
he or she received a grade of D or F, only the most recently earned grade for each course 
and corresponding grade points shall be used for the first 16 units repeated. In the case of 
further repetitions, the grade point average shall be based on all grades assigned and total 
units attempted.  

(6) In computing the grade point average of a graduate student who repeats courses in which 
he or she received a grade of C, D, or F, only the most recently earned grade for each 
course and corresponding grade points shall be used.  

(G) The instructor in charge of a course shall enter the notation "Enrolled-No Work Submitted" 
(E-NWS) on the end-of-term course report for a student who, to the best of the instructor’s 
knowledge, did not present any work subject to grading. The course number and the notation 
shall be omitted from the official transcript.(Am. 11/30/98; eff. immediately and retroactively)  

(H) The Registrar shall enter the notation "NG" on the end-of-term course report and on the 
student’s record for a student whose instructor has not yet submitted an appropriate grade (letter 
grade or P, NP, S, U, I, or IP) nor designated the student as E-NWS. The instructor must indicate 
in the "memorandum" column on the course report the reason for not submitting a grade. 
Conditions for removing the NG are:  

(1) The NG notation shall be replaced by the appropriate grade upon written submission of 
that grade by the instructor. 

(2) The NG and relevant course notation both shall be deleted from the student’s transcript if 
it is established that an administrative error resulted in improper assignment of NG to the 
student.  

(3) The Registrar shall change the NG notation to an F grade if the NG has not been 
removed under the provisions of (1) or (2), unless the instructor in charge indicates 
otherwise to the Registrar. To ensure that the student is aware that an NG must be 
removed, the Registrar shall provide the following written notification to all affected 
students: "NG must be removed within one term or the NG will be changed to a grade of 
F. If this course appeared on your midterm course check list, see your instructor 
immediately; if it did not appear, see the Registrar."  
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ACADEMIC SENATE, UC DAVIS DIVISION    ONE SHIELDS AVENUE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDON AND RESPONSIBILITY  DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 
 
May 18, 2012 
 
RE: Egregious Academic Freedom Violation 
 
Academic Senate: 
 
The Committee on Academic Freedom and Responsibility (CAFR) has investigated a serious 
situation related to the academic freedom of an individual faculty member.  By unanimous assent 
CAFR has found that the faculty member’s academic freedom was violated by precipitous and 
inappropriate retaliatory statements of disciplinary sanction and legal action in the hours and days 
following the publication of a professional expert commentary perceived by some to be against 
University interests.  Further, the violation persists such that the professor works in fear for his job 
and has to withhold his professional knowledge from students and society for fear of further 
retaliation.  University administrators involved in the case misunderstand the University’s policies 
and procedures regarding academic freedom and shared governance.  The University’s fundamental 
mission is to discover new knowledge and to disseminate that to its students and to society at large.  
CAFR calls upon the Academic Senate to affirm that professors should not be subjected to 
disciplinary sanctions, legal action or threats thereof for writing scholarly publications and 
professional expert commentaries, and that evaluations of the intellectual honesty of such writings 
require due process through shared governance according to APM-015 and APM-016 without 
circumvention to the legal system or to unregulated administrative action.  CAFR calls upon the 
administration to apologize and take concrete actions to learn from its missteps, as enumerated 
below. 
 
Introduction and Procedures 
 
According to Academic Senate bylaws, CAFR is charged with studying any conditions within the 
University that, in the judgment of the committee, may affect the academic freedom and 
responsibility of its individual members.  When a faculty member brings forward a formal 
complaint, CAFR is obligated to investigate and write a report to the Academic Senate explaining 
our findings. 
 
On November 22, 2010 a faculty member formally wrote an email to CAFR on the subject of 
“request for senate review” in which he sought advice about what he described as his being 
subjected to intimidation, threats, and harassment. The CAFR Chair undertook a preliminary 
investigation involving talking to several involved and peripheral parties as well as receiving 
documents in support of all perspectives. CAFR met to review the materials and discuss the 
situation.  Before we could return formal advice, the Academic Senate Chair intervened to consult 
the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction (ERJ) to evaluate whether this situation should 
be reserved for sole review by the Privilege and Tenure Investigative (PTI) committee.  Although 
ERJ affirmed the independent and unfettered right of CAFR to proceed (as has occurred in similar 
situations UC systemwide in the past), the faculty member did not formally request that and CAFR 
informally advised the faculty member to contact PTI.  All information regarding subsequent PTI 
activity is confidential and has been withheld from CAFR. 
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On December 21, 2011, the faculty member wrote to CAFR, “I would like to formally request a 
review of what I believe has been a blatant breach of my academic freedom.”  CAFR informed the 
Senate Chair as well as the PTI Chair and then undertook an investigation.  The investigation 
consisted of (a) reviewing the extensive past information from the complainant and from CAFR’s 
2010 preliminary investigation, (b) inviting each direct party to meet with CAFR and then holding 
meeting with those who agreed, (c) reviewing a supervisor’s letter on behalf of one of the parties 
who declined to meet, (d) soliciting advice from the UC system-wide University Committee on 
Academic Freedom (UCAF), and (e) discussing the matter as a committee.  These sources of 
information were used to write this report that presents the details of the situation and CAFR’s 
findings. 
 
In preparing this report, a decision had to be made whether to redact the names of those involved.  
The faculty complainant agreed that his name could be used in the report.  Given that information 
about the positions of the relevant parties is vital to laying out the events and complaint, it is 
impossible to completely hide the identities of those involved.  The advice from experienced UCAF 
members was that the names of university officials need not be withheld, because they are in public 
positions that have accountability. Nevertheless, we have withheld the names of individuals other 
than the complainant, even though we cannot hold back the related information about their 
positions and actions, and it is difficult to write clearly without using gender-specific pronouns 
where necessary. 
 
Chronology of Events and Related Facts 
 
1. Professor Michael Wilkes, M.D., is widely credited with originating "doctoring" courses that are 
now used by 33 medical schools.  Prof. Wilkes was recruited to the UCD medical school (UCDMS) 
from UCLA in part to create a four-year sequence of "doctoring" courses at UCDMS.  Prof. Wilkes 
won a teaching award in 2010.  Prof. Wilkes has been a medical reporter for the New York Times, 
ABC News, McClatchy newspapers, and other media where he has provided professional expert 
commentaries.  Among other topics, he is a recognized expert on prostate cancer.  He has co-
authored scholarly articles and professional expert commentaries about prostate cancer screening in 
both peer reviewed journals and newspapers. In 2010 he was serving as Chair of the Consensus 
Committee for the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  He has also served as an organizer 
for an international medical student exchange program, helping to host students from Hungary. 
 
2. UCDMS faculty members advertised and 
subsequently held a public event at the UCD 
MIND Institute on September 28, 2010.  The 
advertisement for the event most prominently 
states, “Prostate Defense Begins at 40”.  There 
is also sizable text stating “Know Your Stats” 
with “About Prostate Cancer” in a very small 
font. There is also prominent text in red stating, 
“Attend a Free UC Davis Men’s Health 
Seminar”.  The event was promoted with 
mention of special guest Guy McIntyre, a three-
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time Super Bowl participant, and former player for the San Francisco 49ers.  It also has the symbols 
or nameplates for UC Davis Health System, AUAFoundation, and NFL. 
 
3. Prof Wilkes first learned of the event and promotional campaign on September 16, 2010. The 
same day he wrote an email to the UCDMS Executive Associate Dean, the Associate Vice 
Chancellor for Strategic Technologies and Alliances, and the UCDMS Associate Dean for 
Curriculum and Competency Development.  The email noted a concern about the presentation and 
suggested a lack of objectivity by the American Urological Association with regard to the prostate-
specific antigen (PSA) test.  Prof. Wilkes suggested it was contradictory for UCDMS to teach 
evidence-based medicine and concurrently host an event promoting the use of PSA, which he 
characterized as "far away from evidence-based".  The Executive Associate Dean wrote back the 
same day stating, "We cannot impinge academic freedom. maybe you need to be more interactive 
internally." 
 
4. Prior to the event, Prof. Wilkes investigated the advertisement and planned event.  By his account, 
this consisted of (a) attempting to talk with the faculty members hosting it, (b) conversing with 
football player Guy Macintyre and researching his payment, and (c) attempting to obtain event 
materials. 
 
5. Prof. Wilkes did not attend the September 28, 2010 event, but two medical students did attend 
and recorded it with an audio device in a set of 7-minute clips.  The students provided Prof. Wilkes 
with the audio recordings.  One student wrote that a video was played that the student deemed to be 
“unabashed marketing” and the student reported that "the urologists mentioned having a baseline 
PSA at age 40 for predicting lifetime risk of prostate cancer." 
 
6. On September 30, 2010 the San Francisco Chronicle printed an “Op Ed” article entitled “PSA tests 
can cause more harm than good” written by Prof Wilkes and a medical faculty colleague from 
another university. The article was edited by the newspaper to reduce the length (from 950 to 520 
words), with the edited version provided to Prof. Wilkes the day before it was published using the 
standard editorial practices used by major newspaper outlets. An online version of the article was 
subsequently published on October 01, 2010 (see Appendix 1). The thesis of the article is that PSA 
tests can cause more harm than good, so men should be informed about the pros and cons of the 
tests to enable them to make informed decisions.  The article provides several sources of evidence 
and professional judgments in support of the thesis.  The authors used the event hosted by UCDMS 
faculty members to illustrate societal problems associated with PSA testing. The authors suggested 
and described possible financial motivations for the event, and in doing so they provided two 
caveats: (a) they can’t know why UC Davis offered the event and (b) they “wonder whether it just 
might have to do with money”.  These are clear statements that their ideas are speculative 
commentary. 
 
The Executive Associate Dean says that he received “multiple faculty complaints” about the article, 
but the timing of those complaints is unclear, so they are not assigned a sequence in the numbered 
chronology 
 
7. At 7:02 am on the same day the article appeared in print (9/30/10), the Executive Associate Dean 
wrote an email to the UCDMS Associate Dean for Curriculum and Competency Development with 
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copies going to the Associate Vice Chancellor for Strategic Technologies and Alliances and Prof. 
Wilkes in which he stated that (a) Prof. Wilkes would not be invited to continue as doctoring 
Instructor Of Record (IOR) after the academic year and (b) resources to support Prof. Wilkes’ 
Hungarian student exchange would be ceased after completing commitments to date.  In a meeting 
with CAFR, the Executive Associate Dean acknowledged that he had read the San Francisco Chronicle 
article before he wrote this email. 
 
10. At 8:30 am on October 2, the Associate Vice Chancellor for Strategic Technologies and 
Alliances wrote to Prof. Wilkes that the Executive Associate Dean “is clearly upset that the Men’s 
health issue is being played out in the paper and through the students rather than an academic 
debate or issue specific seminar as he would expect in a University.” [In a meeting between CAFR 
and the Executive Associate Dean, the Dean corroborated this when he said that his issue with Prof. 
Wilkes was not the debate about PSA, but rather the propriety of how Wilkes engaged in the 
debate]. 
 
11. At 10:45 am on October 2, the Executive Associate Dean refused a request by Prof. Wilkes to 
talk and informed him that further information would be coming about his “future with Doctoring 4 
and with your position as Director global health for UCDHS.” UCDHS is the UC Davis Health 
System. 
 
12. On October 5, Prof. Wilkes wrote an email to the faculty members who hosted the event in 
which he wrote, “I am sorry if this caused your team unnecessary angst” and explained that his 
original article was substantially cut and edited in a way that he felt created a more negative tone.  He 
offered to take them to lunch and discuss educational opportunities. He also explained more about 
his scholarly position on PSA testing. 
 
13. According to the UCDMS Executive Associate Dean, a meeting was held between the UCDMS 
Dean, the UCDMS Executive Associate Dean, and the Health System Counsel some time after the 
article was published. The UCDMS Dean made the decision to have the Health System Counsel 
write a letter to Prof. Wilkes. 
 
14. The Health System Counsel wrote a letter to Prof. Wilkes in which he expressed the University’s 
concern about factual inaccuracies pertaining to UC Davis in the online version of the article. To 
CAFR’s knowledge, the Health System Counsel was not present at the event.  The letter alleges that 
there are five false statements in the article, provides the statements, and describes reasoning as to 
why the statements are false.  The origin of the scholarly analysis is not stated and there is no 
indication that a scholarly review was conducted.  The letter then ends with the following paragraph, 
“The purpose of this letter is not to stifle legitimate public debate, academic freedom or policy 
advocacy about the role of PSA screening or broader issues- far from it.  I am simply pointing out 
that there are numerous errors of fact in your article, that they were injurious to the University 
interests and reputation and thus potentially actionable under the law of defamation.” 
 
15. Prof. Wilkes alleges that he was also told that his space was going to be re-assigned, although 
there is no documentation of that.  In a meeting on November 30, 2010 between the CAFR Chair 
and the Executive Associate Dean, the intention of re-assigning Prof. Wilkes’ space was confirmed 
by the Executive Associate Dean. 
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16. As of May 1, 2012, none of the actions against Prof. Wilkes stated by the Executive Associate 
Dean (i.e. change in IOR, cessation of resources for Hungarian exchange, removal as Director of 
global health for UCDHS, and reassignment of space) have occurred. 
 
Allegation of Violation of Academic Freedom 
 
Prof. Wilkes alleges that his academic freedom has been violated and that he has been subjected to 
threats and harassment by the University as a direct response to the publication of his article in the 
San Francisco Chronicle.  Prof. Wilkes alleges that the fact that the University has not carried out the 
actions against him to date is irrelevant in that the threatening proposed actions, including the threat 
of legal action against him, have not been withdrawn and there has not been any apology by the 
University for inappropriate behaviors that violated his academic freedom.  As a result of the 
University’s actions against him, Prof. Wilkes is concerned about his employment status and 
concerned about his right to continue to freely pursue his scholarly research and professional expert 
commentary about ethics in medicine.  The fear he feels and expresses has resulted in him have 
turning down opportunities for commentaries out of fear of further intimidation and loss of his job. 
 
Key Factors in Defense of University 
 
Removal of Prof. Wilkes’ IOR appointment: The Executive Associate Dean alleges that there was 
faculty and administrative discontent over Prof. Wilkes’ teaching, course management, and 
collegiality, and that these factors were the basis of the decision to remove him as IOR of Doctoring 
3.  There is widespread documented information that the Doctoring sequence as a whole had 
problems, so a Doctoring Task Force was established.  This group was reviewing the courses in the 
series one at a time starting at Doctoring 1.  In interviews and emails, different individuals pointed 
to very different concerns about the Doctoring sequence, so CAFR could find no clear consensus. 
As of March 2012 the Doctoring Task Force had yet to address Doctoring 3 or 4 as far as CAFR 
knew.  According to a December 2010 email to the CAFR Chair from the Associate Dean for 
Curriculum- because the Doctoring Task Force would not be able to complete its work in time to 
make a decision about Doctoring 3 before it was to be taught the next time, the chairs of internal 
medicine, family medicine, and psychiatry met and recommended to the Executive Associate Dean 
that the IOR for Doctoring 3 be changed.  The three chairs confirmed in an email to the CAFR 
Chair in December 2010 their agreement with this recommendation and alleged that their concerns 
go back to September 2009, even if the formal recommendation was not made until the time the San 
Francisco Chronicle article was published. 
 
Removal of space: The Executive Associate Dean alleges that the space was needed by the home 
department that holds that space. 
 
Removal of Hungarian student exchange of directorship of global health of USCHS: The Executive 
Associate Dean alleges that the program was being implemented poorly and that he had issued 
multiple warnings about how Prof. Wilkes was running the program. 
 
Overall, the Executive Associate Dean alleges that the timing of the actions against Prof. Wilkes was 
purely coincidental. 

Representative Assembly Meeting Call 
6/8/2012 
Page 66 of 215



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS 
 

 
 
 

    SANTA BARBARA • SANTA CRUZ  BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Letter from Health System Counsel: In a February 2012 letter to CAFR, the UC Davis Chief 
Campus Counsel provided the following information specifically pertinent to this review: (1) the 
Health System Counsel “letter in no way proposes or imposes disciplinary sanctions against Dr. 
Wilkes, (2) “Publicly broadcast false statements that injure the University’s interests and reputations 
are potentially actionable as a tort.  Such a statement is a fact.  It is not a threat and it is not a 
sanction.”, (3) “As indicated above in APM 016, faculty members remain subject to compliance with 
University rules and regulations, as well as laws, outside the scope of faculty discipline and ‘faculty 
are subject to appropriate administrative actions for failure to comply with such rules and 
regulations.’ ”; and (4) “The administrative action elected in this case was simply to provide 
information to Dr. Wilkes regarding the false information in his article and the potential legal 
exposure for broadcasting false information that is injurious to reputation.  For these reasons, there 
was no requirement to first pursue disciplinary action against Dr. Wilkes under APM 016.” 
 
Relevant Authorities 
 
1. "The University of California is committed to upholding and preserving principles of academic 
freedom.  These principles reflect the University’s fundamental mission, which is to discover 
knowledge and to disseminate it to its students and to society at large.  The principles of academic 
freedom protect freedom of inquiry and research, freedom of teaching, and freedom of expression 
and publication." (APM 010 ¶1). 
 
2. "Members of the faculty are entitled as University employees to the full protections of the 
Constitution of the United States and of the Constitution of the State of California." (APM-010, ¶3). 
 
3. "The University seeks to provide and sustain an environment conducive to sharing, extending, 
and critically examining knowledge and values, and to furthering the search for wisdom.  Effective 
performance of these central functions requires that faculty members be free within their respective 
fields of competence to pursue and teach the truth in accord with appropriate standards of scholarly 
inquiry." (APM-015, ¶1). 
 
4. Faculty have a constitutionally protected right to freedom of expression which includes the free 
exchange of ideas (APM-015, Part I). 
 
5. "No disciplinary sanction for professional misconduct shall be imposed by the administration 
except in accordance with specified campus procedures adopted after appropriate consultation with 
agencies of the Academic Senate..." (APM-015, Part III A(1)). 
 
6. "No disciplinary sanction shall be imposed until after the faculty member has had an opportunity 
for a hearing before the Divisional Committee on Privilege and Tenure..." (APM-015, Part III A(2)). 
 
7. "While Administrative Officials may delegate many of their responsibilities, they cannot delegate 
accountability." (UCD Administrative Responsibilities Handbook, p. 8). 
 
8. New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254 (1964) was a United States Supreme Court case 
which established the actual malice standard which has to be met before press reports about public 
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officials or public figures can be considered to be defamation and libel.  According to the actual 
malice standard, there has to be a reckless lack of investigation, which is a difficult standard to 
prove. 
 
CAFR Findings 
 
With respect to the actions taken by the UCDMS administration, CAFR finds that Prof. Wilkes 
academic freedom has been violated.  Prof. Wilkes was told that he would lose his IOR position for 
Doctoring 3, his space, and his directorship.  That is undisputed. We can never know with 100% 
certainty that the actions by the Executive Associate Dean were a direct response to the San Francisco 
Chronicle article, but there is a very strong appearance of impropriety on the basis of several lines of 
evidence. 
 

1) The timing of events is highly suspect beyond any reasonable doubt.  The Executive 
Associate Dean admits the disciplinary email was written after reading the article and 
characterized the email as "intemperate." The Executive Associate Dean agreed the email 
has an appearance of impropriety, based upon its close proximity to the timing of the article, 
even though he denies that the timing is connected.  He characterized the email as 
"reflexive" and said if he had it to do over again, he would not have sent the email. 
 

2) There is no evidence to indicate that Prof. Wilkes’ space was under review for reassignment 
prior to the date the article was published.  Space is always a stressor, but by all accounts 
Prof. Wilkes has a well-funded research program that warrants the space he is allotted.  
There is no independent reasoning behind reassigning space at that specific moment in time. 

 
3) There is no evidence to indicate that the Hungarian student exchange and Prof. Wilkes’ role 

as director of global health for UCDHS was under review or had reached a level of poor 
performance to necessitate cessation at that specific moment in time. 

 
4) By all accounts, there was never any discussion to remove Prof. Wilkes as IOR of Doctoring 

4, but the Executive Associate Dean sent a threatening email shortly after the article 
appeared that Prof. Wilkes should expect further information regarding his role in that 
course. 

 
5) With regard to Doctoring 3, the information is highly conflicting and complex.  On one 

hand, Prof. Wilkes won an award for his outstanding teaching in 2010 and is highly lauded 
by his students.  The Executive Associate Dean described Prof. Wilkes to CAFR as “a gifted 
educator who uses technology well."  On the other hand, some faculty and administrators 
had concerns in 2010 that pre-dated the San Francisco Chronicle article.  The UCDMS has in 
place numerous faculty bodies that play a role in curriculum and instructors, including an 
Executive Committee, a Committee on Educational Policy, a Doctoring Steering Committee 
that meets monthly, and a Doctoring Task Force.  The fact that the Executive Associate 
Dean and the chairs of internal medicine, family medicine, and psychiatry abruptly decided 
to supersede the normal procedures of faculty shared governance and faculty oversight of 
administrative actions related to IORs is peculiar.  Taking a decision on such a conflicted 
matter without faculty consultation and doing so on the very day a controversial article was 
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published is at best very poor leadership, but more reasonably evidence of direct retaliation 
against Prof. Wilkes. 

 
6) Removal of IOR, space, and a directorship would constitute disciplinary sanctions and 

stating these sanctions to a faculty member in response to alleged (by other faculty) or 
perceived (by the Dean) faculty misconduct requires that the administration proceed in 
accordance with specified campus procedures adopted after appropriate consultation with 
agencies of the Academic Senate (APM-015, Part III A(1)).  No such procedures were 
followed regarding an evaluation of faculty misconduct.  Instead, a final decision was given 
to Prof. Wilkes at 7:02 am on the very day the article was published. 

 
7) The fact that none of the stated disciplinary actions has actually been carried out 

demonstrates that they were taken precipitously in the heat of the moment as a retaliatory 
action.  The desire to act out against Prof. Wilkes at that moment trumped due process 
according to University policy and procedures for disciplining faculty for their conduct. 

 
8) The fact that none of the stated actions has been formally withdrawn in writing (as they were 

presented in writing) demonstrates that they are intended as a persistent threat.  There was 
no indication given to CAFR that Prof. Wilkes’ space or directorship are under formal 
review.  Therefore, continuing to leave these stated actions as they are serves no purpose 
other than to intimidate Prof. Wilkes. 

 
With respect to the letter written by the Health System Counsel, CAFR finds that the University 
violated Prof. Wilkes’ academic freedom by acting precipitously to threaten potential legal action 
prior to a full and fair assessment of the facts or any establishment of “actual malice”.  Contrary to 
the statement by the Counsel in his letter, CAFR finds that the purpose of the letter requested by 
Dean Pomeroy was precisely to stifle legitimate public debate and impinge on Prof. Wilkes academic 
freedom.  A key line of evidence substantiating this judgment is that neither Dr. Wilkes’ co-author 
or the San Francisco Chronicle were sent letters by the Health System Counsel, even though they 
were mutually involved in writing and editing the article.  Dr. Wilkes was not a sole author of the Op 
Ed.  CAFR investigated and found out that only Dr. Wilkes was sent a letter.  The UC Davis Chief 
Campus Counsel stated that the letter was intended to only be informational.  If that was true, then 
why not send that information to all parties involved, since they would all bear equal jeopardy?  The 
fact that the letter was only sent to Dr. Wilkes is an inconsistency that presents a strong appearance 
of impropriety on the part of the Health System Counsel if the goal truly was to be informative.  
Furthermore, the defamation standard for showing actual malice is high and notably the letter from 
the Health System Counsel does not address the topic of actual malice, only the presentation of 
perceived false statements.  That is a surprising omission if the claim of defamation is to be taken 
seriously as informational instead of as a threat.  Establishing actual malice would require a more 
substantial effort than undertaken by the Health System Counsel to determine what prior 
investigation Dr. Wilkes had undertaken.  CAFR was able to establish that Dr. Wilkes did try to 
investigate the event prior to its occurrence and he did speak to the former football player. 
 
By definition, a threat is a statement of an intention to inflict damage in retribution for something 
done or not done.  The words in the letter exactly conform to that definition, so it is certainly a 
threat.  When a University lawyer sends an official letter on University letterhead to a professor 
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(excluding his co-author and newspaper editor from similar action) stating that the professor’s 
academic writings or professional expert commentary are potentially actionable under the law and 
the letter fails to provide the key information that makes the professor’s writing “actual malice”, 
then that is absolutely a threat.  In fact, since most faculty do not have their own legal counsel, it is 
essentially a gamble preying on the ignorance of faculty.  Further, the letter had an immediate 
chilling effect upon Prof. Wilkes' willingness to engage in his long-time established practice of 
providing professional expert medical commentary for various reputable publications, and also his 
willingness to engage medical students in important teaching dialogue.  The effect of the letter has 
been to suppress Prof. Wilkes' academic freedom and to instill in him a fear of legal retaliation and 
unemployment if he presents scientifically sound, but perhaps controversial material.  This violation 
was carried out by the UCDMS Dean in demanding the letter be written and the Health System 
Counsel for writing it. 
 

1) Beyond any doubt, Prof. Wilkes is a scholar with expertise on prostate cancer.  APM-010 
and APM-015 present no limitation as to the venues, format, or content of scholarly 
publication and professional expert commentary.  Scholarly publications commonly include 
professional judgments and speculations, which are in due course subject to scholarly 
discussion and/or critique.  Consequently, any article Prof. Wilkes writes on prostate cancer, 
drawing on any information related to that topic, is scholarly and pertains to his professional 
obligations acting as a faculty member.  University oversight and discipline of faculty as 
pertains to scholarly writings is governed by APM-015 and 016.  Therefore, by 
circumventing the required venues for oversight and discipline of faculty scholarship, the 
University violated Prof. Wilkes’ academic freedom by sending him a threatening letter on 
legal affairs letterhead in place of pursuing appropriate investigation and potential discipline. 
 

2) The stated purpose of the Health System Counsel’s letter was to take issue with the truth of 
statements made in the article.  That is inherently a scholarly discussion, not a legal one.  If 
the UCDMS Dean wanted to address that, then the Academic Senate is the body charged 
with evaluating the merit of scholarship.  The Health System Counsel is not a scholar on 
prostate cancer and is not qualified to render a judgment as to the veracity of statements in 
the article, which is exactly what he did in the letter.  The fact that the letter’s stated purpose 
was to render such scholarly judgment is the strongest evidence that the topic at hand was in 
fact Wilkes’ intellectual honesty.  Contrary to the claim by the Chief Campus Counsel in the 
subsequent letter to CAFR, the topic of intellectual honesty is definitely covered by APM-
015, which states the ethical principle that professors “accept the obligation to exercise 
critical self-discipline and judgment in using, extending, and transmitting knowledge.  They 
practice intellectual honesty.”  The letter by the Health System Counsel directly accused 
Prof. Wilkes of violating these ethical principles.  As a result, the letter has everything to do 
with faculty conduct.  Therefore, by circumventing the required venues for oversight and 
discipline of intellectual honesty, the University violated Prof. Wilkes’ academic freedom by 
sending him a threatening letter on legal affairs letterhead in place of pursuing appropriate 
investigation and potential discipline. 

 
3) In the letter by the Chief Campus Counsel that defended the original letter, the claim is 

made that faculty members remain subject to compliance with University rules and 
regulations and that faculty are subject to appropriate administrative actions for failure to 
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comply with such rules and regulations.  Indeed, if a faculty member fails to return a library 
book they may be disciplined and so on.  Unfortunately, neither the original letter to Prof. 
Wilkes nor the subsequent letter by the Chief Campus Counsel state any specific University 
policy as having been violated.  In fact, no one has ever written or stated a University policy 
that Prof. Wilkes violated.  Therefore, that defense of the letter is baseless. 

 
4) Both the Health System Counsel and the Chief Campus Counsel stated that publicly 

broadcasting false statements that injure the University’s interests and reputations are 
potentially actionable as a tort.  However, the University did not convene a scholarly 
evaluation by peers in the Academic Senate to determine if in fact any false statements were 
made or present information to show that the statements rose to the high standard of 
“actual malice”.  The choice to not send a warning letter to the San Francisco Chronicle and the 
other author is indicative of the weakness of the potential action.  According to legal 
sources, the fact that the allegedly defamatory communication is essentially true is usually an 
absolute defense; the defendant need not verify every detail of the communication, as long 
as its substance can be established. The defendant in this case would be one of the nation’s 
foremost experts on medical ethics- who better to make professional judgments in a public 
article?  This goes to the heart of there being some possibly mistaken statements in the 
article, as the occurrence of some false statements do not rise to the standard of defamation- 
a fact that the Counsel chose not to reveal to Prof. Wilkes.  Furthermore, legal sources 
indicate that a public official or entity (even non-governmental) must prove that a libelous 
statement "was made with 'actual malice'—that is, with knowledge that it was false or with 
reckless disregard to whether it was false or not" (New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 
84 S. Ct. 710, 11 L. Ed. 2d 686 (1964)).  Neither Counsel made an allegation of actual malice 
in their letters and it was clear in our communications that Prof. Wilkes was deeply 
concerned with getting to the truth.  CAFR has established that Prof. Wilkes did conduct 
some investigation about the UCDMS event prior to its occurrence and he was certainly 
already among the foremost experts on the topic of prostate cancer.  Simply not attending 
the event and being precluded from receiving the powerpoint presentation in advance do 
not rise to the standard of actual malice.  Consequently, it is very difficult for a plaintiff to 
prevail in a libel action.  Knowing that and without providing Prof. Wilkes with any actual 
information about defamation and the “actual malice” standard, the only reasonable 
conclusion is that the sole value in making a statement of this nature to a professor is to 
intimidate and threaten.  The failure to follow appropriate procedures, the precipitous timing 
of the letter, and the low potential for achieving the “actual malice” threshold demonstrate 
the punitive purpose of the letter as a threat to harm and stifle Prof. Wilkes. 

 
5) The fact that the University would take the position that it is appropriate to take legal action 

against a professor whose scholarly writing or professional expert commentary is perceived 
as injurious to University interests and reputation is an unprecedented affront to academic 
freedom and the people of California.  APM-010 states that the University’s fundamental 
mission is to discover new knowledge and to disseminate it to its students and to society at 
large.  APM-010 is intended to protect scholarly publication without caveat as to the subject 
matter of the scholarship.  Circumventing University policy and procedures that serve the 
University’s fundamental mission by precipitously launching legal action or threats thereof is 
an outrageous abuse of power that undermines the standing of the University in society.  
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The University ought to abide by its own policies and seek to address allegations of faculty 
misconduct through its internal procedures prior to threatening or taking legal action. 

 
Conclusions 
 
CAFR finds that Prof. Wilkes was and continues to be subjected to egregious threats and unfounded 
potential disciplinary sanctions by UCDMS administrators and the UCD Health System Counsel.  
These threats and potential disciplinary sanctions stem from the perception of faculty misconduct in 
terms of intellectual dishonesty related to statements made in a newspaper Op Ed he wrote in which 
a University event was used as a case study to illustrate questionable practices in the health sector.  
UCDMS administrators stated that they would have preferred that Prof. Wilkes keep the matter 
internal, but in fact there is no limitation on faculty in presenting their scholarship and professional 
expert commentary publicly.  In fact, faculty are encouraged in policies and practices to demonstrate 
to students real-world applications of the topics of their scholarship and to get involved in societal 
matters to bring their professional capabilities to bear on important topics of the day.  That is exactly 
what Prof. Wilkes did.  It is not for CAFR to evaluate the merits of the contents of Prof. Wilkes’ 
article, and neither is it for the Health System Counsel or administrators to decide either.  
Assessment of faculty scholarship, including issues related to faculty conduct are governed by shared 
governance procedures in APM-015 and APM-016.  The timing of the stated sanctions immediately 
following the publication of the article and other evidence indicate a strong appearance that the two 
were linked.  Further, the emails and letters by UCDMS administrators and the Health System 
Counsel were so precipitous, beginning with the strongest sanctions at 7:02 am on the very day of 
publication, that they were without rational scrutiny and lacked evaluation of the facts.  The Health 
System Counsel letter arrived just 19 days after the publication and purports to present a thorough 
scholarly rebuttal, but without having followed any appropriate procedure for faculty assessment of 
scholarly content.  The letter was only sent to one Op Ed author and failed to present and explain 
the basis for actual malice.  Writing on the letterhead from legal affairs to tell Prof. Wilkes that his 
scholarly writing was potentially actionable under the law of defamation was a blatant threat 
intended to damage him and in fact there is little legal potential for successfully pursuing action 
against a foremost national scholar on the topic of his scholarship to meet the standards for 
defamation.  Finally, the contention that the University may take legal action against faculty for their 
scholarship or professional expert commentary any time it is perceived to injure University interests 
and that the University may do so without any faculty consultation regarding matters related to 
faculty misconduct renders University policy and procedures impotent and alerts society that the 
University cannot be trusted as a truthful and accountable purveyor of knowledge and services.  It is 
far more injurious to University interests that Prof. Wilkes’ scholarship is being stifled through 
unjust and unreasonable threats of legal action and potential disciplinary sanctions than it is to have 
society know what Prof. Wilkes’ professional judgment is about PSA tests and what his speculations 
are about any associated University financial motivations. 
 
CAFR recommends to the Academic Senate that the following actions be taken: 
 

1) The Representative Assembly vote to affirm the academic freedom right of Prof. Wilkes and 
all other faculty to publish scholarly articles and professional expert commentaries that 
address ethics and societally relevant critiques. 
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2) The Representative Assembly vote to express severe disapproval in the perspective that the 
University may take legal action against professors whose scholarly publications or 
professional expert commentaries may be perceived by University administrators to injure 
University interests. 
 

3) The UCDMS Dean, UCDMS Executive Associate Dean and Health System Counsel must 
within 6 months all promptly and publicly accept responsibility for serious errors of 
judgment, write individual apologies to Prof. Wilkes, and rescinding all disciplinary actions 
stated, proposed, or taken against Prof. Wilkes. 
 

4) The UCDMS Dean must within 6 months take concrete steps to prevent future violations of 
academic freedom rights, including training administrators, their staff, and faculty on 
academic freedom rights. 

 
5) The UCDMS Dean must report back to the Academic Senate 6 months hence about what 

training activities have been done. 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Committee on Academic Freedom and Responsibility 
 
Unanimous Assenting Committee Members: 
Moradewun Adejunmobi, Professor 
James Beaumont, Professor Emeritus 
Eric Nelson, Graduate Student Representative 
Gregory Pasternack, Professor, Chair 
Adela De La Torre, Professor 
Jane-Ling Wang, Professor 
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Appendix 1: San Francisco Chronicle Online Article 
 
PSA tests can cause more harm than good 
Michael Wilkes,Jerome Hoffman 
Friday, October 1, 2010 
 
UC Davis just announced a seminar for the public on "men's health." That title notwithstanding, the 
program appears to be entirely about prostate cancer and in particular about the prostate specific 
antigen screening test. Prostate cancer can be devastating, and the PSA is intended to find cancer 
early - in time to do something about it. 
 
If only it were that simple. Research has shown that there are steps people can take to improve the 
quality and length of their lives, even before they're having any symptoms. (That's what "screening" 
for disease is.) 
 
Unfortunately, though, the devil's in the details, and many possible screening programs turn out not 
to do any good - and in fact some tests like PSA cause harm. That's why virtually all expert public 
health panels do not recommend the PSA test. 
 
A blood test that isn't accurate can fail to find disease that's present, leading to false reassurance. It 
can also report disease when it's not really there, leading to unnecessary use of other tests (like 
biopsy) that are not so benign. Perhaps most concerning, the PSA test frequently identifies 
something that qualifies as cancer under a microscope but acts nothing like cancer in real life. That is 
to say, the large majority of PSA-discovered "cancers" would never cause any problem whatsoever if 
they went undetected. 
 
But because doctors can't tell whether one of these "cancers" is benign (as it usually is), or might 
occasionally be one of the bad actors, finding something through screening invariably leads to 
treating it. 
 
Most of the men so treated would have been just fine if they never knew about the cancer. But when 
they're treated (whether with surgery, radiation or chemotherapy), the majority suffer really life-
affecting effects, such as impotence and/or incontinence. That's why both of the two very large 
trials of PSA screening published in 2009 found no (or at most a tiny) benefit, but a great deal of 
harm. 
 
Sadly, most men are never told the facts about the test, nor are they encouraged to make their own 
informed decision. The UC Davis course doesn't even acknowledge a problem with prostate cancer 
screening. Its expert presenters - including two urologists and a professional football player (!) - will 
tell you that you need to "know your (PSA) statistics" beginning at age 40. Contrast this to the 
comments of Dr. Richard Ablin, the inventor of the PSA test, who has publicly called it "a hugely 
expensive public health disaster," with accuracy "hardly better than a coin toss." 
 
We can't say why UC Davis offers this course that ignore scientific evidence, but we wonder 
whether it just might have to do with money. Testing for and treating PSA-identified cancer is a 
large part of the practice of many urologists so it may not be surprising that urology groups take a 
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far more positive stance on the test than almost any other doctors. They also fund a pro-PSA lobby 
that now includes the National Football League. 
 
Health care spending is threatening to wreak greater and greater havoc on our economy. That's not 
to say we shouldn't invest in treatments that lead to improved health, even when they're expensive. 
 
And UC Davis, the NFL and surgical device companies have the right in our society to promote 
events in order to increase their profits. But we worry when companies and doctors with a conflict 
of interest sponsor what could be considered an infomercial endorsement to unsuspecting men 
without telling them they might end up being harmed as a result of a simple PSA blood test. 
 
Michael Wilkes is a professor of medicine at UC Davis, and Jerome Hoffman is a professor of 
emergency medicine at the University of Southern California. Both are researchers/consultants for 
the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 
 
http://sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/10/01/EDET1FLK3B.DTL 
 
This article appeared on page A - 14 of the San Francisco Chronicle 
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DATE: April 23, 2012 

 

TO:  Linda F. Bisson, Academic Senate Chair 

 

FR:  Academic Senate Task Force on Simplifying the Academic Personnel Process (STAPP) 

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

Ahmet Palazoglu, COE, Chemical Engineering & Material Science 

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

Robert Feenstra, DSS, Economics 

Phillip Shaver, DSS, Psychology 

Walter Stone, DSS, Political Science 

Susan Kauzlarich, Division of Math & Physical Sciences, Chemistry 

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

Rachael Goodhue, CAES, Agricultural & Resource Economics 

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

Hung Ho, School of Medicine (SOM), Surgery 

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

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

Lisa Tell, SVM, Medicine & Epidemiology 

 

RE: Final STAPP Report 

 

On June 3, 2011, the UC Davis Representative Assembly passed the following resolution: 

 

“The Representative Assembly wishes to form a task force to determine the feasibility 

of potential simplifications of the academic personnel process that will result in 

reducing the amount of staff and faculty time invested in that process.” 

 

In November, 2011, the Committee on Committees confirmed appointment of members of the 

Task Force (hereafter referred to as STAPP) listed above.  The Committee on Committees 

“envisioned a draft report for review by the Davis Division standing committees in late March 

2012 with a finalized report before the Representative Assembly during the June 8, 2012 

meeting.”  STAPP has met nine times (November 18, December 2, January 13 & 27, February 

10
 
& 24, March 16, and April 6 & 20).   

 

Our charge was challenging due to the complexity of the campus’ stated academic personnel 

policies as well as the wide diversity of the actual academic personnel practices across the 

campus.  The situation is made more complicated by the workload and resource imbalances 

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

 

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

 7-10-2000 (Attachment 1) 

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

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

 4-8-10 (Attachment 3) 

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

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

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

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

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

 (Attachment 4d) 

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

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

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

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

 2011-2012 Call for Annual Call (Attachment 7) 

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

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

 

STAPP also invited 17 analysts from the Deans’ offices across campus to provide input 

regarding streamlining opportunities.  Eight of these analysts participated in two different 

interview sessions.  STAPP members also interviewed various other UC Davis faculty and 

Associate and Assistant Deans including UC Davis Vice Provost Maureen Stanton as well as 

Vice Provost Susan Carlson (Office of the President, Division of Academic Affairs-Academic 

Personnel) and Vice Provost Janet Broughton (UC Berkeley). 

 

Introduction 
 

As was stated aptly more than a decade ago, in the July 10, 2000, Academic Senate Special 

Committee on Academic Personnel Processes Report (Attachment 1), STAPP began its 

discussions with a shared view  

 

“that the basic structure and philosophical underpinnings of the academic personnel process 

used at UC Davis are sound.  Peer review of faculty performance is one of the foundations of 

academic excellence and shared governance at the University of California.  It ensures equal 

treatment better than any system depending solely on administrative review.  Multiple 

administrative and peer reviews provide checks and balances that are meant to serve the faculty 

and the institution well.  Multiple merit steps within ranks help the faculty gauge their progress 

towards major promotions and, in principle, permit them the flexibility to emphasize teaching, 

research, or service at various times during their career.  Finally, the system is flexible enough 

to accommodate a wide range of interpretations and practices that suit the various needs of all 

UC campuses.” 
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Although the University of California has a minimum uniform set of policies regarding review of 

appointments and advancement of academic personnel to which all campuses must adhere, each 

campus has developed its own set of policies and practices over time.  Davis, arguably, has 

developed the most complex set of campus policies and practices.  For instance, we are the only 

campus with Faculty Personnel Committees (FPC), which are used extensively here to make 

recommendations on actions that have been re-delegated to the deans.  Other UC campuses 

handle re-delegated actions directly at the department and dean levels.  Further complexity on 

the Davis campus is introduced through a historical culture of trying to have uniform policies 

and practices imposed upon a very non-uniform campus community.  We are the most diverse 

campus, with Schools or Colleges of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, Biological 

Sciences, Education, Engineering, Law, Letters & Sciences, Management, Medicine, and 

Veterinary Medicine.  A practice that might appear overly burdensome and without merit in 

relatively large and fully engaged departments in one College/School may be seem indispensable 

to another College/School.   

 

Finally, our system is further complicated by the need to have fair and equitable review of the 

large numbers of Academic Federation members.  Often the same staff, faculty and 

administrators work on both Academic Senate and Federation merit and appointment actions.  

STAPP was not charged with providing recommendations regarding the review process for 

Academic Federation members and thus this report does not include this topic.  However, 

throughout our interviews with staff and faculty, the need to address the severe workload issues 

and equity concerns surrounding Academic Federation members has been brought up 

continually.  Although separate efforts to simplify the personnel process are necessary for 

Federation members, we think that the recommendations provided herein for the regular 

Academic Senate faculty could serve as a starting point for simplifying those processes as well. 

 

History of Streamlining Efforts  
 

It is clear that many of the academic personnel practices on the Davis campus are unduly 

burdensome and time-consuming and are particularly problematic in light of ongoing budget 

shortfalls.  A snapshot view of the myriad layers of review and authority for faculty advancement 

is presented in Attachment 2.  Even in the 2000 Academic Senate Report (Attachment 1), during 

a relatively resource-rich period, the following points were stressed:  

 

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

 campus. 

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

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

 More re-delegation of personnel decisions is widely supported by faculty, deans, and  

 other administrators.” 

 

Although many of the recommendations provided in the 2000 Report for improving the 

efficiency of the process were carried out with a beneficial impact, the number of Academic 

Senate faculty has grown by approximately 25% since 2000 without a corresponding increase in 

the budget or in staff support.  In addition, many of the practices that have developed since 2000 
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have added significantly to the workloads of staff and faculty without commensurate benefit in 

terms of quality of the resulting reviews. 

 

STAPP concurs with and has found widespread concurrence across departments and colleges 

with the statement made in April 2010 from the College of L&S in a memorandum to the 

Committee on Academic Personnel – Oversight Committee (CAPOC) (Attachment 3): 

 

“The UCD personnel process is cumbersome and replete with duplicated effort.  Its wasteful 

features have come to overshadow the benefits of widely distributed, collective merit evaluations.  

In the current budget climate we do not have the staff resources to implement it effectively.  We 

face increasing difficulty securing the voluntary faculty time needed to manage it effectively.  

Movement to on-line systems (e.g., MIV) will only marginally improve this situation.  Much of 

our effort is lost to redundant reviews by multiple groups and individuals to achieve highly 

predictable results in the great majority of cases.  Estimates suggest that the per capita cost of 

these reviews ($20K each) significantly exceeds the salary increments at stake in the decisions.  

There are subtle costs as well.  The whole system of peer review becomes routinized and, partly 

from exhaustion, ceases to engage critical faculty attention at the points it is most needed.  Peer 

review itself suffers.” 

 

In response to that memorandum and another (copy not found) from former and current chairs 

and FPC members from the College of Agriculture and Environmental Sciences, CAPOC sent a 

memorandum to Chair Powell of the Davis Representative Assembly (April 2010, Attachment 

4a) stating that “post-factum audits confirm the widely held impression that, for the majority of 

routine merit actions, broad agreements exist within and among all reviewing agencies 

(Department, FPC, Dean, CAP).”  The Annual Reports for CAPOC (Attachments 5a & b) and 

the Committee on Academic Personnel – Appellate Committee (CAPAC )(Attachments 5c & d) 

for the 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 merit cycles provide further evidence for this impression, as 

well as documenting the enormous workload due to personnel actions each year. 

 

A Tale of Phase II Streamlining on the Davis Campus.  A brief history and summary of the 

streamlining action approved and implemented in response to the L&S and CAES concerns 

described above follow.  We provide this example to illustrate the need for the campus to take 

much bolder steps at this time with clearer direction and follow-through than in the past if 

significant workload reduction is to occur.   

 

In April 2010 CAPOC sent a modest streamlining proposal to the Academic Senate and the Vice 

Provost for Academic Personnel (VP-AP) (Attachment 4a).  Under the proposal, streamlining 

meant allowing a slightly abbreviated dossier, a shorter department letter, and direct Dean action 

(omitting FPC review) for normal re-delegated merit actions for every other step at the Associate 

and Full level.  (Attachments 4b & c illustrate some of the CAPOC/VP-AP discussions regarding 

the proposal.) 

 

As a result of the CAPOC proposal, the VP-AP approved a modified and more modest 

streamlining plan for a trial period of three years beginning with actions in the Fall 2010 

(Attachment 4d, August 24, 2010, Streamlining Academic Senate and Academic Federation 

Actions – Phase II).   
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There are five items of interest regarding this recent example of streamlining: 

 

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

modest proposal. 

 

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

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

 

3) The streamlining allowed only the following workload reduction: 

a)  A shorter department letter (maximum of 2 pages).  This option was already 

available to any department chair for any action. 

b) An optional rather than a required FPC review.  This option has existed for more than 

10 years for all first merits after a promotion and thus is only a new form of 

streamlining for 2 of the 4 so-called streamlined steps. 

c) No need to send hard copies of manuscripts and student evaluations unless requested 

(this was a significant change). 

 

4) The department vote required by the VP-AP to streamline an action was significantly 

different than that proposed by CAPOC and was interpreted non-uniformly
1
: 

 

Proposed by CAPOC:  “If a streamlined action receives equal to or more than 10% 

negative votes, a recommendation by the College/School FPC will be required.  In 

addition, the Dean may seek advice from FPC regardless of the department vote.” 

 

Authorized by VP-AP:  Optional review by FPC only if ninety (90) percent of their 

department colleagues eligible and available to review the file voted positively on the 

action (i.e., the combination of abstention and negative votes did not exceed 10 percent).  

Those on an approved leave and unable to review the dossier do not count in these 

calculations.” 

 

5) Approximately 800 Academic Senate merit actions were considered last year (50% at 

CAPOC and 50% re-delegated to the dean’s level, Attachment 5b).  Eight packets were 

forwarded from departments to the dean’s offices under the Phase II streamlining plan.  

Four of these were considered ineligible because of the interpretation of the voting 

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

were approved as streamlined actions.  (Attachment 4e) 

  

                                                           
1 

For example, in one case, the department vote was 17 in favor, none opposed and no abstentions.  In 

addition, all Assistant Professors voted and were in favor.  However, 6 eligible voters did not vote: 1 was 

on FPC, 1 was on sabbatical, 2 were 25% appointments and voted only on cases within their group, and 2 

did not vote.  This case was considered by the VP-AP ineligible for streamlining.  Yet in another College, 

a similar voting pattern occurred and it was considered eligible.  There was a difference in interpretation 

of the 90% rule.   
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In summary, only four additional cases were streamlined out of approximately 800 actions, and 

the streamlining consisted of a slightly shorter department letter and direct action by a dean 

without FPC review, with no need to have hard copies of manuscripts or student evaluations sent 

forward from the department.  All four cases had a 90% positive vote from the eligible 

department voters who voted and were normal actions.  Other similarly strong cases were denied 

streamlining due to overly stringent rules on voting, but even without those rules, the actual 

streamlining would have been modest.  More staff and faculty time was spent on the “determined 

to be ineligible for streamlining” actions than the equivalent number of non-streamlined normal 

actions.   

 

One other example of a streamlining effort on the campus is noteworthy.  More than a decade 

ago, deans were given (and retain) the option to forego FPC review for all normal first merit 

actions after a promotion.  The rationale is that these candidates recently went through a rigorous 

CAPOC promotion review thus obviating FPC review during the subsequent action.  The 

Colleges of Biological Sciences, Letters & Sciences, and Veterinary Medicine have utilized this 

option.  For instance, this past year, seven first merit actions after promotion went directly to 

these deans rather than through FPCs (Attachment 4e).  Other deans (e.g., Engineering) have 

never used this option.   

 

Take-Home History Lesson.  There is no point in spending time discussing further streamlining 

or simplifying efforts that are not accepted and uniformly interpreted by administrators.  

Moreover, even if accepted, streamlining measures that provide insignificant workload reduction 

or are overly restrictive can end up being counterproductive.   
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Recommendations 
 

Based on our investigations and discussions, we have developed three sets of recommendations 

for simplifying the personnel process.  These are described in detail below.  The first set (Part A) 

contains two alternate plans for a significant change in our current system of review.  The second 

set (Part B) contains individual measures for minimizing redundant or unnecessary effort in our 

current system.  The third set (Part C) is based on utilizing on-line technology more effectively 

and includes on-line voting at the department level, on-line student evaluation of teaching, and 

use of MIV for faculty packets.  We propose that each recommendation in Parts B and C be 

considered regardless of whether Plan 1 or Plan 2 in Part A is implemented.   

 

Part A.  Proposed Changes in the Review Process 
 

We propose below two alternative plans for significantly reducing the number of hours faculty 

and staff spend on advancement actions.  We prefer Plan 1 (“Step Plus”), as it will result in much 

greater workload reduction; however, we provide Plan 2 (“Streamlining Normal Actions”) as an 

alternative in case Plan 1 is considered too much of a change for our campus.  Both plans are 

premised on two key principles:  1) workload involving personnel actions must be reduced to 

allow faculty to focus on our dual mission of research and teaching, and 2) any change in our 

current system should encourage, rather than hinder, accelerated merit-based advancement. 

 

Plan 1 (Step Plus).  Currently, between 20 and 30% of faculty personnel actions on campus 

are retroactive or accelerated requests rather than normal two-year (Assistant and Associate) or 

three-year (Professor) reviews (Attachment 5).  This behavior clearly imposes a much greater 

workload than if faculty went up for review only at the normal fixed time intervals.  We think 

that part of the reason this behavior occurs is because “faculty salaries at UC Davis are lower 

than those at other UC campuses and other comparable universities” (Attachment 6), and 

faculty have adapted their behavior to counter this fact.  It is widely believed, and likely true, that 

frequent one-year accelerations are more easily obtained in our complex layered review system 

than multi-year accelerations that skip a step.  For example, a faculty member might believe that 

it is more likely that he/she will receive three one-year accelerations at the FPC level than a 

single three-year acceleration (skipping a step) via a CAPOC review.  He/she may well be right, 

but such behavior leads to three times the number of reviews and subsequent increases in 

workload. 

 

Under Step Plus, all reviews, regardless of the strength of the record, would be conducted every 

two years for Assistant and Associate Professors (up to Step III) and every three years for 

Associate Professors after Step III and Full Professors.  This has been the long-standing policy at 

UC Berkeley, so it is not novel.  Limiting reviews to every two (or three) years would result in a 

significant decrease in workload.  To ensure that merit-based accelerations were not hindered, 

and were instead encouraged, candidates and departments would continue to prepare the packet 

and make as strong a case as possible for either normal or accelerated action.  All actions, other 

than promotion, barrier step, or above-scale, would be re-delegated to the deans.  Deans would 

obtain FPC review prior to making a decision.   
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The FPC would be charged with reviewing the packet and opining on the following options: 

 

 The record warrants normal advancement or 

 The record warrants accelerated advancement with a recommendation of how many years 

the record is worthy of accelerating compared to a normal record (e.g., 1, 2, 3, 4 etc.) 

 

Let’s take the example of a faculty member up for department review in the Fall of 2015, for 

advancement to Step X, effective July 1, 2016.  The next two higher steps are Y and Z in this 

example.  If an Assistant or Associate Professor is under review, the record will be for the prior 

two-year period (July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2015).  If for a Full Professor, the record will be for the 

prior three-year period (July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2015).  The department would vote and the 

packet would be sent forward for FPC review.  If after FPC/dean review, normal advancement is 

recommended, nothing needs to change from our current system.  The person would advance to 

Step X effective July 1, 2016.  However, if instead, accelerated advancement is recommended, 

the following policies would need to be put in place: 

 

For Assistant and Associate Professors: 

 A recommendation of a one-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit 

bonus” check immediately and advancement to Step X.1, effective July 1, 2016.  The number 

1 indicates the accumulation of one year of “acceleration credit.” (Both the “merit bonus” 

and “acceleration credit” terms will be explained below.) 

 

 A recommendation of a two-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step 

Y, effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy of skipping a step except that CAP is 

not involved in reviewing the packet).   

 

 A recommendation of a three-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a merit 

bonus check immediately and advancement to Step Y.1, effective July 1, 2016.  Again, the 

number 1 indicates that the person has accumulated one year of acceleration credit. 

 

 A recommendation of a four-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step 

Z, effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy of skipping two steps except that 

CAP is not involved in reviewing the packet).   

 

Faculty seek accelerations for financial gain, but they also seek accelerated action to move up the 

academic ladder more rapidly so that they can obtain Above-Scale status (Distinguished 

Professor) before they die or are too old to enjoy that status.  Under Step Plus, the merit bonuses 

for Assistant and Associate Professors would provide the short-term financial gains that are 

currently provided through retroactive actions and accelerated review periods.  The acceleration 

credits would allow faculty to accelerate up the ladder as described next. 

As soon as an Assistant or Associate Professor obtains two one-year acceleration credits (not 

necessarily in consecutive reviews), that person is automatically advanced an additional step (in 

addition to the step he or she was already being reviewed for).  For example, say Assistant 

Professor I was reviewed for Step II, effective July 1, 2016, and received one year of 

acceleration credit as well as a merit bonus check, as described above.  Two years later when 
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Assistant Professor II.1 was reviewed for Step III.1, effective July 1, 2018, he/she was 

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

III.1 was reviewed for Step IV.1, effective July 1, 2020, he/she was recommended for another 

one-year acceleration credit.  That person then receives another “merit bonus” check and, since 

he/she has now accumulated two one-year acceleration credits, he/she automatically (without 

further review) advances to Step V, rather than Step IV.2. 

 

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

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

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

 

Also note that the amount of the “merit bonus” as well as the pay scale for persons with 

accumulated “acceleration credits" (i.e., at Steps 0.1) would have to be standardized in some 

manner that created equivalent financial gains to our current “acceleration in time” system.  

However, we think those accounting adjustments are quite feasible.   

 

A similar approach, as described above, is proposed for Full Professors, except that the review 

period would be three years, rather than two, and thus more options for acceleration 

recommendations must be available, as described next. 

 

For Full Professors: 

 A recommendation of a one-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit 

bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step X.1, effective July 1, 2016.  The 

number 1 reflects the accumulation of one year of acceleration credit. 

 

 A recommendation of a two-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit 

bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step X.2, effective July 1, 2016.  The 

number 2 reflects the accumulation of two years of acceleration credits. 

 

 A recommendation of a three-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step 

Y, effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy for skipping a step, except that CAP 

is not involved in the decision).   

 

 A recommendation of a four-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit 

bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step Y.1, effective July 1, 2016.  

Again, the number 1 reflects the accumulation of one year of acceleration credit. 

 

 A recommendation of a five-year acceleration would result in that person receiving a “merit 

bonus” check immediately and normal advancement to Step Y.2, effective July 1, 2016.  

Again, the number 2 reflects the accumulation of two years of acceleration credits. 

 

 A recommendation of a six-year acceleration would result in that person advancing to Step Z, 

effective July 1, 2016 (no change over current policy for skipping two steps except that CAP 

is not involved in the decision). 
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Again, to ensure that deserving Full Professors accelerate up the academic ladder, once three 

years of acceleration credits accumulate, he/she would be automatically accelerated by one step. 

Also, as described above, the amount of the “merit bonus” as well as the pay scale for persons 

with accumulated “acceleration credits" (i.e., at Steps 0.1 and 0.2) would have to be standardized 

in some manner that created equivalent financial gains to our current “acceleration in time” 

system.  Such equivalence would require using two instruments: (i) a "bonus" at the time that a 

one or two-year acceleration is added onto a step increase and (ii) a higher (but appropriate) rate 

of pay for a step such as X.1 or X.2. 

All existing rights of reconsideration and appeal would continue unchanged. 

We support the Step Plus plan for four reasons: 

1) Step Plus will result in a significant decrease in the number of actions reviewed each year, a 

clear workload reduction on the part of faculty, staff and administrators.   

2) Step Plus provides a greater likelihood that deserving faculty who do not currently put 

forward their packets for accelerated reviews (because either they are less aggressive or are 

just too busy) will actually begin to gain the rewards of acceleration (via the “merit bonus” 

and “acceleration credits”) without any additional workload.  All packets will be considered 

for accelerated action at each review.  In theory, that is the case today, but in practice most 

reviewers are too overloaded to take a proactive stance. 

3) Step Plus allows all contributions during a review period to be fully accounted for - whether 

happening uniformly across the review period or occurring all at once at the end of a period.  

For instance, an award coming at the end of a review period could result in one acceleration 

credit.  

4) Step Plus provides a greater likelihood of uniformly equitable decisions, because all packets 

will cover either a two-year (Assistant and Associate) or three-year (Full) record rather than 

the current range of years.   

Although this proposal might at first seem a draconian change to UC Davis faculty who over the 

past decade have become accustomed to being able to put their packet forward on a yearly basis, 

the concept of being reviewed only every 2 or 3 years is not novel.  Limiting reviews to normal 

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

However, STAPP recognizes that Step Plus requires administrative change to award merit 

bonuses, acceleration credits, and an appropriately adjusted “plus” salary.  We also fully 

appreciate that this plan requires that departments, FPCs and deans take a proactive approach to 

reviewing each packet as potentially deserving of acceleration.  Without these components, the 

resulting outrage of the faculty, particularly the ones who are most deserving of accelerations, 

would be tremendous.  Currently, accelerations in time, as well as retroactive accelerations, are 

an important way for faculty to be rewarded for exceptional productivity or excellence.  Thus, if 

Step Plus is initiated, STAPP considers it essential to track the awarding of acceleration credits, 

merit bonuses, and adjusted salaries and compare these to our historical advancement rates.  

Clearly any decrease in accelerated movement must result in appropriate and timely corrective 

action so that Step Plus achieves our dual goals:  1) workload involving personnel actions must 
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be reduced to allow faculty to focus on our mission of research and teaching, and 2) any change 

in our current system should encourage, rather than hinder, accelerated merit-based 

advancement. 

Plan 2 (Streamlining Normal Actions).  Plan 2 is proposed as an alternative to our 

recommended Plan 1 and is focused on streamlining the majority of actions.  Although a 

significant percentage of the packets reviewed each year are requests for some type of 

acceleration, the majority of personnel actions at Davis are normal actions.  The vast majority of 

these normal actions receive positive decisions (Attachment 5) but only after undergoing 

extensive review.  We think much of this review is a massive waste of time.  Plan 2 would not 

result in decreasing the number of personnel actions (as would Plan 1) but would streamline the 

actions that do occur and would decrease the workload that each action created.   

 

Currently most non-promotion actions on the Davis campus have been re-delegated to deans.  

We consider the decentralization that has occurred over the past 15 years a positive trend.  Deans 

have full authority for making decisions on these re-delegated actions.  They receive input from 

FPCs but deans have the authority to make the decision regardless of the FPC recommendation.  

For the majority of departments on the Davis campus, the department members and the chair do 

an excellent job of reviewing and presenting the case.    

 

Under Plan 2, we recommend that, for the most part, all normal actions (in which no acceleration 

is being requested) would go directly to the dean, without FPC review.  Davis is the only campus 

that utilizes FPCs.  If a dean thinks that he/she needs more input, he/she has the option of 

requesting FPC review.  Under Plan 2, we are not suggesting that FPC be abolished, just used 

more judiciously.  It appears that deans believe that a positive vote from both a department and 

the FPC allows the dean (or a surrogate) to spend significantly less time on the evaluation of a 

file.  However, the workload on others (FPC and staff) is higher and the time to decision is 

longer.  Sending a file to FPC before review by the associate dean/dean requires a large multiple 

of extra faculty hours compared to the extra associate dean/dean hours of review that would be 

required without prior FPC review.  This behavior implicitly values faculty time at a small 

fraction of administrator time, a valuation we reject. 

 

We understand that there are important situations where FPC advice is helpful, such as when a 

department is small or unengaged in reviewing their colleagues or when the department vote is 

mixed or even negative.  We also understand that FPC advice can be important for all faculty at 

key times in their career, such as prior to tenure, or mid-way through the Associate ranks or prior 

to Step VI advancement.  These are times when faculty members could benefit from constructive 

comments from colleagues (i.e., FPC) outside of their department.  Furthermore, when a dean is 

considering a negative decision, a review by FPC is considered essential.  Under Plan 2, we 

recommend that campus policy be changed such that FPC reviews would be required only in 

these situations and that the deans expedite all other re-delegated actions. 

 

Part B.  Individual Recommendations for Streamlining by Removing Unnecessary Effort 
The recommendations described below are individual measures to reduce the unnecessary 

redundancy in our current personnel practices that do not require a major change in our current 

system.  There is a general and clear consensus that we spend too much staff and faculty time on 

redundant reviews, letters and reports and copying of material.  Implementation would be 
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relatively easy and rapid with sufficient leadership at the level of the Vice Provost’s Office for 

Academic Personnel and the Dean’s offices.  All of these recommendations have been suggested 

by previous committees at one time or another on campus but have never been fully supported by 

administrative leadership.  We offer them again herein. The actual workload reduction is not 

anticipated to be as great as for either Plan 1 (Step Plus) or Plan 2 (Streamlining Normal 

Actions).  However, faculty and staff morale would be improved due to a visible and immediate 

lessening of wasted efforts.  Each recommendation is distinct and not dependent on the other 

recommendations.  Pilot trials are neither necessary nor useful. 

 

1. Retroactive Actions.  One-year retroactive actions should no longer go to both FPC and 

CAPOC, as these actions are workload intensive.  These actions should be decided at the 

dean’s level, similar to accelerations that do not skip a step. 

 

2. Reduction of copying of materials that are rarely read downstream of the department.  For re-

delegated actions (not seen by CAPOC), copies of student evaluations and publications 

should be kept at the department office and sent forward only if requested.  In the future, use 

of MIV could allow the creation of hyperlinks to electronic manuscripts as well as electronic 

student evaluations, but meanwhile we recommend abolishing the requirement for sending 

hard copies forward unless requested. 

 

3. Minimize repetition of parts of department letters in deans’ letters.  The 2011-2012 Annual 

Call (Attachment 7) states clearly that “CAPOC has agreed that if the Dean concurs with the 

department recommendation, the reviewing Dean may opt to write a statement indicating that 

he/she has reviewed the dossier and agrees with the recommendation” (in lieu of writing a 

detailed letter, unless there is new information to add to the dossier or the dean has 

constructive advice for future personnel actions).  We strongly support this recommendation 

and hope that deans are taking advantage of this reduction in unnecessary workload.  It does 

not appear to be the case in the most recent cycle.  For cases in which a dean disagrees with 

the department assessment, a complete letter would still be written. 

 

4. Minimize repeating of parts of department letter in FPC letters.  Require each College, 

School or Division to develop a one page form for re-delegated actions to be used if the FPC 

is consulted and agrees with a positive department recommendation for a normal 

advancement.  In these cases, no FPC letter or case summary would be written.  In cases 

where the FPC disagrees with the department assessment or has additional constructive 

comments to add, a report would still be written. 

 

5. Take advantage of existing streamlining already available.  Encourage deans to omit use of 

FPC review in first review after a promotion.  This option already exists on campus (with the 

rationale that these cases recently went through rigorous CAPOC review) but not all deans 

use it, with the excuse that their workload is heavier than that of FPC.  We do not think it is 

an effective use of faculty time to review non-problematic normal cases to save administrator 

time.   

 

6. Abolish or severely modify the "return-to-scale" policy by allowing deferrals or declined 

merits without risking off-scale salary.  The “return-to-scale” policy can create perverse 
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incentives both for individual faculty as they contemplate their next merit and/or promotion, 

and for faculty colleagues voting on these actions.  Faculty might hesitate to vote no when 

such a vote means a sizeable salary reduction for a colleague. 

 

7. Contributions to Publications.  Some faculty  are expected to list the contributions of all 

authors to a manuscript while other faculty are expected to describe only their own 

contributions to a manuscript.  For collaborative research with many authors, we strongly 

contend that the latter approach is most sensible and will prevent introduction of incomplete 

and erroneous information into the merit dossier.  Provide clearer guidance on this 

requirement so that staff and department chairs do not require useless, and potentially 

counterproductive, effort from faculty. 

 

8. Action Tracking.  Allow department chairs to view “Action Tracking.”  Allowing this access 

will increase transparency in the review process (e.g., time to decisions at various levels) as 

well as provide answers to faculty and staff questions more efficiently and quickly.  There is 

no reason not to trust department chairs with this access. 

 

9. External letters.  Although external letters are valuable for appointment and promotion 

actions, obtaining them requires significant effort, particularly from chairs and staff.  We 

have several concerns regarding external letters, as explained below.  

 

a)  Inconsistencies.  There exists a great deal of inconsistency in the practice of obtaining 

these letters and in the interpretation of what is and is not required; this lack of clarity 

results in unnecessary workload and possible equity concerns.  The 2011-2012 Annual 

Call spells out the definition of “arm’s-length” letters and the required percentage of 

“arm’s-length” letters (Attachment 7).  However, this information is somewhat at odds 

with that found in the APM (Attachment 8), and we found widely different interpretations 

of the policies in practice.  We recommend that the VP-AP office or CAPOC develop and 

disseminate clear guidance for external letters to reduce both workload and unfairness   

Some, but not all, of the consistency issues include: 

 

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

 The fact that some chairs require all the letters to be arm’s length, whereas other chairs 

require only that the department-selected letters be arm’s length (causing an inequity 

issue).  We recommend a minimum of 3 arm’s-length letters, clearly identified as such. 

 Differences in the number of reviewer names that the candidate must provide to the chair, 

from which the chair selects some percentage (we recommend the candidate provide at 

least 4 names and the department selects at least 3 of those). 

 For appointments, apparently some departments are required to obtain arm’s-length 

letters after the department has voted to rank the candidates. This practice has no value 

and should not be used. 

 

b)  Value of letters for Step VI action.  We note that UC Berkeley does not obtain external 

letters for advancement from Step V to VI, nor does the UC APM require such letters.  

We have found that colleagues at non-UC campuses do not understand the V/VI barrier, 

and there is a substantial “cost” to requesting in-depth reviews from esteemed colleagues 
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at other Universities when the value of review is not apparent to them.  Moreover, it is 

unclear that the letters themselves are of significant value to reviewers on this campus.  

We recommend therefore that the VP-AP consider abandoning our campus’ requirement 

for these letters.  Under such a policy change, CAP would still maintain its authority to 

request external letters if appropriate for particular situations. 

 

Part C.  Improved use of on-line systems.  Recommendations in Part C have already been 

implemented by various departments on this campus and by many campuses across the U.S.  

They seem to be low-hanging fruit that we should immediately and proactively pursue across the 

campus.  Past examples of success (and failure) should be considered in implementation.  IT 

resources will have to be provided to initiate the processes.  At a minimum, the campus should 

investigate and/or invest in the following practices, which have already proven valuable for 

many departments (and campuses): 

 

1. Secure on-line voting.  The voting process at the department level, and the recording of the 

votes and comments, entails a significant workload.  Some departments use on-line voting 

for personnel actions, rather than paper ballots.  These departments have indicated that the 

transition was easy and has resulted in significant workload reductions for both staff and 

faculty.  Both votes and comments are electronically captured and easily made part of the 

department letter.  The confidentiality of the voting process is as secure as it was for paper 

voting.  We recommend that all departments be provided with the IT resources necessary to 

move to electronic voting as soon as possible.  This transition can happen immediately; it 

does not have to be coupled to MIV use (but could be so coupled eventually). 

 

2. Secure on-line student evaluations of teaching.  One significant workload for departmental 

staff is the tabulation of student evaluations of teaching each quarter.  Some departments 

have students fill out teaching evaluations on-line.  The June 11, 2010 report of the Special 

Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching developed a set of recommendations for the 

implementation of online evaluations that allow for protection of student and faculty rights 

(Attachment 9).  We recommend that the campus move to investigate a campus-wide system 

for having students complete teaching evaluations on-line rather than through the current 

hard copy system.  This change would result in a significant workload savings and would 

likely increase the value of the evaluations themselves because they could be correlated more 

readily with other parameters (such as prerequisites).   

 

3. Use of MIV.  Although increased use of MIV for faculty personnel actions on the campus is 

acknowledged to be inevitable as well as potentially of great eventual benefit, there are still 

many departments that have little or no familiarity with the system and have no resources to 

use it effectively.  Provide resources to train targeted staff to use MIV effectively.  Identify 

the existing staff who have become experts in MIV and utilize their skills to train others.  

Support programming and IT infrastructure for each college to make MIV more user-friendly 

for staff, voting departmental members, and reviewers.  Continue improving MIV based on 

staff and faculty input.  It would be ideal if resources could be made available to encourage 

collaborative efforts between units with little MIV experience and units with existing MIV 

experiences so that units would not need to re-invent the wheel. 
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