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PROPOSED REVISIONS OF DAVIS DIVISION REGULATION A545:
Passed or Not Passed Grading

Submitted by the Academic Senate Chair.
Endorsed by the Executive Council.

Rationale: The proposed revisions to Davis Division Regulation A545: Passed or Not Passed
Grading:

e A545.A.1: would allow for grading flexibility for undergraduate students not in good
academic standing in spring quarter 2020 during the COVID-19 public health
emergency. Students not in good academic standing must seek a petition and approval
through their respective dean’s office.

e A545.B.1: clarifies the revision to the regulation so that Passed/Not Passed units from
spring 2020 will not be counted in both the numerator and denominator.

e A545.B.2: would allow for grading flexibility for undergraduate students to extend into
Summer Session(s) 2020 during the COVID-19 public health emergency.

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Regulation A545 shall be amended as follows. Deletions are
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type.

AS545. Passed or Not Passed Grading

(A) A regular undergraduate student in good standing may opt to take specific courses
on a Passed (P) or Not Passed (NP) basis up to the limits specified in Davis
Division Regulation A545(B). (Am. by mail ballot 5/7/74)

1)  For Spring Quarter 2020, an undergraduate student not in good
standing may opt to take specific courses on a Passed (P) or Not Passed
(NP) basis up to the limits specified in the Davis Division Regulation
AS545(B) via petition and approval by the dean’s office.

(B) Not more than one-third of the units taken in residence on the Davis campus and
presented for graduation by an undergraduate student may be in courses taken on a
Passed or Not Passed basis, including courses graded in accordance with Davis
Division Regulations A545(C) and A545(D). The faculty of any college or school
on the Davis campus may establish regulations that are more restrictive regarding
use of the Passed or Not Passed option by its students.

1)  Spring Quarter 2020 units taken Passed/Not Passed are exempt from the
one-third calculation in both the numerator (Passed/Not Passed units taken)
and the denominator (total units taken).
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(D)

(E)

2) Summer Session(s) 2020 units taken Passed/Not Passed are exempt from
the one-third calculation in both the numerator (Passed/Not Passed
units taken) and the denominator (total units taken).

With approval of the appropriate department or division and of the appropriate
committees on courses of instruction, the grades assigned by instructors in specific
undergraduate courses may be, for undergraduate students, Passed or Not Passed
only and, for graduate students, Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory only.

Each special study, directed group study, or other variable-unit undergraduate
course shall be graded for undergraduate students on a Passed or Not Passed only
basis and for graduate students on a Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory only basis
unless specific approval for the use of a letter grade is given by the appropriate
committees on courses of instruction.

For courses being undertaken on a Passed or Not Passed basis, the grade of Passed
shall be awarded only for work which otherwise would receive a grade of C- or
better. Units thus earned shall be counted in satisfaction of degree requirements,
but courses undertaken on a Passed or Not Passed basis shall be disregarded in
determining a student’s grade point average.



PROPOSED REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION REGULATION 521:
University of California Entry Level Writing Requirement

Submitted by the Academic Senate Chair.
Endorsed by the Executive Council.

Rationale: The proposed revision to Davis Division Regulation 521: University of California
Entry Level Writing Requirement adds flexibility to the regulation allowing for completion of
the Entry Level Writing Requirement in spring 2020 when a student passes a course with a grade
of Passed or a C- or better. This allows students to take these courses on a Passed/Not Passed
basis.

Proposed Revision: Davis Division Regulation 521 shall be amended as follows. Deletions are
indicated by strikeout; additions are in bold type.

521. University of California Entry Level Writing Requirement (En. 6/1/2006)

A. The University of California Entry Level Writing Requirement is a reading and
writing proficiency requirement governed by Academic Senate Regulation 636 and
this Divisional Regulation. (En. 6/1/2006, Am. 9/1/2018)

B.  Prior to enrollment at the University of California, each student may satisfy the
University of California Entry Level Writing Requirement as specified by Academic
Senate Regulation 636. (En. 6/1/2006, Am. 9/1/2018)

C. A student who has not satisfied the University of California Entry Level Writing
Requirement prior to enrollment in the University of California, Davis must satisfy
the requirement either (En. 6/1/2006)

1. by passing the University of California Analytical Writing Placement Exam
administered Systemwide or on the Davis campus, or (En. 6/1/2006)

2. by passing, with a grade of at least C or above, one of the Entry Level Writing
Requirement courses certified by the Committee on Preparatory Education and
Undergraduate Council. A student who receives a final grade of C- or below has
not fulfilled the University of California Entry Level Writing Requirement and
may repeat the course(s). The list of certified courses will be maintained by the
Committee on Preparatory Education and publicized by the Director of Entry
Level Writing. (En. 6/1/2006, Am. 9/1/2018)

a. For Spring Quarter 2020, a student can satisfy the University Entry
Level Writing Requirement by passing, with a grade of Passed or at
least C-, one of the Entry Level Writing Requirement courses certified
by the Committee on Preparatory Education and Undergraduate
Council. The list of certified courses will be maintained by the
Committee on Preparatory Education and publicized by the Director
of Entry Level Writing.



If a student is identified as an English language learner (ESL) on the University of
California Analytic Writing Placement Exam, or through a placement exam on the
Davis campus as determined by the Director for Entry Level Writing, the student will
be placed into the ESL pathway for Entry Level Writing. The procedure for the ESL
pathway will be maintained by the Committee on Preparatory Education and
publicized by the Director of Entry Level Writing and the Director of ESL. (En.
6/1/2006, Am. 9/1/2018)

In accordance with Academic Senate Regulation 636.D, students placed into the ESL
pathway will have three quarters plus one quarter for each required ESL course to
meet the requirement. Other students must satisfy the University of California Entry
Level Writing Requirement as early as possible during the first year in residence at
the University of California. A student who has not done so within the prescribed
timeframe will not be eligible to enroll for additional quarters unless the student has
been granted an extension by the Committee on Preparatory Education. The
Committee on Preparatory Education may delegate the authority to grant such
extensions to that student’s college Dean, or adviser as authorized by the Dean. In
the case of such delegation, the Dean shall submit an annual report to the Committee
on Preparatory Education. (En. 6/1/2006, Am. 9/1/2016, 9/1/2018)
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Introduction

The Representative Assembly of the Davis Division of the Academic Senate voted in favor
of implementing the Step Plus personnel system for all Academic Senate faculty effective
July 1, 2014. As part of that motion, the Representative Assembly directed Executive
Council to assess Step Plus during the 2016-2017 academic year. When that report was
presented, it was determined that there were too few years of post-implementation data
for evaluating the system. The Representative Assembly then voted to assess Step Plus
during the 2019-2020 academic year. This report provides that assessment. Appendices
A-D provide historical documentation about Step Plus.

This report has four components, the first three of which use summary data provided to
the Academic Senate’s Special Committee by Academic Affairs. The first compares merit
outcomes before and after Step Plus, including disaggregations by rank, gender,
underrepresented minority (URM) status’, and academic unit (college or school). The
second component compares the speed of faculty members’ rate of advancement using
the Interim Progress Index (IPl) developed by Academic Affairs. The third component
addresses questions regarding aspects of the merit and promotion process under Step
Plus, such as the number of actions reviewed by the Committee on Academic Personnel
(CAP) and the extent of agreement across departments, CAP, and the final decision. The
fourth component reports the results of three surveys regarding the implementation and
performance of Step Plus: one of all Academic Senate members; one of CAP or Faculty
Personnel Committee (FPC) members under Step Plus; and one of Department Chairs.

Merit Outcomes

Merit outcomes are reported in the data by step advancement: no advancement, 1.0, 1.5,
2.0, 2.5, and 3.0 or higher. Accelerations in time that were denied under the previous
system are reported as no advancement, and cannot be distinguished from normative time
actions that were denied. Merit-promotion cycles are labeled using Academic Affairs’
definition, which means that, for example, a 2018-19 advancement was effective July 1,
2019.

One way to report the effect of Step Plus on merit actions is to examine the success rate
of merit actions to different levels, i.e., accelerations. Given that a 1.5-year acceleration did
not exist under the previous Acceleration-in-Time system, one can reasonably compare a
one-year acceleration in time (listed as a 2-step change in Tables 1-3) with the 1.5 and 2.0-
step changes under the Step Plus system; both are measures of a greater than 1.0-step
change during the merit cycle and are used for comparison in Tables 1-3. It is important to
remember that merit outcomes, even accelerations, are not the same as the rate of
progress. Actions can be deferred, and deferrals are not reflected in these data.

'In the data provided by Academic Affairs, underrepresented minorities include Hispanic, African American
and Native American.



Table 1indicates that merit actions going beyond 1.0 step are achieved much more readily
under the Step Plus system than under the previous system, with success rates of 55%
and 3%, respectively. Step changes of 1.0 are down under the Step Plus system, but that
reflects much higher rates of greater-than-1.0 successes. Denied merits are also less
common in the Step Plus system than before.

Table 1. Merit outcomes before and after Step Plus

Changein Before Step  After Step
Step Plus Plus
3 or higher 0.2% 0.2%
2.5 0.0% 0.2%
2.0 3.4% 13.0%
1.5 0.0% 41.8%
1.0 87.8% 39.8%
8.4% 5.2%
1.5+ 2.0 3.4% 54.8%

Table 2 disaggregates merit outcomes by gender. Women were less likely to have an
action denied under both the Acceleration-in-Time and the Step Plus systems. This table
reiterates that a change of 1.5 or 2.0 steps in a merit action occurs more readily under the
Step Plus system. Women had a larger share of higher-step outcomes under Step Plus,
while the difference under the Acceleration-in-Time system was negligible.

Table 2. Merit outcomes before and after Step Plus: Gender

Change
in Step Before Step Plus After Step Plus
Female Male Unknown Female Male Unknown
3or
higher 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0%
2.5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7%
2.0 4.0% 3.0% 3.6% 15.4% 11.5% 12.3%
1.5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 43.8% 39.5% 43.5%
1.0 89.8% 874% 86.0% 36.4% 41.8% 42.7%
0 6.4% 9.2% 10.6% 0.8% 5.6% 0.8%
20+15 4.0% 3.0% 3.6% 59.2% 51.0% 55.8%

Similar to Table 2, Table 3 indicates that the gap between URM and non-URM faculty in
the rate of 1.5- and 2.0-step actions, while small, has been close to constant: 3% versus
3.4%. The gap in denials has equalized for the two groups under Step Plus. Again, the data



shows that both URM and non-URM faculty were more successful in attaining accelerated
step changes under the Step Plus system.

Table 3. Merit outcomes before and after Step Plus: Ethnicity

Change in
Step Before Step Plus After Step Plus
URM notURM URM not URM
3 or higher 0.0% 0.2% 0.8% 0.0%

2.5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
20 6.2% 3.2% 14.4% 12.8%
1.5 0.0% 0.0% 37.2% 42.2%
1.0 82.0% 886% 428%  39.6%
0] 11.8% 8.2% 5.0% 5.0%

20+15 6.2% 3.2% 51.6% 55.0%

Rate of Advancement: Interim Progress Index

The Interim Progress Index (IPl) calculated by Academic Affairs compares how quickly an
individual has advanced through the rank-step system since their date and rank-step of
hire to normative time. A normative rate of progress is indicated by a baseline IPI of 100,
and an IPI of 95 would indicate a speed 5% below normative, while an IPI of 105 would
indicate a speed 5% above normative. In the data provided, an IPI that encompasses all
progress since hire is computed at every action. For example, a faculty member who was
a candidate for advancement in the 2009-10 merit cycle, the 2012-13 merit cycle, and the
2015-16 merit cycle would have three interim progress measures reported.

A drawback of using step advancements to compare the Acceleration-in-Time system and
Step Plus is that a denied acceleration in time is reported as “no advancement,” even
though the individual may be making normative or faster than normative progress. The IPI
controls for this issue because it is a cumulative measure of progress since hire through
the current action.

There are five years of data before Step Plus (2009-10 to 2013-14) and five years afterwards
(2014-15 to 2018-19). All ranks in the Professor series increased their progress under Step
Plus, with the greatest increase for Assistant Professors (from 105 to 124), followed by
Associate Professors (from 109 to 126), and then Professors (from 120 to 126). All ranks
have about the same average progress scores.

When gender is aggregated across all ranks, the increase in average progress is nearly
the same for women (increasing from 115 to 126) and men (increasing from 117 to 125). The
same is true when we compare URM faculty (increasing from 113 to 123) with non-URM
faculty (increasing from 116 to 126).



However, some interesting differences emerge in the cross-tabulation of rank with gender
or ethnicity (see Table 4). At the Assistant and full Professor ranks, the acceleration in
progress for women and men are quite similar. However, they differ at the Associate
Professor rank, where women increase (from 104.4 to 126.6) more rapidly than men (from
112.6 to 124.3), equalizing the previous disparity in rate of progression. Likewise, in the
cross-tabulation by rank and gender, URM faculty at the Associate Professor rank
accelerated more rapidly (from 102 to 130) than non-URM faculty at the Associate Professor
rank (from 109 to 125), equalizing the previous disparity in rate of progression. For Assistant
Professors, the acceleration is similar for URM and non-URM faculty, while non-URM
Professors have accelerated somewhat faster so that they now match the progress of the
URM Professors.

Table 4. Average Progress Index by Rank, Gender and Ethnicity

Female Male URM Not

URM

Professor Before Plus 122 120 125 120
After Plus 128 126 125 127

Associate Professor Before Plus 104 13 102 109
After Plus 127 124 130 125

Assistant Professor  Before Plus 106 104 99 105
After Plus 127 122 18 124

Unit and Rank

There are differences in the rate of advancement by rank and unit under Step Plus, as
there were under the Acceleration-in-Time system. This section compares advancement
rates by unit for Professors, Associate Professors, and Assistant Professors. Data sparsity
precludes comparisons for Senior LSOE, LSOE, and LPSOE ranks.

For Professors, interim progress rates varied across units before Step Plus (Table 5). The
change in interim progress rates after Step Plus also varied. The progress rates for
Professors varied from 114 (GSM) to 137 (SVM) faster than the normative time. LAW marked
the biggest improvement from 94 to 125, whereas the progress rates for CBS and COE
remained about the same as before (123 and 121 respectively).



Table 5. Average Progress Index before and after Step Plus: Professor

College/School Before Step Plus After Step Plus
CA&ES 18 126
CBS 124 123
COE 120 121
GSM 104 14
LAW 94 125
L&S 124 129
SOE 11 15
SOM 15 123
SON * *
SVM 122 137

Note: Asterisks (*) indicate insufficient data.

Before Step Plus, Associate Professors across units had an IPI of 109 on average, ranging
from SOM with 102 to COE with 114 (Table 6). After Step Plus, Associate Professors had an
IPI of 123. The progress rates varied from 108 (GSM) to 137 (CA&ES) and 138 (SVM). SVM
realized the largest increase, from 105 to 138 faster, whereas GSM progress rates declined
from 113 to 108, though still faster than normative time.

Table 6. Average Progress Index before and after Step Plus: Associate Professor

College/School Before Step Plus After Step Plus
CA&ES 12 137

CBS 107 120

COE 14 13

GSM 13 108

L&S 110 122

SOE 107 19

SOM 102 125

SON * *

SVM 105 138

Note: Asterisks (*) indicate insufficient data.
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Before Step Plus, Assistant Professors across units had an average IPI of 107, ranging from
SVM at 103 to SOE at 116 (Table 7). After Step Plus, Assistant Professors had an average
IPI of 123. The progress rates varied from 111 (COE) to 133 (SOE). SVM and CA&ES,
respectively, marked the biggest improvements from 97 and 106 before Step Plus to 122
and 129 under Step Plus.

Table 7. Average Progress Index before and after Step Plus: Assistant Professor

College/School Before Step Plus After Step Plus
CA&ES 106 129

CBS 105 120

COE 101 m

GSM * *

L&S 105 125

SOE 16 133

SOM 14 120

SON * *

SVM 97 122

Note: Asterisks (*) indicate insufficient data.

Cohort Comparison

Another way of assessing whether or not the rate at which faculty members have
progressed has changed under Step Plus is to compare cohorts. Table 8 compares the
interim progress rates for the first six years for Assistant Professors beginning in 2008 and
2013. Each time faculty members are evaluated, their interim progress rates are computed.
Comparing the indices, the 2013 cohort had an IPI of 117 compared to the IPI of 100 for the
2008 cohort as of year 6.

"



Table 8. Interim Progress Indices Years 1-6: Assistant Professors Beginning in 2008 and

2013

Interim Progress Index

Number of individuals

Year 2008 2013 2008 2013
1 * 17 *

2 94 114 40 24
3 93 * 7 *

4 103 17 53 36
5 100 * 6 *

6 100 17 21 14

Note: Asterisks (*) indicate insufficient data.

Merit and Promotion Process

The introduction of a new system invariably leads to questions regarding process. This
section examines three: how CAP’s workload has changed; the extent to which
departments, CAP, and central administration agree on the step merited by a record; how
Step Plus has interacted with “barrier step” actions (advancements to Step 6.0 and above

scale).
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CAP Workload and Recommendations

Figure 1 reports the number of all personnel actions completed by CAP and the FPCs by
year using data in CAP’s annual reports.? CAP’s workload has increased. It reviewed an
average of 455 actions annually in the five years prior to Step Plus and an average of 505
actions annually in the first five years under Step Plus, an increase of 11%. In contrast,
actions reviewed by FPCs declined from an average of 321 actions to 253 actions annually,
a 27% decrease.

600 565

500

400

345 341 346

- \
300 -

200 »

100

2009-10 2010-11 20112 2012-13 2013-14 201415 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19

@ C/AP == FPC

Figure 1. Academic Personnel Actions by CAP and FPCs

Source: Academic Senate Committee on Academic Personnel annual reports. Various
years.

2 These numbers include all personnel actions, not just merits and promotions. For CAP, actions include the
following: appointments (Assistant Professor, Step 4 and above; LPSOE/LSOE; initial continuing
appointments for Unit 18 Lecturers; Endowed Chair appointments/reappointments; change in title/change in
department), accelerated merits for Unit 18 Lecturers, Career Equity Reviews, merits (proposing 2.0-step
advancements and above, to Professor, Step 6 and above, after a third or fourth deferral or 5-year review
until positive advancement, after a denied merit or promotion until positive advancement), appraisals,
promotions (Assistant to Associate Professor [Clinical and Acting; in Residence only have approved
promotions reviewed} Associate to Full [all titles in Professor series], accelerated promotions, LPSOE/LSOE),
5-year Reviews, removal of Acting Titles (Law School only). For FPCs, actions include the following:
appointments to Assistant Prof (Steps 1-3), merits (less than 2.0-steps; to Assistant Professor Steps 2-6; to
Associate Professor, Steps 2-5; to Professor, Steps 2-5; for LPSOE/LSOEs, every merit except for the first
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Table 9 summarizes CAP’s recommendations before and after Step Plus. The data are
defined as follows: A “yes” means that the advancement recommended by the department
was the recommendation or final outcome.® An “other” means that the recommendation
or final outcome included advancement, but not at the same number of steps as the
departmental recommendation. For example, a decision of “other” would be entered if a
department recommended that a candidate receive a 1.5-step advancement but the final
decision was actually a 2.0-step advancement. Under both systems, a "no" is a denial.
Under Step Plus, “no” means no advancement. Under Acceleration-in-Time, an
acceleration that is denied is counted as a "no" and can't be differentiated from a “no” on

an action occurring in the individual's "normative time" year.

The Special Committee compared CAP’s recommendations for and against merit
advancements and promotions during the five years before the implementation of Step
Plus and the five years after implementation (Table 9). In the five years before Step Plus,
CAP reviewed 591 total merits; after Step Plus, the number of merits increased by
approximately 41% to 831. CAP reviewed a total of 400 promotions in the five years after
Step Plus vs. 373 in the five years before Step Plus (Table 9).

CAP recommended the proposed advancement in 72% (428) of the actions before Step
Plus vs. 54% (449) after Step Plus (Table 9). Only 3.2% (19) received an advancement
recommendation by CAP that was different than the one proposed before Step Plus vs.
35% (293) after Step Plus. Denials of advancement declined by more than half after the
implementation of Step Plus (11%) when compared to before it (24%) (Table 9). The number
of CAP recommendations to deny promotions decreased from 14% (51) before to 4% (15)
after (Table 9). While there are a few actions that were not supported by the department,
overall the percentage of “yes” recommendations can be interpreted as the share of the
time CAP’s recommendation and the department’s recommendation are the same.

Table 9. CAP Recommendations before and after Step Plus

Yes Other No Total

Merits

Before Step Plus 428 19 144 591
After Step Plus 449 293 89 831
Promotions

Before Step Plus 307 15 51 373
After Step Plus 283 102 15 400

normal merit after appointment and after promotion), appraisals, deferrals (1**and 2"year after an
unsatisfactory 5-year review or denied merit/promotion action, 3 and 4" year).
3 There are a small number of cases for which the department’s recommendation is labeled “no.”

14

20



Note: One merit action and one promotion action did not have a final decision, and one promotion action
had a final decision of incomplete. These three actions are excluded from the table.

Table 10 and Table 11 report CAP recommendations by year for merits and promotions
respectively. Overall, CAP recommended against merits and promotions more frequently
prior to Step Plus, and the year-to-year trend since the implementation of Step Plus shows
fewer and fewer negative recommendations. There are also many more recommendations
of “other” by CAP since Step Plus implementation, probably because CAP now has more
options. For example, CAP can now recommend 1.5 steps instead of a proposed merit
increase of 1.0 or 2.0 steps. CAP has made 240 more merit advancement
recommendations during the 5 years since implementation when compared with the five
years before Step Plus (Table 10).

CAP recommendations for merit and promotions were remarkably consistent during the
years leading up to Step Plus. Following Step Plus, a change gradually occurred in which
the percentage of cases in which CAP’s recommendation and the proposed action for
merits decreased, while recommendations of “other” increased. The percentage of cases
in which CAP’s recommendation agreed with the proposed action ranged from 39% to 73%
after Step Plus vs 67% to 77% before Step Plus (Table 10). The number of “other”
recommendations for advancement by CAP increased slightly in the first two years (14%)
after Step Plus implementation, from a previous maximum of 4% before Step Plus (Table
10). The last three years saw a significant increase in “other” recommendations by CAP
ranging from 42% to 52% (Table 10).

Similar to merit advancements, CAP’s promotion recommendations differed from the
proposed actions more after Step Plus than before (Table 11). However, the share of cases
for which CAP recommended denial declined.
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Table 10. CAP Recommendations by Merit/Promotion Cycle: Merits

M/P Cycle Yes Other No

2009-2010 67% 2% 31%
2010-2011  74% 3% 23%
2011-2012  77% 3% 19%
2012-2013  72% 3% 25%
2013-2014  72% 4% 24%
2014-2015 59% 14% 26%
2015-2016  73% 14% 14%
2016-2017 39% 52% 8%
2017-2018 50% 45% 5%
2018-2019 54%  42% 4%

Table 1. CAP Recommendations by Merit/Promotion Cycle: Promotions

M/P Cycle Yes Other No

2009-2010 77% 5% 18%
2010-2011  84% 4% 12%
201-2012 86% 0% 14%
2012-2013  77% 7% 16%
2013-2014 88% 4% 8%
2014-2015 86% 6% 8%
2015-2016  83% 13% 4%
2016-2017 57% 39% 4%
2017-2018 59% 40% 1%
2018-2019 67% 32% 1%
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Agreement across Reviewers

Step Plus introduced criteria for evaluating whether a record merited a 1.0, 1.5, or 2.0-step
advancement. A natural process question is the extent to which different parties in the
academic personnel process agree on how those criteria should be interpreted.

CAP Recommendations and Final Decisions on Merits and Promotions

Comparing the five-year periods before (Table 12) and after (Table 13) Step Plus, there was
a negligible difference in the percentage of final decisions and CAP recommendations that
were both “yes” for merit actions (84% to 83%). However, Step Plus did result in an increase
of CAP “other” recommendations, and a decrease of CAP “no” recommendations, relative
to “yes” final decisions. The nature of the data preclude identifying whether the “other”
recommendations from CAP were for more or fewer steps than the final decision.

For “other” final decisions, implementation of Step Plus resulted in a decrease in “yes” CAP
recommendations and a corresponding increase in “other” CAP recommendations, as well
as a decline in CAP “no” recommendations.

For “no” final decisions, there is no significant difference in the proportions of CAP “yes,”
“other,” and “no” recommendations before and after Step Plus.

Table 12. Merit actions: 5 years before Step Plus

CAP recommendation

Final Yes Other No
decision

Yes 84% 0% 15%
Other 61% 20% 18%
No 2% 0% 98%

Table 13. Merit actions: 5 years after Step Plus

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 83% 14% 4%
Other 20% 76% 4%
No 2% 2% 97%
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During the five-year periods before (Table 14) and after (Table 15) Step Plus, the percentage
of final decisions and CAP recommendations regarding promotions that were both “yes”
was the same. However, Step Plus did result in an increase of CAP “other”
recommendations, and slight decrease of CAP “no” recommendations, relative to “yes”
final decisions (Table 15).

For “other” final decisions, implementation of Step Plus resulted in a decrease in “yes” CAP
recommendations, a very substantial increase in “other” recommendations, and a
substantial decrease in CAP “no” recommendations.

For “no” final decisions, CAP did not make any “yes” recommendations before or after
Step Plus. The proportion of CAP “other” decisions increased from 0% to 25%, while the
CAP negative decisions decreased from 100% to 75%.

Table 14. Promotion actions: 5 years before Step Plus

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 92% 1% 7%
Other 56% 18% 26%
No 0% 0% 100%

Table 15. Promotion actions: 5 years after Step Plus

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 92% 7% 2%
Other 38% 60% 2%
No 0% 53% 47%

For those merit cases with “yes” department votes, the main difference before (Table 16)
and after Step Plus (Table 17) is in cases with an “other” final decision — under Step Plus,
CAP has moved more cases from the “yes” to the “other” category, and there are fewer

“no” CAP recommendations. The data for merit cases with “no” department
recommendations are sparse (Table 18, Table 19).
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Table 16. Merit actions: before Step Plus, Department “Yes” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 84% 0% 15%
Other 63% 19% 18%
No 2% 0% 98%

Table 17. Merit actions: after Step Plus, Department “Yes” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 83% 13% 4%
Other 20% 76% 3%
No 2% 2% 97%

Table 18. Merit actions: before Step Plus, Department “No” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No

Yes 50% 0% 50%
Other 0% 50% 50%
No 0% 0% 100%

Table 19. Merit actions: after Step Plus, Department “No” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 50% 50% 0%
Other 0% 50% 50%

No

0% 0% 100%
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The trends seen for promotion cases (Table 20, Table 21) follow trends similar to those
apparent in the merit cases. Again, the number of cases with “no” recommendations from
the department is very low (Table 22, Table 23).

Table 20. Promotion actions: before Step Plus, Department “Yes” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision
Yes

Other

No

Yes Other

92% 1%
58% 17%
0% 0%

No
7%
25%
100%

Table 21. Promotion actions: after Step Plus, Department “Yes” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision
Yes

Other

No

Yes Other
100% 0%

38% 60%
0% 50%

No
0%
2%
50%

Table 22. Promotion actions: before Step Plus, Department “No” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision
Yes

Other

No

Yes Other

50% 0%
0% 0%
0% 0%

No
50%
100%
100%
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Table 23. Promotion actions: after Step Plus, Department “No” recommendation

CAP recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Yes 50% 50% 0%
Other 0% 100% 0%
No 0% 0% 100%

CAPAC Recommendations and Final Decisions Merits and Promotions

For the appealed merit cases, the overall agreement between the final decisions and the
CAPAC recommendations before Step Plus and after Step Plus has increased. While the
much greater use of “other” makes it difficult to determine the extent of agreement over
actions that resulted in some merit advancement, it is clear that the final decision reflects
a CAPAC recommendation for a merit denial a greater share of the time than in the past
(Table 24). Before Step Plus, 61% of the final “yes” decisions were appeals denied by
CAPAC,; after Step Plus, this percentage reduced to 43%. The share of final “no” merit
decisions that were appealed and that CAPAC supported has doubled (13% to 28%) after
Step Plus, while the share that were appeals CAP recommended denying decreased. As
for the “other” decisions on appealed merits, before Step Plus, all were appeals CAPAC
recommended denying. After Step Plus, however, only 23% were denied appeals; 27%
were supported appeals, and about half were recommended as “other” by CAPAC.

Table 24. CAPAC Recommendations and Final Decisions before and after Step Plus:
Merits

CAPAC recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Before Step Plus

Yes 33% 6% 61%
Other 100%
No 13% 6% 81%
After Step Plus

Yes 38% 20% 43%
Other 27% 49% 23%
No 28% 9% 62%
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For the appealed promotion cases, the overall agreement between the final decisions by
the Vice Provost of Academic Affairs (VPAA) and the CAPAC recommendations before
Step Plus and after Step Plus are about the same, although the agreement on “yes” and
“other” decisions has increased, whereas that for “no” decisions has decreased (from 92%
to 70%) (Table 25). Both before and after Step Plus, about half of the final “yes” decisions
were appeals CAPAC recommended denying. Furthermore, 50% of the “other” decisions
were appeals CAPAC recommended denying before Step Plus; these recommendations
reduced to 13% after Step Plus. 33% of the “other” decisions were appeals supported by
CAPAC before Step Plus; these increased to 63% after Step Plus. Thus, the outcomes from

the appeals process for promotion have improved under the Step Plus system.

Table 25. CAPAC Recommendations and Final Decisions before and after Step Plus:
Promotions

CAPAC recommendation

Final decision Yes Other No
Before Step Plus

Yes 38% 8% 54%
Other 33% 17% 50%
No 8% 92%
After Step Plus

Yes 50% 0% 50%
Other 63% 25% 13%
No 0% 30% 70%
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For appealed merit cases, the overall agreement between CAP and CAPAC
recommendations before Step Plus and after Step Plus has improved substantially (Table
26). Before Step Plus, all “yes” and “other” recommendations by CAPAC were “no”
recommendations from CAP. After Step Plus, however, CAPAC recommendations were
more evenly distributed. About forty percent of the denied appeals were either “yes” or
“other” recommendations of CAP. Thus, the appeals process for merit cases also has
become more aligned with CAP recommendations after the introduction of Step Plus.

Table 26. CAP and CAPAC Recommendations before and after Step Plus: Merits

CAP recommendation

CAPAC Recommendation Yes Other No

Before Step Plus

Yes 0% 0% 100%
Other 0% 0% 100%
No 8% 25%  67%
After Step Plus

Yes 21% 58% 21%
Other 6% 88% 6%

No 15% 26%  59%

For the appealed promotion cases, the overall agreement between CAP and CAPAC
recommendations improved substantially, mainly because CAPAC rarely recommended
“other” before Step Plus, whereas it recommended 40% of the cases as “other” after Step
Plus (Table 27). Before Step Plus, about half of the “yes” recommendations by CAPAC were
“no” recommendations from CAP. After Step Plus, only 11% of the “yes” recommendations
by CAPAC were “no” recommendations from CAP. Similarly, before Step Plus, 38% of the
“no” recommendations by CAPAC were “yes” recommendations from CAP. After Step Plus,
25% of the “no” recommendations by CAPAC were “yes” recommendations from CAP.
Thus, the appeals process for promotion cases has become more aligned with CAP
recommendations after the introduction of Step Plus.
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Table 27. CAP and CAPAC Recommendations before and after Step Plus: Promotions

CAP recommendation

CAPAC Recommendation Yes Other No

Before Step Plus

Yes 33% 17% 50%
Other 50% 0% 50%
No 38% 5% 57%
After Step Plus

Yes 44% 44% 1%
Other 0% 40% 60%
No 25% 25% 50%

Barrier Step Actions

One common theme since the implementation of Step Plus has been that it is challenging
to integrate the Step Plus approach with the University of California’s “barrier step” actions,
Professor Step 6 and Professor Above-Scale. If the departmental recommendation or the
recommendations of other reviewers involves crossing the barrier step and the dossier
was not prepared for barrier-step review, then it needs to be re-prepared to address the
entire review period. Outside letters, if desired (Step 6) or required (Above-Scale), need to
be solicited. Due to the way personnel actions are entered, the data provided by Academic

Affairs cannot be used to analyze advancements to Above-Scale.

Regarding Step 6, Table 28 reports the outcomes of actions from a starting point of Step
4,45, 5 or 5.5 by whether or not the outcome was an advancement to at least Step 6.
Under the previous system, 43% of such actions resulted in advancement to Step 6 or
above. Under Step Plus, 57% did. This difference suggests that there has not been a
substantial decline in barrier step advancements under Step Plus. However, the data do
not establish that there has been an increase in the success rate, because the number of
actions is limited to one every three years under Step Plus. Under the previous system,
one could have seen a one-year acceleration from Step 4 to Step 5 and a two-year
acceleration from Step 5 to Step 6. Under the Step Plus system, these accelerations would
be similar to a 2.0-step advancement from Step 4 to Step 6 after the same three-year
period. The total number of eligible actions has therefore declined. Of course, the number
of faculty at the relevant steps does not remain the same, which also affects the total
number of eligible actions.
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Table 28. Outcomes for Potential Barrier Step 6 actions by Merit-Promotion Cycle: 2009-
10 to 2018-19

M/P Cycle

Did not cross Step 6 To Step 6 or Above

Acceleration in Time
2009-2010
2010-2011
2011-2012
2012-2013
2013-2014
Five-year total
Step Plus
2014-2015
2015-2016
2016-2017
2017-2018
2018-2019

Five-year total

50
46
36
45
38
215

37
34
24
24
24

143

26
36
32
40
30
164

24
30
M
46
45
186
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Survey Analysis

This section briefly presents the survey methods and results. Survey responses are
presented in four sections. Quantitative responses to each survey are summarized
separately, followed by a section identifying themes and questions arising from qualitative
responses.

Methods and Response Rates

The special committee conducted surveys of three groups: all Academic Senate faculty;
faculty who were members of CAP and/or an FPC under the Step Plus system; and faculty
who were/are Department Chairs. An announcement with a link to the survey was emailed
to members of each group on January 6, 2020. Recipients were asked to complete the
survey by January 21, 2020. A reminder was emailed on January 16, 2020. Table 29
reports the number of recipients, responses, and the response rate for each group. CAP
and FPC members had the highest response rate (41%), just over twice that of the faculty
as a whole (19%). Department Chairs also had a response rate significantly higher than that
of the faculty as a whole (34%).

Table 29. Survey Response Rates

Survey group Population size Responses Response rate
Academic Senate faculty 2,932 563 19%
CAP and FPC members 150 62 41%
Department Chairs 171 58 34%

Senate Faculty Responses

Faculty members were asked to share their rank, academic unit, and years at UC Dauvis.
Table 30 reports respondents by rank/step and whether they arrived at UC Davis before
or after Step Plus was implemented. Those who had arrived before Step Plus were asked
additional questions comparing the Step Plus and acceleration-in-time systems. Table 31
reports respondents by rank and college/school.

Table 30. Faculty Survey Respondents by Rank/Step and Arrival Date

Rank/Step Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Assistant Professor 8 103 m
Associate Professor VAl 32 103
Professor, Step 1.0-5.5 149 21 170
Professor, Step 6.0-9.5 109 3 12
Professor, Above Scale 67 0 67
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Table 31. Faculty Respondents by Rank/Step and College/School

College Assistant Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
/School Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
CA&ES 20 15 22 19 15 91
CBS 7 2 14 8 12 43
COE 17 8 15 1 6 57
LAW 1 5 3 2 "
L&S 33 42 55 38 19 187
GSM 3 1 2 7
SOE 1 6 4 1
SOM 23 17 31 21 12 104
SON 1 2 2 5
SVM 8 8 21 10 1 48
Total M 103 170 12 67 563

Related sets of survey questions for Senate faculty are shown below in the text boxes.
Each box is followed by a narrative summary of survey results. For many summaries, the
responses “strongly agree” and “agree” are combined to mean “agree”; “strongly
disagree” and “disagree” are combined to mean “disagree.” The percentage of faculty
who “agree” and “disagree” do not add up to 100% since some respondents answered,
“neither agree nor disagree” or “N/A.” Complete responses to the survey are available in
Appendix G.
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Comparing time spent on merits and promotions under the two systems

As a candidate for advancement, | have spent less time preparing my dossiers in the
years under Step Plus than | did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Within the dossier, | have spent less time preparing my personal statement in the years
under Step Plus than | did before the implementation of Step Plus.

I spent less time reviewing dossiers at the departmental or divisional level in the years
under Step Plus than | did before the implementation of Step Plus.

56% of respondents disagreed and 12% agreed that less time was required to prepare their
dossiers under Step Plus than under the previous system. A majority also disagreed that it
takes less time to prepare the personal statement (60%) and to review colleagues’ dossiers
(60%) under Step Plus compared to the previous system. If one of the goals of the Step
Plus implementation was to make the preparation and evaluation of merit and promotion
actions less time consuming, the results of the survey appear to indicate that this goal was
not achieved.

Comparing clarity of criteria and fairness under the two systems

Criteria for 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step merits are clearer now under Step Plus than the
criteria for merits and accelerations were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Criteria for promotions are clearer now under Step Plus than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Criteria for merits to barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) are clearer now under
Step Plus than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

The Step Plus system is fair.

The former acceleration in time system was fair.

Respondents were almost evenly split regarding the criteria for merits being clearer under
Step Plus than under the earlier merit system (42% agree and 41% disagree). 40%
disagreed and 21% agreed that the criteria for promotions are clearer under Step Plus, and
46% disagreed and 14% agreed that the criteria for barrier steps are clearer under Step
Plus. Overall, more respondents indicated that the criteria in the Step Plus system are not
clearer than those under the earlier system.
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46% of respondents agreed and 26% disagreed that the Step Plus system is fair. As for the
Acceleration-in-Time system, about 23% of respondents were unfamiliar with it. Of those
who experienced both the systems, 31% neither agreed nor disagreed that the
Acceleration-in-Time system is fair, while the remaining were split (26% agreed and 21%
disagreed) on the fairness of the former system.

Comparing department outcomes under the two systems

In my department, outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded
with rapid advancement more frequently now than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably in my department than they
were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Among respondents, 50% agreed that outstanding performances in service and teaching
are rewarded with more rapid advancement more frequently than before the
implementation of Step Plus, while 32% disagreed. These data indicate that a majority of
respondents believe that Step Plus has resulted in better recognition of outstanding
contributions in service and teaching, but many disagree.

34% of respondents disagreed that merits and promotions are awarded more equitably
than before the implementation of Step Plus, while 28% agreed. Those who perceive Step
Plus to be more equitable are a minority, and it is noteworthy that twice as many strongly
disagreed (16%) than strongly agreed (8%). However, “neither agree nor disagree” received
that largest single response (36%). Overall, these data suggest that the respondents have
mixed perceptions of whether Step Plus has resulted in more equitable award of merits
and promotions.
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Clarity of criteria under Step Plus & Understanding of Step Plus
Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate.
Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate.
Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate.
I understand that, under the Step Plus system, additional half-step advancements
require performance that is outstanding, not just above average or exceeding
expectations, in at least one category (research/creative activity, teaching, service).

I am knowledgeable about the Step Plus criteria.

I am knowledgeable about the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) criteria for merit
and promotion.

Most respondents agreed that they are knowledgeable about Step Plus criteria (74%) and
APM criteria (73%), though Assistant Professors agreed at a lower rate than faculty at other
ranks. Most respondents agreed (92%) that it is clear that additional half-step increases
require outstanding work in one category. However, while most agreed that the criteria for
recommending 1.0 step are clear (64% agree and 21% disagree), there is decreasing clarity
on the criteria for recommending 1.5- (45% agree and 39% disagree) and 2.0-steps (39%
agree and 46% disagree). Professors Step 1-9.5 seem more comfortable with the criteria
for 1.5- and 2.0-step increases than Assistant, Associate and Above-Scale Professors.
Above-Scale and Associate Professors are the least comfortable with 1.0-step criteria, but
there is still majority agreement.
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Opinions regarding Step Plus
Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and
document
their rationale for the proposed merit advancement in their statement.
Receiving a 1.0 step advancement is a sign of good work.
| feel (or would feel) demoralized receiving 1.0 step advancement.
I think this demoralization is an inherent defect of Step Plus.

This demoralization reflects poor communication of the criteria for an advancement.

Step Plus criteria are applied uniformly across all actions (e.qg., merit, promotion).

Most agreed (62%) that a 1.0-step merit is a sign of good work, but a higher percentage of
respondents who arrived before Step Plus agreed with this statement (68%) than
respondents arriving after Step Plus implementation (48%). Whereas 75% of Professors
Step 6 or higher agreed that a 1.0-step merit is a sign of good work, only 52% of Assistant
Professors agreed with this statement. The respondents were split when asked if they
would feel demoralized if they received a 1.0-step merit (37% agreed and 38% disagreed).
Most agreed (54%) that the potential to feel demoralized after a 1.0-step merit is a flaw
inherent in the Step Plus system. 49% of the respondents agreed (and 26% disagreed) that
this demoralization reflects poor communication of the criteria that are used for
advancement in the Step Plus system.

68% of the respondents agreed (and 15% disagreed) that they should be allowed to ask for
a specific Step Plus merit advancement in their personal statement. Agreement among
respondents was expressed by all faculty ranks and by faculty arriving before and after the
implementation of Step Plus. Faculty who participated in the survey were split when asked
if they agreed (37%) or disagreed (37%) with the statement that Step Plus criteria are equally
applied across all merit and promotion actions. However, more respondents who arrived
before Step Plus agreed (40%) than disagreed (35%) with this statement, whereas more
respondents who arrived after Step Plus disagreed with this statement (43%) than agreed
(29%).
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Self-assessment of own outcomes under Step Plus

| have received merit and/or promotion at an appropriate rate under the Step Plus
system.

If | receive an additional half step for outstanding performance in one areaq, | deserve
an additional half step each time | go up for a merit if | am performing at the same
level as before.

More respondents agreed (59%) than disagreed (27%) to having received a merit and/or
promotion at an appropriate rate under Step Plus, and more (50%) agreed (and 20%
disagreed) that if they received an additional half-step they should get that half-step the
next time they go up for merit and/or promotion if they continue to perform at the same
level.

Department and Step Plus
My department voting procedures clearly recognize that, under the Step Plus system,
additional half-step advancements require performance that is outstanding, not just
above average or exceeding expectations, in at least one category (research/creative
activity, teaching, service).
Has your department discussed Step Plus criteria?

Select how frequently your department discusses Step Plus criteria.

More than twice as many respondents agreed (60%) than disagreed (25%) that the
department recognizes the importance of "outstanding" performance in one category for
an extra half step. 90% of respondents agreed that their department has discussed Step
Plus criteria. A slight majority of these (55%) report that the criteria are discussed once or
twice a year. Of the remaining (45%) respondents, roughly two-thirds explain that the
criteria are discussed more than twice a year, sometimes at every personnel meeting; the
remainder report that the criteria are discussed less than once per year, with some of these
individuals expressing dissatisfaction.
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CAP/FPC Responses

Survey questions for current and former CAP and FPC members who have served under
Step Plus are shown below in the text boxes. Each box is followed by a narrative summary
of survey results. As above, when applicable the responses “strongly agree” and “agree”
have been combined to mean “agree”; “strongly disagree” and “disagree” have been
combined to mean “disagree”. The percentage of committee members who “agree” and
“disagree” do not add up to 100% since it was also an option to answer “neither agree nor

disagree” or “N/A”.

Comparing clarity of criteria and fairness under the two systems

Criteria for 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step merits are clearer now under Step Plus than the criteria
for merits and accelerations were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Criteria for promotions are clearer now under Step Plus than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Criteria for merits to barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) are clearer now under
Step Plus than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Of the CAP and FPC members who responded, 15% neither agreed nor disagreed that the
criteria for merits are clearer now than those before, whereas 44% neither agreed nor
disagreed that the criteria for promotions or barrier steps are clearer now than those
before. More agreed than disagreed that the criteria for merits (67% agreed and 16%
disagreed), promotions (40% agreed and 15% disagreed), or barrier steps (38% agreed and
20% disagreed) are clearer under Step Plus than those before. Overall, most indicated that
the criteria under Step Plus are clearer than those before its implementation.
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Comparing outcomes under the two systems

Outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded with rapid
advancement more frequently now than they were before the implementation of Step
Plus.

Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably across departments than they
were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably across schools and colleges than
they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Among the CAP and FPC respondents, 69% agreed that outstanding performances in
service and teaching are rewarded with more rapid advancement more frequently than
before Step Plus, while 15% disagreed. It is noteworthy that the fractions in strong
agreement (33%) and agreement (36%) are almost equal, while the fraction in strong
disagreement is only 2%.

43% of respondents agreed that merits and promotions are awarded more equitably
across departments than before the implementation of Step Plus, while 23% disagreed.
These data indicate that most CAP and FPC members perceive Step Plus to have been
more equitable across departments, although a substantial fraction (26%) neither agreed
nor disagreed with this perception.

63% of respondents agreed (and 6% disagreed) that merits and promotions are awarded
more equitably across departments, schools, and colleges than before the implementation
of Step Plus. Overall, a majority of CAP and FPC respondents perceive Step Plus to have
resulted in more equitable award of merits and promotions across departments, schools,
and colleges.
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Understanding of Step Plus

New committee members are given an adequate orientation to Step Plus.

50% of CAP and FPC respondents agreed that new committee members are given an
adequate orientation to Step Plus, while only 16% disagreed.

Clarity of criteria under Step Plus
Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate.
Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate.

Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate.

80% of CAP and FPC respondents agreed that the 1.0-step criteria are clear. For 1.5-steps,
73% agreed that criteria are clear, and for 2.0-steps, 61% agreed (and 27% disagreed) that
criteria are clear. Overall, the CAP and FPC members who responded generally agreed
that criteria used for advancement under Step Plus are clear.
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Opinions regarding Step Plus
Some departments routinely ask for additional steps for their members.
Some department do not routinely ask for additional steps for their members.

Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document
their rationale for the proposed merit advancement in their statement.

Departments apply Step Plus standards uniformly.

Colleges/Schools apply Step Plus standards uniformly.

Most current and former members of CAP and FPC who participated in the survey agreed
that some departments routinely ask for additional steps for their members (76% agreed
and 5% disagreed), and that some departments do not routinely ask for additional steps
(53% agreed and 13% disagreed). 65% disagreed (and 15% agreed) that Step Plus standards
are applied uniformly across departments, and 50% disagreed (and 25% agreed) that Step
Plus standards are applied uniformly across schools and colleges.

73% of CAP and FPC respondents agreed (and 16% disagreed) that candidates for
advancement should be allowed to ask for a particular merit in their personal statement.
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Department Chair Responses

Survey questions for Department Chairs are shown below in the text boxes. Each box is
followed by a narrative summary of survey results. As above, the responses “strongly
agree” and “agree” are frequently combined to mean “agree”; “strongly disagree” and
“disagree” are combined to mean “disagree”. The percentage of Chairs who “agree” and
“disagree” do not add up to 100% since respondents could also answer “neither agree nor

disagree” or “N/A.”

Comparing time spent on merits and promotions under the two systems

Department staff spend less time preparing and processing dossiers for regular merits
in the years under Step Plus than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Department staff spend less time preparing and processing dossiers for promotions in
the years under Step Plus than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Department staff spend less time preparing and processing dossiers for merits to
barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) in the years under Step Plus than they did
before the implementation of Step Plus.

Candidates in my department spend less time preparing dossiers in the years under
Step Plus than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Faculty in my department spend less time reviewing dossiers at the departmental or
divisional level now than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

31% of Department Chair respondents disagreed (and 22% agreed) that staff spend less
time preparing dossiers for regular merits under Step Plus when compared to the earlier
system. 43% disagreed (and 8% agreed) that staff spend less time preparing dossiers for
promotions under Step Plus. 45% disagreed (and 10% agreed) that staff spend less time
under Step Plus preparing dossiers for barrier step actions. Respondents disagreed that
their faculty spend less time preparing (57% disagreed and 14% agreed) and reviewing
(55% disagreed and 14% agreed) dossiers under Step Plus than they did before its
implementation. Overall, most Department Chair respondents find that staff and
candidates are spending more time preparing, processing and reviewing dossiers under
Step Plus.
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Comparing clarity of criteria and fairness under the two systems

Criteria for 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step merits are clearer now under Step Plus than the criteria
for merits and accelerations were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Criteria for promotions are clearer now under Step Plus than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Criteria for merits to barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) are clearer now under
Step Plus than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Of the Department Chairs who responded, 10% neither agreed nor disagreed that the
criteria for merits are clearer now than before the Step Plus implementation. 41% agreed
that criteria for merits are now clearer, and 41% disagreed. 35% disagreed (and 27%
agreed) that criteria for promotions are now clearer, and 49% disagreed (and 12% agreed)
that criteria are now clearer at barrier steps under Step Plus. Overall, more respondents
indicated that the criteria in the Step Plus system are not clearer than those before for
promotions and barrier steps.

Comparing department outcomes under the two systems

In my department, outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded
with rapid advancement more frequently now than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably in my department than they were
before the implementation of Step Plus.

Among the Department Chairs who responded, 55% agreed (and 24% disagreed) that
outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded with more rapid
advancement more frequently than before the implementation of Step Plus. 33% agreed
that merits and promotions are awarded more equitably than before the implementation
of Step Plus, while 31% disagreed. The remainder neither agreed nor disagreed (27%) or
responded N/A (8%). Overall, most Department Chair respondents believe that Step Plus
has resulted in better recognition of outstanding contributions in service and teaching, but
they have ambivalent views on whether Step Plus has resulted in more equitable award of
merits and promotions.
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Department and Step Plus

I should establish the expectations needed for my faculty to obtain a normal (1.0 step)
merit.

My department voting procedures clearly recognize that, under the Step Plus system,
additional half-step advancements require performance that is outstanding, not just
above average or exceeding expectations, in at least one category (research/creative
activity, teaching, service).

I understand that, under the Step Plus system, additional half-step advancements
require performance that is outstanding, not just above average or exceeding
expectations, in at least one category (research/creative activity, teaching, service).

Most respondents agreed (94%) that they personally recognized the importance of
"outstanding" performance in one category for an extra half-step. 76% agreed (and 18%
disagreed) that this rule was also recognized in their department’s voting procedures. 70%
agreed (and 8% disagreed) that they should establish the expectations needed for their
department’s faculty to obtain a normal (1.0 step) merit.

Clarity of criteria under Step Plus
Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate.
Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate.

Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate.

78% of Department Chair respondents agreed that the 1.0-step criteria are clear. For 1.5-
steps, 60% of Department Chairs agreed that criteria are clear. For 2.0-steps, 43% of
Department Chairs agreed (and 43% disagreed) that criterial are clear.

Opinions regarding Step Plus

Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document
their rationale for the proposed merit advancement in their statement.

53% of Department Chair respondents agreed (and 29% disagreed) that candidates for
advancement should be allowed to ask for a particular merit in their personal statement.
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Survey Comments Analysis

In response to the request for comments regarding how the Step Plus system improved or
worsened the academic personnel process, the comments ranged significantly in both
opinion and length. Several indicated that the Step Plus system was more effective in
rewarding teaching and service and decreasing the gender gap in advancement, while
others offered concern that it was placing insufficient rewards on research. There was
some concern about the clarity of what constituted “outstanding” work; recognition of
problematic variation in application and practice across departments and units; and
challenges in understanding the criteria imposed at both FPC and CAP levels of evaluation.
Despite these concerns, many still found the system more effective than the previous
model.

Unsurprisingly, many of the comments reflected individual experiences of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the process. Some specific instances of concern centered on the
application of standards, and communication of expectation and process, most notably
around barrier steps and promotions (including, in a few cases, too rapid promotion from
the point of view of the candidate). There were also some concerns that a “well-balanced”
file might not be as easily rewarded as a file that strove for outstanding in one area as a
means to game the system. There were some complaints that the new system has resulted
in less collegiality, often in relation to concerns about lack of clarity about criteria for
“outstanding.”

In the responses to the question about trends in 1.5- and 2.0-step actions, there seemed
to be a general consensus that 1.5-step actions were very common. Some characterized
the 1.5 step as “the new normal,” though many of these same respondents indicated
significant variation across departments or units. Some viewed this normalization as a sign
of the overall excellence and hard work of UC Davis faculty and others as a form of “grade
inflation.” A significant number of responses indicated confusion over the criteria for a 2.0-
step advancement. Some respondents reported the perception that it was now more
difficult to receive a 2.0-step advancement than it was when Step Plus was first
implemented, and some perceived a demand for increasing productivity to continue to
receive 1.5-step advancements.

Conclusion

The Step Plus Assessment Special Committee was charged with reviewing the Step Plus
system and assessing whether the efficiency and efficacy envisioned has been achieved.
As will become clear in this conclusion, the Special Committee’s assessment of the Step
Plus system is not as complete as desired due to the limitations in the data available in
campus personnel process systems. APHID, the Academic Affairs database into which all
academic personnel information is entered, has several text fields that preclude the
extraction of quantitative data that can be analyzed for patterns and trends among
departments, peer review bodies (FPC, CAP), and decision-making authorities (deans,
VPAA). APHID does not connect with the other academic personnel systems used,
including MIV and UC Path, which means that data are not only manually entered at
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different points in the academic personnel process, they may also be entered
inconsistently across systems. At present, any data that can be pulled from these systems
requires significant clean up and verification; the text fields also make the data unusable
since they have no language standardization that can systematically be analyzed. The
Special Committee thus provides this report with the caveat that, until further refinements
to the academic personnel data collection and reporting are made, a comprehensive
assessment of the Step Plus system cannot be performed.

The Special Committee proceeded with its assessment of Step Plus by working with
Academic Affairs to extract the data available and by surveying Senate faculty, former and
current department chairs, and former and current CAP/FPC members. To assess
efficiency, specifically, the Special Committee asked respondents to the Senate faculty
and department chair surveys a series of questions about the workload associated with
Step Plus. The Special Committee also reviewed CAP annual report data, which provides
the number of the academic personnel actions CAP reviews in a committee year (9/1-8/31).
The CAP annual report data show that Step Plus has reduced the workload for FPCs, but
has increased the workload for CAP. The majority of Senate faculty and department chair
survey respondents also indicated that Step Plus has not led to reductions in workload.

To assess efficacy, the Special Committee worked with the Office of Academic Affairs to
pull data on average progress rates, final decisions, CAP recommendations, and CAPAC
recommendations. The Special Committee also examined the survey data provided by the
three respondent groups (Senate faculty, department chairs, CAP/FPC members) to assess
how well understood the Step Plus criteria appear to be.

Overall, the data suggest the following:

e Merit actions of 1.0-step or greater are achieved more readily under Step Plus (Table
1)

e Both URM and non-URM faculty have been more successful in obtaining merit
actions of more than one step under Step Plus than the previous system (Table 4)

e All ranks in the Professors series (Assistant, Associate, and Full) have increased
their rate of progress under Step Plus, with Assistant Professors experiencing the
greatest rate of increase (Table 4)

e The rate of progress for women and men have both increased, with women
accelerating more rapidly than men at the Associate Professor rank (Table 4)

e Among the survey respondents (Senate faculty, former and current department
chairs, former and current CAP/FPC members), there was general agreement
across all groups of the criteria for recommending a 1.0-step advancement.
However, the three groups differed in their assessment of the clarity in the criteria
for additional steps and for advancement to the “barrier” steps (Step 6 and Above-
Scale).

While broad conclusions may be drawn from the data provided, more nuanced questions
regarding specific features of Step Plus could not be addressed. As the APHID personnel
system only allows for three advancement outcomes (“yes,” “no,” “other,”), “other” is a
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blanket category for any decisions or recommendations that differ in step—either higher
or lower—from the departmental recommendation. This categorization does not
adequately capture half-step differences in recommendations and decisions. For example,
if a department recommends a candidate be promoted 1.5 steps, the Dean recommends
1.0 step, CAP recommends 2.0 steps, and the VPAA agrees with CAP to promote the
candidate 2.0 steps, the Dean’s recommendation, CAP’s recommendation, and the VPAA’s
final decision are all logged in APHID as “other,” even though there is a 1.0-step difference
between what the Dean recommended and what the VPAA decided. This conflation of
higher-step recommendations and decisions with lower-step recommendations and
decisions indicates that “other” is not a sufficient term for characterizing the different
outcomes that are possible within Step Plus.

While it was not within the charge of this committee to make policy recommendations, the
Special Committee has two recommendations regarding related matters. First, it
recommends that the systems that collect academic personnel information (e.g., APHID,
MIV) be modified to capture the different data points that Step Plus has introduced (e.g.,
half-steps, criteria for additional steps, Step Plus history). This will enable any future policy
recommendations to be informed by clear data. Second, it recommends that the Office of
Academic Affairs work with the Academic Senate to review the policy impacts of Step Plus,
formalize the Step Plus interim guidelines into campus policy, and clarify policy guidance,
especially in cases where Step Plus appears to conflict with the APM.
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Appendix A. Charge Letter

UC DAVIS: Academic Senate

September 8, 2019
*AMENDED*

September 30, 2019

Professor Rachael Goodhue, Chair (CAES)

Professor Christine Cocanour, Surgery (SOM)

Professor Rida Farouki, Mechanical & Aerospace Engineering (ENG)
Professor Robert Feenstra, Economics (L&S)

Professor Prasad Naik, Graduate School of Management (GSM)
Professor Jon Rossini, Theatre and Dance (L&S)

Professor Steven Theg, Plant Biology (CBS)

Professor Richard Tucker, Davis Division Vice Chair (SOM)

RE: Appointment to the Step Plus Assessment Special Committee

Thank you for agreeing to serve on the Step Plus Assessment Special Committee. The
special committee will begin its work in the fall quarter and produce a report that will be
presented to the Academic Senate Representative Assembly during the spring quarter.

Please feel free to contact Academic Senate Executive Director Edwin Arevalo
(emarevalo@ucdavis.edu) if you have any questions. Director Arevalo will be in touch
soon to start coordinating meeting dates.

On behalf of the Committee on Committees, thank you for agreeing to share your
valuable time and participating in shared governance at UC Davis.

Sincerely,

Judy Van de Water, Chair
Committee on Committees
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Appendix B. Original RA Motion

Motion 1:

We support Step-Plus System implementation effective July 1, 2014, for all Academic Senate titles. Our

understanding of the system is based on the descriptions provided in the “Step Plus System for
Personnel Actions, and Guidelines for Advancements Under the Step-Plus System — Academic Senate
Titles” documents.

The Representative Assembly directs the Executive Council to appoint a task force charged with
reviewing the Step-Plus System including an assessment of whether the efficiency and efficacy
envisioned was achieved. The review will commence in early 2016-2017. The task force will seek
endorsement of its report during the April 2017 (spring) Representative Assembly meeting.

Motion 2:

We support no longer requiring submittal of extramural letters when advancing to Professor Step 6.
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Appendix C. 2016 Interim Report

Step Plus Merit Outcomes
2014-15 and 2015-16

Interim Report

Acknowledgments

* Phil Kass, Associate Vice Provost, Academic Affairs

* CAP chairs:
* David Simpson (14-15)
* Debra Long (15-16)
* Rida Farouki (16-17)

* Maureen Stanton, Vice Provost, Academic Affairs
* Kimberly Pulliam, Associate Director, Academic Senate
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Step Plus objectives

* Reduce the number of personnel actions per year, thus saving staff and
faculty time.

* Increase the likelihood that deserving candidates who have not historically
put forward their dossiers for accelerated review will benefit from their
excellent performance.

* Service
* Teaching

* Implemented effective July 1, 2014 and adopted immediately for
personnel actions in the Senate titles of Professor, Professor in Residence,
Professor of Clinical__, and Acting Professor of Law.

* In third year

http://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/policies/step-plus/

Monitoring and refinements to date (1)

March 5, 2015 — Merit Actions to Professor, Step 6

* Advisory from CAP noting the difficulty with reviewing dossiers for advancement to
Step 6. Step 6 remains a barrier step subject to the criteria in APM 220-18.b.4 and UCD-
APM 220.IV.C.4a. In the absence of extramural letters, department letters should be
very clear in specifically addressing the Step 6 criteria.

September 18, 2015 - Action Form for Step Plus and Delegation of Authority Guidance
* The Action Form should now reflect, as the default action type, a 1.0 step advancement
for all actions during the initial department review and vote.

* If the candidate’s advancement eligibility (up to 2.0 steps) could potentially cross a
promotion/barrier step, the department should prepare the dossier matching the
longest potential review period.

* The Delegation of Authority for the action should be updated by the primary
department after the recommendation of the department is received. The
Delegation of Authority may also be changed after receipt of the recommendation
from the FPC and/or Dean.

52



6/23/2017

Monitoring and refinements to date (2)

SDeptt_ember 21, 2015 — Step Plus Advisory: Accuracy of Academic Senate Step Plus
ossiers

* Under Step Plus the campus is now consistently awarding more than one-step
advancement for outstanding teaching and service. Thus is it now extremely important
that the dossier accurately document both the extent and the quality of teaching and
service.

* CAP will routinely return improperly prepared dossiers to departments/candidates, which will result
in significant delays in processing merit cases, and will likely require the department to revote

October 22, 2015 - Step Plus Guidelines for Above Scale Advancements in the
Senate series

* Step Plus guidelines for Above Scale advancements were revised as follows:
* Above Scale 1.0 Step Advancement — Continued performance at levels commensurate with the
expectations for an Above Scale Professor.
* Above Scale 1.5 Step Advancement — Continued performance at levels commensurate with the
expectations for an Above Scale Professor, accompanied by outstanding achievement in one area.

* Above Scale 2.0 step Advancement — Continued performance at levels commensurate with the
expectations for an Above Scale Professor, accompanied by outstanding performance in two areas.

Monitoring and refinements to date (3)
October 31, 2016 — Step Plus Clarification

* Step Plus policy change for promotions that are accelerated in time
* Promotions to Associate or Full Professor can be accelerated in time or can be evaluated according to Step
Plus guidelines, but not both.
* That s, candidates can request an early promotion, but there will be only two possible advancement
outcomes: promotion to a lateral step or 1.0-step promotion. Advancements to overlapping steps will not
be considered if an early promotion is denied.

* Clarification on how to apply Step Plus criteria in the context of promotions and merit

advancements to Professor, Step 6 and Professor, Above Scale.

* When evaluating a candidate for promotion, or advancement to or through a barrier step, Step Plus
guidelines should be applied to the entire period of review. Advancements beyond a normal 1.0-step merit
should be recommended when achievements during the period of review have not been recognized, or
have been insufficiently recognized, by advancements during previous merit evaluations.
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Monitoring and refinements to date (4)

December 11, 2016 (original memo September 18, 2015) — UPDATED: Action Form for Step

Plus and Delegation of Authority Guidance

* The Action Form should now reflect a 1.0 step advancement for the initial department
review and vote.

* The faculty vote should consider a 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step advancement in every case.

* Departments should update the proposed status and the delegation of authority on the
Action Form according to the highest department recommendation.

Data available

)

* Three years under previous system: “advancement in time’
* 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14

* (Almost) two years under Step Plus
* 2014-15 complete
* 2015-16 some actions still have final decision pending
 Data availability lags completion of actions

* Data on all merit and promotion actions
* Prepared by Academic Affairs

* Disaggregated by college/school, rank, race/ethnicity, gender,
outcome of personnel action

* Cross-tabulations often involved very few actions
* Anonymous
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Number of actions

e Total number of actions fell

* Accelerations in time still permitted
* Smaller number and share in 2015-16 than in 2014-15
* 16-17 final year

* Reduction in number of actions different across reviewers
* Alarger share/number of cases went to CAP and Vice Provost in 2015-16
* Fewer to FPCs/deans

* Cases take longer to review

700

600

500

400

300

200

100

Number of merit and promotion actions by year

\

11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 Step Plus 15-16 Step Plus
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Reduction in number of merit and promotion
actions/year

Likely an underestimate of the long-term effect of Step Plus
1. Accelerations in time still allowed in transition period
2. The number of faculty is growing relative to three comparison years

3. Replacing senior faculty with junior faculty (anticipated)
03 years or 4 years vs. 2 years normative time
0 Step 5 and above not required to request a merit action
0 NOTE: not yet apparent in the data
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Acceleration in time: number of actions

11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 Step Plus 15-16 Step Plus

No acceleration MW Acceleration in time
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Number of Actions Reviewed by CAP: 2010-2016

Academic Year Number of Cases
Reviewed
2010-2011 438
2011-2012 493
2012-2013 484
2013-2014 483
2014-2015 450
2015-2016 484
2016-2017* 456

*Estimate based on cases reviewed and cases pending as of 5/23/17.

Cases reviewed by CAP and all cases
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100

0
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@ CAP/VP ETotal minus CAP/VP
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Cases reviewed by CAP: % of all cases

82%
80%
78%
76%
74%
72%
70%
68%
66%

11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 Step 15-16 Step
Plus Plus

Comparing Step Plus and advancement in time outcomes

* Accelerations in time were recorded as one step, except when two
steps were awarded
* Academic Affairs wrote code to extract accelerations from dataset (beta
version)
* Step Plus designed to recognize achievement in one area with an
additional half step.
* Half steps didn’t exist under previous system
* Expect 1.5 steps to replace (some) one-step outcomes

* Expect no differences in the percentage of actions receiving zero
steps
* Criteria remain the same

* Has the number of two-step actions changed?
* Has the number of appeals or appeal outcomes changed?

58



6/23/2017

Step Plus step advancements

* Share of non-accelerated actions declined under Step Plus
* Appears to be primarily that the existence of 1.5 step reduced 1 step actions

* No clear change in actions resulting in no advancement

Actions by steps awarded: cumulative number of actions

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)
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Actions by steps awarded: % of total

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

100%

o 7 % 2,
. / o, |
70% / / / s A
/ / / .
50% AHRHAE
o / / / // 7
o / / / / /
o / / / / /
10% % %

0%

11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 Step Plus 15-16 Step Plus
mO 41 115 B2
Step Plus actions by steps awarded:
% by rank
(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)
0 1 1.5 2

Assistant 0 66 32 2
Associate 1 47 39 13
Full 1-5 1 44 40 14
Full 6-9 0 47 35 17
Above scale 46 44 3 7
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Advancement in Time actions:

% by rank

No Non-accelerated Accelerated
advancement merit/promotion  merit/promotion

Assistant &
Associate 1-3

Associate 4-5 &
Professor 1-8

Professor 9 & Above
Scale

2 84
2 64
33 40

14

34

26

Actions with no advancement by year: % of total actions

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

Advancement in Step Plus
time
2011-12 4
2012-13 5
2013-14 5
2014-15 4
2015-16 4
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Actions with no advancement: % by college/school

Advancement in time Step Plus
CA&ES 4 6
CBS 8 8
Education 0 0
COE 3 8
Law Likely data entry error 0
L&S: HArCS 4 2
L&S: MPS 9 6
L&S: DSS 4 4
GSM 5 4
SOM 5 3
BIMSON 0 0
SVM 1 1

Two-step actions under advancement in time system and under Step Plus: % of total actions

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

Advancement in Step Plus
time

CA&ES 3 15
CBS 4 5
SOE 0 14
COE 5 3
SOL 0 0
L&S: HArCS 6 21
L&S: MPS 6 11
L&S: DSS 2 11
GSM 5 0
SOM 6 11
BIMSON 20 20
SVM 2 21
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Appeals

Appealed Denied Appeals

Total Actions (% of total) (% of appeals)

Denied Appeals
(% of total

actions)
2011-12 676 3 14 0.4
2012-13 668 3 33 0.9
2013-14 666 3 52 1.8
2014-15 625 5 69 3.5
2015-16 593 4 38 1.3

Step Plus action outcomes

* College/school
e Gender

» Race/ethnicity
* Rank

* All outcomes reported as percentages

* Many reported percentages based on small absolute numbers

* Many cross-tabulations can not be reported as absolute numbers due to the
small number of individuals in many categories, e.g rank and race/ethnicity

* Any category with five or fewer individuals labeled with an asterisk
* *5orfewer
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Step Plus actions by steps awarded: % by college/school

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 1.5 2
CA&ES 6 42 40 15
CBS 8 51 37 5
SOE 0 50 36 14
COE 8 58 31
SOL 0 27 73
L&S: HArCS 2 40 37 21
L&S: MPS 6 59 25 11
L&S: DSS 4 42 42 11
GSM 4 78 17 0
SOM 3 57 29 11
BIMSON* 0 40 40 20
SVM 1 36 43 21
* 5 or fewer

Step Plus actions by steps awarded: % by college/school, assistant

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 1.5 2
CA&ES 0 44 52 4
CBS 0 90 10 0
SOE* 0 20 60 20
COE 0 77 23 0
SOL* 0 0 100 0
L&S: HArCS 0 61 39 0
L&S: MPS 0 86 14 0
L&S: DSS 0 74 65 0
GSM* 0 100 0 0
SOM 0 73 23 3
BIMSON* 0 100 0 0
SVM 0 84 26 0
* 5 or fewer
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Step Plus actions by steps awarded: % by college/school, associate

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 1.5 2
CA&ES 2 37 40 21
CBS 0 60 40 0
SOE 0 60 30 10
COE 0 57 43 0
SOL
L&S: HArCS 0 47 44 9
L&S: MPS 0 50 36 14
L&S: DSS 4 42 47 7
GSM 10 90 0 0
SOM 0 56 23 21
BIMSON* 0 0 67 33
SVM 0 23 83 14
* 5 or fewer

Step Plus actions by steps awarded: % by college/school, full 1-5

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 1.5 2
CA&ES 0 36 56 9
CBS 4 38 54 4
SOE* 0 60 20 20
COE 2 60 34 40
SOL 0 32 69 0
L&S: HArCS 0 21 37 42
L&S: MPS 0 59 30 11
L&S: DSS 0 36 46 18
GSM 0 43 57 0
SOM 1 54 35 10
BIMSON* 0 100 0 0
SVM 0 30 38 32
* 5 or fewer
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Step Plus actions by steps awarded: % by college/school, full 6-9

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 1.5 2
CA&ES 0 47 36 17
CBS 0 36 45 18
SOE* 0 50 50 0
COE 0 57 33 10
SOL 0 17 83 0
L&S: HArCS 0 38 31 31
L&S: MPS 0 64 20 16
L&S: DSS 0 25 50 25
GSM* 0 100 0 0
SOM 0 51 41 8
BIMSON*
SVM 0 38 24 38
* 5 or fewer

Step Plus actions by steps awarded: % by college/school, above scale

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 1.5 2
CA&ES 41 50 0 9
CBS 50 50 0 0
SOE
COE 50 44 6 0
SOL* 0 100 0 0
L&S: HArCS 22 56 0 22
L&S: MPS 60 40 0 0
L&S: DSS 33 22 22 22
GSM* 0 100 0 0
SOM 73 27 0 0
BIMSON
SVM* 33 67 0 0
* 5 or fewer

66

16



6/23/2017

Step Plus Actions by steps awarded: % by gender, race/ethnicity, 14-16

(one 3-step action in 14-15 and one 2.5-step action in 15-16 excluded)

0 1 15 2
Gender (number of actions)
Female (442) 47 36 14
Male (781) 50 34 11
Race/ethnicity (number of actions)
African American /African 0 59 27 14
Diaspora (22)
Native American (9) 0 33 67
Asian/Asian American (244) 4 57 31 9
Hispanic (76) 1 54 34 11
White (829) 4 46 36 13
Unknown (43) 2 77 13 8

Summary (1)

* Step Plus has reduced the number of faculty merit and promotion

actions

* Observed data may understate long-term effect

* Number of faculty growing

* Accelerations in time were still an option (16-17 last transition year)
* Reallocation of cases from FPCs/deans to CAP/Vice Provost in 15-16

* Faculty are advancing faster

* Fewer 1-step actions with introduction of 1.5 steps

* More two-step actions

* No clear change in the share of total actions resulting in no

advancement
* Consistent with expectations
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6/23/2017

Summary (2)

. yo qledar change in the share of actions appealed or the share of appeals
enied.

* Differences across colleges and schools
* Share of two-step advancements

* Differences by rank
* Above scale actions much more likely to be denied

* Gender
* Small percentage difference

* Race/ethnicity
* Small numbers
* Percentages suggest hasn’t altered historical pattern of slower progress

* Less than two years of data for Step Plus system
* Need more outcomes to evaluate effects
* CAP chairs for 14-15, 15-16, 16-17 support five years of data
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Appendix D. 2016 RA Motion

Motion on Step-Plus Evaluation:

We support using five complete years of data (2014-15 to 2018-19) in the Davis Division’s analysis of the
Step-Plus merit and promotion system. The final report, with endorsement from Executive Council, will
be submitted to the Representative Assembly for endorsement by its final meeting in Spring 2020.
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Appendix E. Step Plus Assessment Special Committee Membership

Rachael Goodhue, Department Chair and Professor of Agricultural and Resource
Economics, Chair

Richard Tucker, Academic Senate Vice Chair and Professor of Cell Biology and
Human Anatomy

Christine Cocanour, Professor of Surgery

Rida Farouki, Professor of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering
Robert Feenstra, Distinguished Professor of Economics

Prasad Naik, Professor of Marketing

Jon Rossini, Associate Professor of Theatre and Dance

Steven Theg, Professor of Plant Biology

Edwin Arevalo, Academic Senate Executive Director

Kelly Adams, Academic Senate Policy Analyst
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Appendix F. Step Plus Changes/Updates (2014-2016)

June 3, 2014 - Step Plus approved by Representative Assembly; announced in Annual
Call 2014-2015 dated June 23, 2014

1. Implementation effective July 1, 2014 for Senate titles of Professor, Professor in
Residence, Professor of Clinical_, and Acting Professor of Law.

March 5, 2015 — Merit Actions to Professor, Step 6 (##AA2015-02 archived advisory —
changes from this advisory are reflected in our current merit checklists and in the
Senate FAQ)

1. Advisory from CAP noting the difficulty with reviewing dossiers for advancement to
Step 6. Step 6 remains a barrier step subject to the criteria in APM 220-18.b.4 and
UCD-APM 220.IV.C.4a. In the absence of extramural letters, department letters
should be very clear in specifically addressing the Step 6 criteria.

July 1, 2015 — Step Plus for Federation research titles announced in Annual Call 2015-
2016 dated July 1, 2015

1. Implementation effective July 1, 2015 for the following titles series: Adjunct
Professor, Agronomist in the Agricultural Experiment Station (AES), Specialist in
Cooperative Extension (CE), Health Sciences Clinical Professor, Professional
Researcher, Project Scientist, and Specialist.

September 18, 2015 - Action Form for Step Plus and Delegation of Authority Guidance
(##AA2015-08)

1. The Action Form should now reflect, as the default action type, a 1.0 step
advancement for all actions during the initial department review and vote.

a. If the candidate’s advancement eligibility (up to 2.0 steps) could potentially
cross a promotion/barrier step, the department should prepare the dossier
matching the longest potential review period.

b. Inthe case of an evenly split vote, the recommendation should default to the
highest recommendation.

c. The Proposed Status and the Delegation of Authority, if applicable, for the
action should be updated by the primary department to reflect the highest
advancement recommendation from any of the candidate’s departments.
The Delegation of Authority may also be changed after receipt of the
recommendation from the FPC and/or Dean.

September 21, 2015 — Step Plus Advisory: Accuracy of Academic Senate Step Plus
Dossiers

1. Under Step Plus the campus is now consistently awarding more than one-step
advancement for outstanding teaching and service. Thus is it now extremely
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important that the dossier accurately document both the extent and the quality of
teaching and service.
a. CAP will routinely return improperly prepared dossiers to
departments/candidates, which will result in significant delays in processing
merit cases, and will likely require the department to revote

October 22, 2015 - Step Plus Guidelines for Above Scale Advancements in the Senate
series (#AA2015-10, archived advisory — changes from this advisory are reflected in the
Above Scale Step Plus Advancement Guidelines)

1. Step Plus guidelines for Above Scale advancements were revised as follows:

a. Above Scale 1.0 Step Advancement — Continued performance at levels
commensurate with the expectations for an Above Scale Professor.

b. Above Scale 1.5 Step Advancement — Continued performance at levels
commensurate with the expectations for an Above Scale Professor,
accompanied by outstanding achievement in one area.

c. Above Scale 2.0 step Advancement — Continued performance at levels
commensurate with the expectations for an Above Scale Professor,
accompanied by outstanding performance in two areas.

October 22, 2015 - Step Plus System for Academic Federation (#AA2015-09, archived
advisory — changes from this advisory are reflected in the Guidelines for Advancement
Under the Step Plus System)

2. “Notification of advancement eligibility for an Academic Federation member” form
is required every year that a Federation member is eligible. This form is required in
order to submit an action or a deferral of an action.

June 20, 2016 - Academic Federation Step Plus Phase 1 Practice change for Delegation
of Authority (##AA2016-06, archived advisory — delegation changes in this advisory are
reflected in the current delegation of authority)

1. The following change effective for the 2016-2017 review cycle, is intended to
minimize unnecessary reviewing workload for cases in which the candidate has
restricted his or her advancement options on the form Notification of advancement
eligibility for an Academic Federation member. In such cases, if the action proposed
by the department is redelegated and the JPC recommends a non-redelegated
advancement (e.g. of 2.0 steps), the Dean retains approval authority for the
redelegated advancement if the candidate selection on the form is also a
redelegated action. This approach retains the JPC’s recommendation in the
candidate’s personnel record, but eliminates the need for higher-level review that
the candidate has elected not to pursue. The delegation of authority for these titles
has been updated accordingly.

August 15, 2016 — Annual Call 2016-2017
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Updated “Notification of advancement eligibility for an Academic Federation
member” form. Forms submitted from all previous deferral requests must be
included until the candidate advances. The checklists for these series have been
updated to include this new requirement.

October 31, 2016 — Step Plus Clarification (#AA2016-09, archived advisory — changes
from this advisory are reflected in the Guide to Step Plus Promotions)

1.

2.

Step Plus policy change for promotions that are accelerated in time

a. Promotions to Associate or Full Professor can be accelerated in time or can
be evaluated according to Step Plus guidelines, but not both.

b. Thatis, candidates can request an early promotion, but there will be only two
possible advancement outcomes: promotion to a lateral step, if applicable,
or 1.0-step promotion. Advancements to overlapping steps will not be
considered if an early promotion is denied.

Clarification on how to apply Step Plus criteria in the context of promotions and
merit advancements to Professor, Step 6 and Professor, Above Scale.

a. When evaluating a candidate for promotion, or advancement to or through a
barrier step, Step Plus guidelines should be applied to the entire period of
review. Advancements beyond a normal 1.0-step merit should be
recommended when achievements during the period of review have not
been recognized, or have been insufficiently recognized, by advancements
during previous merit evaluations.

December 11, 2016 (original memo September 18, 2015) — UPDATED: Action Form for
Step Plus and Delegation of Authority Guidance

1.

2.
3.

The Action Form should now reflect a 1.0 step advancement for the initial
department review and vote.

The faculty vote should consider a 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step advancement in every case.
Departments should update the proposed status and the delegation of authority on
the Action Form according to the highest department recommendation.

August 9, 2017 — Annual Call 2017-2018

1.

Updated “Notification of advancement eligibility for an Academic Federation
member” form. Please note the following major changes: (1) the form should not be
made available to department reviewers/voters; and (2) Health Sciences Clinical
Professors are no longer required to submit the form. Further modifications of the
form may be forthcoming, as the Federation has voted positively on extending Step
Plus to Academic Coordinators, Academic Administrators, Assistant/Associate
University Librarians and Law Librarians, Continuing Educators, and University
Extension Teachers, beginning with the 2017-18 academic year.

New — Streamlining Measure — Change to order of Joint Department Review per
APM UCD 220, effective 2017-2018: According to APM UCD 220 Procedure 3 for
Joint Appointments, a candidate’s joint department conducts their review prior to
the home department, and the home department is expected to consider all the
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joint department recommendations in their own review (see steps 14 and 15). With
the implementation of Step Plus, and the rule that the highest department
recommendation becomes the action submitted to the Dean’s Office, the joint
department’s review is no longer required to take place prior to the home
department. In short, a candidate’s joint department(s) and home department may
conduct their reviews concurrently, and both are expected to meet the deadline for
submission of the candidate’s dossier to their dean’s office. This change is effective
with the 2017- 2018 review cycle and will be included in the revision to APM UCD
220 and all of its procedures

August 13, 2018 — Annual Call 2018-2019

1.

New — Step Plus Supplements: No new Step Plus Supplements will be awarded for
actions that result in a greater-than-one-step advancement. The supplement was
created to make up for the fact that the campus was phasing out accelerations-in-
time for merit actions and to incentivize candidates to wait for normative time to
pursue their action during the pilot. The Step Plus pilot ended with the 2016-2017
review cycle, which was the last year that acceleration-in-time merit actions were
permitted. The only acceleration-in-time option that remains permissible is for
promotions; however, those acceleration-in-time promotions are limited to a one-
step promotion. Now that acceleration-in-time merit actions are no longer
permitted, the supplement no longer serves a purpose; indeed, it was never
originally envisioned to last beyond the three-year Step Plus pilot. The existing
supplements awarded during the pilot (through the 2016-2017 review cycle) will
continue through their current end dates at their current rate.

September 20, 2019 — Annual Call 2019-2020

1.

Reminder — Advancement Actions and Step Requests: Departments should not
ask academic appointees what step they want or believe they deserve for their
advancement actions. Candidates have the discretion to accelerate in time for
promotions (which are 1.0-step advancements only), and have the discretion to
request a deferral or postponement. Otherwise, departments are required to
evaluate all candidates for 0, 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0-step advancements.
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Appendix G. Survey Forms

Senate Faculty Survey

Q1 Were you a faculty member at UC Davis prior to Step Plus?

Yes

No

Q2 As a candidate for advancement, | have spent less time preparing my dossiers in the years
under Step Plus than | did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q3 Within the dossier, | have spent less time preparing my personal statement in the years
under Step Plus than | did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q4 | spent less time reviewing dossiers at the departmental or divisional level in the years under
Step Plus than | did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q5 Criteria for 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step merits are clearer now under Step Plus than the criteria for
merits and accelerations were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q6 Criteria for promotions are clearer now under Step Plus than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q7 Criteria for merits to barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) are clearer now under Step
Plus than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q8 Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q9 Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q10 Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q11 In my department, outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded with
rapid advancement more frequently now than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q12 | understand that, under the Step Plus system, additional half-step advancements require
performance that is outstanding, not just above average or exceeding expectations, in at least
one category (research/creative activity, teaching, service).

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q13 My department voting procedures clearly recognize that, under the Step Plus system,
additional half-step advancements require performance that is outstanding, not just above
average or exceeding expectations, in at least one category (research/creative activity,
teaching, service).

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q14 Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably in my department than they were
before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q15 Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document their
rationale for the proposed merit advancement in their statement.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q16 Receiving a 1.0 step advancement is a sign of good work.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q17 | feel (or would feel) demoralized receiving 1.0 step advancement.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q18 | think this demoralization is an inherent defect of Step Plus.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q19 This demoralization reflects poor communication of the criteria for an advancement.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q20 | have received merit and/or promotion at an appropriate rate under the Step Plus system.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q21 If | receive an additional half step for outstanding performance in one area, | deserve an
additional half step each time | go up for a merit if | am performing at the same level as before.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q22 How many years have you been at UC Davis?
3 or fewer
4-6
7-12

More than 12
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Q23 What is your current rank?

Assistant
Associate
Professor, Step 1.0-5.5
Professor, Step 6.0-9.5

Professor, Above Scale

Q24 Select your School or College.

College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences
College of Biological Sciences

College of Engineering

College of Letters and Science

Graduate School of Management

School of Education

School of Law

School of Medicine

School of Nursing

School of Veterinary Medicine
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Q25 Were you reviewed for a merit action under the previous acceleration in time system?

Yes

No

Q26 Did you ever accelerate in time under the previous system?

Yes

No

Q27 Have you ever received an additional 0.5 step under Step Plus?

Yes

No

Q28 Have you ever received an additional 1.0 step under Step Plus?

Yes

No
Q29 Have you applied for a promotion under Step Plus?

Yes

No
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Q30 Please select the type of promotion you applied for under Step Plus.

Assistant to Associate
Associate to Professor

N/A

Q31 Was your application for a promotion successful?

Yes
No

N/A

Q32 Have you applied for an advancement that included achieving or surpassing a barrier step
(Step 6.0 or above scale)?

Yes

No
Q33 Please select the barrier step.

Step 6.0

Above Scale
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Q34 Was your application successful?

Yes
No

N/A

Q35 Has your department discussed Step Plus criteria?

Yes

No

Q36 Select how frequently your department discusses Step Plus criteria.

Once a year
Twice a year

Other
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Q37 | am knowledgeable about the Step Plus criteria.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q38 Step Plus criteria is applied uniformly across all actions (e.g., merit, promotion).
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q39 The Step Plus system is fair.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q40 The former acceleration in time system was fair.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q41 | am knowledgeable about the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) criteria for merit and
promotion.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q42 Please provide additional comments regarding how the Step Plus system improved, failed
to improve, or worsened the academic personnel advancement process.

Q43 Do you see trends regarding 1.5 and 2.0 step actions since Step Plus went into effect?

Page 18 of 19
92



Page 19 of 19
93



Department Chair Survey

Q1 Did you serve on CAP, FPC, or as Department Chair for at least one year under the
previous acceleration in time system? Please select all that apply.

CAP
FPC

Department Chair

Q2 Please select the number of years you served on ${Q1/ChoiceDescription/1} under the
previous acceleration in time system.

More than 3

Q3 Please select the number of years you served on an ${Q1/ChoiceDescription/2} under the
previous acceleration in time system.

More than 3
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Q4 Please select the number of years you served as ${Q1/ChoiceDescription/3} under the
previous acceleration in time system.

More than 3

Q5 Did you serve on CAP, FPC, or as Department Chair for at least one year under Step
Plus? Please select all that apply.

CAP
FPC

Department Chair

Q6 Please select the number of years you served on ${Q5/ChoiceDescription/1} under Step
Plus.

More than 3
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Q7 Please select the number of years you served on an ${Q5/ChoiceDescription/2} under Step
Plus.

More than 3

Q8 Please select the number of years you served as ${Q5/ChoiceDescription/3} under Step
Plus.

More than 3

Q9 How many years have you been at UC Davis?
3 or fewer
4-6
7-12

More than 12
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Q10 Please answer from your perspective as a Department Chair.
If you have any comments on the questions, please provide them in the comments section at
the end of the survey.

Q11 Department staff spend less time preparing and processing dossiers for regular merits in
the years under Step Plus than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q12 Department staff spend less time preparing and processing dossiers for promotions in the
years under Step Plus than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q13 Department staff spend less time preparing and processing dossiers for merits to barrier
steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) in the years under Step Plus than they did before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q14 Candidates in my department spend less time preparing dossiers in the years under Step
Plus than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q15 Faculty in my department spend less time reviewing dossiers at the departmental or
divisional level now than they did before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q16 Criteria for 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step merits are clearer now under Step Plus than the criteria
for merits and accelerations were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q17 Criteria for promotions are clearer now under Step Plus than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q18 Criteria for merits to barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) are clearer now than they
were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q19 Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q20 Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q21 Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q22 In my department, outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded with
rapid advancement more frequently now than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q23 | should establish the expectations needed for my faculty to obtain a normal (1.0 step)
merit.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q24 | understand that, under the Step Plus system, additional half-step advancements require
performance that is outstanding, not just above average or exceeding expectations, in at least
one category (research/creative activity, teaching, service)

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q25 My department voting procedures clearly recognize that, under the Step Plus system,
additional half-step advancements require performance that is outstanding, not just above
average or exceeding expectations, in at least one category (research/creative activity,
teaching, service).

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q26 Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably in my department than they were
before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q27 Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document their
rationale for the proposed merit advancement in their statement

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q28 Please answer from your perspective as a Department Chair.

Q29 Please provide additional comments regarding how the Step Plus system improved, failed
to improve, or worsened the academic personnel advancement process.

Q30 Do you see trends regarding 1.5 and 2.0 step actions since Step Plus went into effect?
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CAP and FPC Survey

Q1 Did you serve on CAP, FPC, or as Department Chair for at least one year under the
previous acceleration in time system? Please select all that apply.

CAP
FPC

Department Chair

Q2 Please select the number of years you served on ${Q1/ChoiceDescription/1} under the
previous acceleration in time system.

More than 3

Q3 Please select the number of years you served on an ${Q1/ChoiceDescription/2} under the
previous acceleration in time system.

More than 3
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Q4 Please select the number of years you served as ${Q1/ChoiceDescription/3} under the
previous acceleration in time system.

More than 3

Q5 Did you serve on CAP, FPC, or as Department Chair for at least one year under Step
Plus? Please select all that apply.

CAP
FPC

Department Chair

Q6 Please select the number of years you served on ${Q5/ChoiceDescription/1} under Step
Plus.

More than 3
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Q7 Please select the number of years you served on an ${Q5/ChoiceDescription/2} under Step
Plus.

More than 3

Q8 Please select the number of years you served as ${Q5/ChoiceDescription/3} under Step
Plus.

More than 3

Q9 How many years have you been at UC Davis?
3 or fewer
4-6
7-12

More than 12
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Q10 Please answer from your perspective as a CAP and/or FPC member.
If you have any comments on the questions, please provide them in the comments section at
the end of the survey.

Q11 Criteria for 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 step merits are clearer now under Step Plus than the criteria
for merits and accelerations were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q12 Criteria for promotions are clearer now under Step Plus than they were before the
implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q13 Criteria for merits to barrier steps (Step 6.0 and above scale) are clearer now than they
were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q14 Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q15 Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q16 Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q17 Outstanding performances in service and teaching are rewarded with rapid advancement
more frequently now than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q18 Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably across departments than they were
before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q19 Merits and promotions are awarded more equitably across departments, schools and
colleges than they were before the implementation of Step Plus.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q20 The information necessary for deciding if a candidate should be recommended for no
advancement, 1.0 step, 1.5 steps or 2.0 steps is found in the dossier.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q21 Some departments routinely ask for additional steps for their members.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q22 Some departments do not routinely seek additional steps for their members.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q23 Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document their
rationale for the proposed merit advancement in their statement.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree

N/A

Q24 New committee members are given an adequate orientation to Step Plus.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A
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Q25 Departments apply Step Plus standards uniformly.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q26 Colleges/Schools apply Step Plus standards uniformly.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

N/A

Q27 Please answer from your perspective as a CAP and/or FPC member.

Q28 Please provide additional comments regarding how the Step Plus system improved, failed
to improve, or worsened the academic personnel advancement process.
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Q29 Do you see trends regarding 1.5 and 2.0 step actions since Step Plus went into effect?
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Appendix H. Tables Summarizing Survey Responses

Senate Faculty Survey Results
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Response rate: 21% (615 surveys submitted out of 2932 possible)

Table 1. Survey respondents by arrival to UC Davis (Q1)

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total

Count 405 161 566

Table 2. Survey respondents by current rank (Q23)

Assistant Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0-5.5 Step 6.0-9.5 Above Scale
Count 111 103 170 112 67 563
Table 3. Survey respondents by arrival to UC Davis (Q1) and current rank (Q23)
Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Assistant 8 103 111
Associate 71 32 103
Professor, Step 1.0-5.5 149 21 170
Professor, Step 6.0-9.5 109 3 112
Professor, Above Scale 67 0 67

120



Table 4. Survey Respondents by School/College (Q24) and by arrival

Arrived before Step Arrived since Step Total
Plus Plus
College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences 65 26 91
College of Biological Sciences 33 10 43
College of Engineering 33 24 57
College of Letters and Science 136 51 187
Graduate School of Management 5 2 7
School of Education 8 3 11
School of Law 9 2 11
School of Medicine 77 27 104
School of Nursing 4 1 5
School of Veterinary Medicine 35 13 48
Table 5. Survey Respondents by School/College (Q24) and by rank
Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above
5.5 9.5 Scale

College of Agricultural and 20 15 22 19 15 91
Environmental Sciences
College of Biological Sciences 7 2 14 8 12 43
College of Engineering 17 8 15 11 6 57
College of Letters and Science 33 42 55 38 19 187
Graduate School of 0 3 1 2 0 6
Management
School of Education 1 6 4 0 0 11
School of Law 1 0 5 3 2 11
School of Medicine 23 17 31 21 12 104
School of Nursing 1 2 2 0 5
School of Veterinary Medicine 8 8 21 10 1 48
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Table 6. Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate (Q8) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 36 25 61
Agree 219 82 301
Neither agree nor disagree 57 26 83
Disagree 53 20 73
Strongly disagree 37 8 45
N/A 3 0 3

Table 7. Criteria for recommending 1.0 step are clear and appropriate (Q8) by rank

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0-  Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 18 8 17 12 6 18
Agree 61 50 91 69 29 61
Neither agree nor disagree 18 17 26 12 8 18
Disagree 10 22 18 8 14 10
Strongly disagree 4 6 17 8 9 4
N/A 0 0 1 0 1 0
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Table 8. Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate (Q9) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 24 13 37
Agree 162 57 219
Neither agree nor disagree 66 28 94
Disagree 86 44 130
Strongly disagree 67 19 86
N/A 3 0 3

Table 9. Criteria for recommending 1.5 steps are clear and appropriate (Q9) by rank

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 8 4 12 7 6 37
Agree 41 39 71 53 15 219
Neither agree nor disagree 20 15 28 21 7 91
Disagree 29 29 33 19 20 130
Strongly disagree 13 16 25 12 18 84
N/A 0 0 1 0 1 2
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Table 10. Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate (Q10) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 19 11 30
Agree 136 55 191
Neither agree nor disagree 58 23 81
Disagree 109 48 157
Strongly disagree 81 23 104
N/A 3 0 3

Table 11. Criteria for recommending 2.0 steps are clear and appropriate (Q10) by rank

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0-  Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 6 4 9 7 4 30
Agree 39 34 62 40 16 191
Neither agree nor disagree 15 12 27 16 8 78
Disagree 34 32 39 36 16 157
Strongly disagree 16 20 32 13 22 103
N/A 0 0 1 0 1 2
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Table 12. Department voting procedures (Q13) by arrival

My department voting procedures clearly recognize that, under the Step Plus system, additional
advancements require performance that is outstanding, not just above average or exceeding
expectations, in at least one category (research/creative activity, teaching, service).

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 67 0 67
Agree 180 0 180
Neither agree nor disagree 46 0 46
Disagree 67 0 67
Strongly disagree 43 0 43
N/A 4 0 4

Table 13. Department voting procedures (Q13) by rank

My department voting procedures clearly recognize that, under the Step Plus system, additional
advancements require performance that is outstanding, not just above average or exceeding
expectations, in at least one category (research/creative activity, teaching, service).

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 1 11 26 21 7 66
Agree 2 33 67 50 27 179
Neither agree nor disagree 0 6 16 14 10 46
Disagree 3 13 23 14 13 66
Strongly disagree 2 8 15 9 9 43
N/A 0 0 2 0 1 3
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Table 14. Faculty advancement requests (Q15) by arrival

Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document their rationale for
the proposed merit advancement in their statement.

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 112 53 165
Agree 175 48 223
Neither agree nor disagree 62 30 92
Disagree 40 18 58
Strongly disagree 16 10 26
N/A 3 1 4

Table 15. Faculty advancement requests (Q15) by rank

Faculty should have the option to ask for a specific merit advancement and document their rationale for
the proposed merit advancement in their statement.

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 34 37 46 30 16 163
Agree 34 38 65 50 35 222
Neither agree nor disagree 20 14 32 16 8 90
Disagree 14 13 16 10 5 58
Strongly disagree 7 1 11 2 26
N/A 1 0 0 1 1 3
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Table 16. Receiving a 1.0 step advancement is a sign of good work (Q16) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 48 8 56
Agree 229 69 298
Neither agree nor disagree 80 46 126
Disagree 41 29 70
Strongly disagree 17
N/A 1 1 2
Table 17. Receiving a 1.0 step advancement is a sign of good work (Q16) by rank
Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above
5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 7 5 18 15 11 56
Agree 51 60 78 73 35 297
Neither agree nor disagree 28 23 44 16 13 124
Disagree 18 12 26 7 5 68
Strongly disagree 6 3 4 1 3 17
N/A 1 0 0 0 0 1
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Table 18. | feel (or would feel) demoralized receiving 1.0 step advancement (Q17) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 39 19 58
Agree 99 55 154
Neither agree nor disagree 101 37 138
Disagree 119 44 163
Strongly disagree 48 5 53
N/A 2 1 3

Table 19. | feel (or would feel) demoralized receiving 1.0 step advancement (Q17) by rank

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 7 5 18 15 11 56
Agree 51 60 78 73 35 297
Neither agree nor disagree 28 23 44 16 13 124
Disagree 18 12 26 7 5 68
Strongly disagree 6 3 4 1 3 17
N/A 1 0 0 0 0 1
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Table 20. Appropriate rates of advancement (Q20) by arrival

I have received merit and/or promotion at an appropriate rate under the Step Plus system.

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 67 16 83
Agree 193 60 253
Neither agree nor disagree 61 23 84
Disagree 58 21 79
Strongly disagree 15 3 18
N/A 13 36 49

Table 21. Appropriate rates of advancement (Q20) by rank

I have received merit and/or promotion at an appropriate rate under the Step Plus system.

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 10 14 24 25 10 83
Agree 43 53 75 53 29 253
Neither agree nor disagree 15 15 25 16 12 83
Disagree 12 16 30 10 10 78
Strongly disagree 2 2 9 1 4 18
N/A 29 3 7 7 2 48
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Table 22. Half-step for advancement (Q21) by arrival

If I receive an additional half step for outstanding performance in one area, | deserve an additional half
step each time | go up for merit if | am performing at the same level as before.

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 43 28 71
Agree 147 64 211
Neither agree nor disagree 111 38 149
Disagree 74 19 93
Strongly disagree 19 3 22
N/A 12 7 19

Table 23. Half-step for advancement (Q21) by rank

If I receive an additional half step for outstanding performance in one area, | deserve an additional half
step each time | go up for merit if | am performing at the same level as before.

Assistant  Associate  Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 19 11 24 16 1 71
Agree 39 49 72 34 17 211
Neither agree nor disagree 34 23 41 27 24 149
Disagree 12 15 17 30 19 93
Strongly disagree 2 4 10 1 4 21
N/A 5 1 6 4 1 17
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Table 24. | am knowledgeable about Step Plus criteria (Q37) by arrival

13

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 108 18 126
Agree 212 73 285
Neither agree nor disagree 59 31 90
Disagree 16 28 44
Strongly disagree 3 9
N/A 1 2
Table 25. | am knowledgeable about Step Plus criteria (Q37) by rank
Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above
5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 8 16 43 37 21 125
Agree 49 61 90 59 26 285
Neither agree nor disagree 25 16 23 13 13 90
Disagree 21 8 12 0 3 44
Strongly disagree 1 0 3 2 9
N/A 1 0 1 0 0 2
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Table 26. Step Plus criteria is applied uniformly across all actions (Q38) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 36 5 41
Agree 124 39 163
Neither agree nor disagree 99 33 132
Disagree 90 44 134
Strongly disagree 49 22 71
N/A 3 11 14

Table 27. Step Plus criteria is applied uniformly across all actions (Q38) by rank

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 1 4 18 13 5 41
Agree 30 29 51 33 20 163
Neither agree nor disagree 27 20 43 28 14 132
Disagree 24 31 35 24 20 134
Strongly disagree 15 17 21 13 4 70
N/A 10 1 1 1 1 14
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Table 28. The Step Plus system is fair (Q39) by arrival

15

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 39 10 49
Agree 151 58 209
Neither agree nor disagree 109 43 152
Disagree 67 31 98
Strongly disagree 35 11 46
N/A 1 1 2

Table 29. The Step Plus system is fair (Q39) by rank

Assistant  Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above
5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 1 4 18 13 5 41
Agree 30 29 51 33 20 163
Neither agree nor disagree 27 20 43 28 14 132
Disagree 24 31 35 24 20 134
Strongly disagree 15 17 21 13 70
N/A 10 1 1 1 1 14
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Table 30. The former acceleration system was fair (Q40) by arrival

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 21 0 21
Agree 117 4 121
Neither agree nor disagree 148 23 171
Disagree 83 7 90
Strongly disagree 23 1 24
N/A 8 119 127

Table 31. The former acceleration system was fair (Q40) by rank

Assistant Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 0 0 6 8 7 21
Agree 4 9 43 33 32 121
Neither agree nor disagree 15 45 55 40 16 171
Disagree 5 16 37 22 10 90
Strongly disagree 0 6 12 6 0 24
N/A 83 26 15 3 0 127
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Table 32. APM Knowledge (Q41) by arrival

I am knowledgeable about the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) criteria for merit and promotion.

Arrived before Step Plus Arrived since Step Plus Total
Strongly agree 100 14 114
Agree 217 75 292
Neither agree nor disagree 50 28 78
Disagree 32 31 63
Strongly disagree 2 3 5
N/A 0 3 3

Table 33. APM Knowledge (Q41) by rank

I am knowledgeable about the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) criteria for merit and promotion.

Assistant Associate Professor, Professor, Professor, Total
Step 1.0- Step 6.0- Above

5.5 9.5 Scale
Strongly agree 9 15 32 33 24 113
Agree 42 58 111 51 30 292
Neither agree nor disagree 25 12 17 19 5 78
Disagree 27 14 9 6 63
Strongly disagree 2 2 0 1 0 5
N/A 2 1 0 0 3
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Davis Division of the Academic Senate

Divisional Officers: 2020 — 2021

Chair: Richard Tucker
Vice Chair: Ahmet Palazoglu

The Committee on Committees would like to thank all faculty, past and present, who have
served on Academic Senate committees. Appointments and reappointments to Senate
committees are performed annually, and in so doing the Senate seeks to reflect, as noted in UC
Davis’s Principles of Community, the “multitude of backgrounds and experiences” that foster the
“inclusive and intellectually vibrant community” of UC Davis. If we were unable to place you in
service this year, we encourage you to apply again during next year’s call for service. If you are
wondering which committees might be a good fit for you, we encourage you to browse the
Academic Senate’s committee webpage and speak to your colleagues who have served on
committees.

Committee Appointments

Academic Freedom & Responsibility

Chair: Benjamin Highton

Members: Wiebke Bleidorn, Darrin Martin, Meaghan O'Keefe, Aaron Tang
University Committee on Academic Freedom (UCAF): Benjamin Highton

Administrative Series Personnel Committee (AS representative)
Member: Hemant Bhargava

Admissions & Enrollment

Chair: Deborah Swenson

Members: Anne Britt, Erik Carlsson, Stefan Hoesel-Uhlig, Veronika Hubeny, Brian Johnson,
Jamal Lewis, John Stachowicz, Narine Yegiyan

Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools (BOARS): Deborah Swenson

Affirmative Action & Diversity

Chair: Jose Torres

Members: Keith Baar, Agustina Carando, Gregory Downs, Asli Mete, Beth Rose Middleton
Manning, Dawn Sumner

University Committee on Affirmative Action and Diversity (UCAAD): Jose Torres

CAP Appellate Committee
Chair: Sashi Kunnath
Members: John Harada, Sally McKee, Prasad Naik, Jeffrey Stott
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CAP Oversight Committee

Chair: Lisa Tell

Members: Alan Bennett, Jeannie Darby, Edward Dickinson, Joanne Engebrecht, Neal Fleming,
Kyoungmi Kim, David Pleasure, Alexander Soshnikov

University Committee on Academic Personnel (UCAP): Lisa Tell

Courses of Instruction

Chair: Stephen Boucher

Members: Diane Beckles, [an Campbell, Nael El-Farra, Susan Handy, lan Korf, Julia Menard-
Warwick, Anthony Passerini, Jon Rossini, Jan Szaif, Michael Toney, David Wilson

Distinguished Teaching Awards
Chair: Gail Patricelli
Members: John Eadie, Paul Eastwick, Mark Henderson, Julie Sze

Elections, Rules & Jurisdiction
Chair: Andrea Fascetti
Members: Giacomo Bonanno, Darien Shanske

Emeriti

Chair: Dorothy Gietzen

Members: Joseph Kiskis, Yoshikazu Takada, D Traill, Shrinivasa Upadhyaya, Gina Werfel,
Leslie Woods

AF Excellence in Teaching (AS representative)
Member: Amy Motlagh

Faculty Distinguished Research Award
Chair: Carlito Lebrilla
Members: Nathan Kuppermann, Elizabeth Miller, Biswanath Mukherjee, Alyssa Thornton

Faculty Privilege and Academic Personnel Advisers
Chair: Nicholas Kenyon
Members: Janet Foley, Stephen Lewis, Kathryn Olmsted

Faculty Welfare

Chair: Vladimir Filkov

Members: Hana Anderson, David Bunch, Christiana Drake, Lynette Hart, Gerardo Mackenzie,
Thomas Rost

University Committee on Faculty Welfare (UCFW): Vladimir Filkov

Graduate Council (GC)
Chair: Dean Tantillo
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Vice Chair: Jeffrey Schank

Members: Enoch Baldwin, Rong Chen, Angela Gelli, Joy Geng, Simona Ghetti, Eleonora
Grandi, Lynette Hunter, Manuel Navedo, Jie Peng

Coordinating Committee on Graduate Affairs (CCGA): Dean Tantillo

GC Academic Planning and Development

Chair: Simona Ghetti

Members: Paul Ashwood, Julin Maloof, Vinod Narayanan, Tobias Warner, Shyhtsun Wu,
Xiangdong Zhu

GC Bylaws
Chair: Angela Gelli

Member: Steven Carlip

GC Courses

Chair: Jie Peng

Members: Kenneth Beck, Julie Bossuyt, Adele Igel, M Kavvas, Erkin Seker, Jaroslav Trnka,
Michael Ziser

GC Educational Policy

Chair: Eleonora Grandi

Members: Alexander Aue, Davide Donadio, Ashley Hill, Zeev Maoz, Elena Siegel, Julie
Wyman, Weijian Yang

GC Graduate Student and Postdoctoral Scholar Welfare
Chair: Joy Geng
Members: Matthew Gilbert, William Putnam

GC Program Review

Chair: Manuel Navedo

Members: Thomas Buckley, Joseph Chen, Maria Ferreira, Mohamed Hafez, Dominik
Haudenschild, Charles Hunt, Boris Jeremic, Mark Kessler, Matthias Koeppe, Kristie Koski,
Christopher Meissner, Maggie Morgan, Wolfgang Polonik, Bruce Rannala

General Education

Chair: Alice Stirling-Harris

Members: Hussain Al-Asaad, Marina Crowder, Mark Halperin, Eric Louis Russell, Anne
Todgham, Michael Toney, Carl Whithaus

Grade Changes
Chair: Becca Thomases
Members: Hsin-Chia Cheng, Gregory Dobbins, Christopher Hopwood, Alyson Mitchell
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Information Technology

Chair: Matthew Bishop

Members: Francois Gygi, Petr Janata, Luis Rademacher, Rebecca Schmidt

University Committee on Communications and Computing (UCCC): Matthew Bishop

Instructional Space Advisory Subcommittee
Chair: Andreas Albrecht
Members: Luca Comai, Helen Dahlke, Jesse Drew, Jeanette Ruiz

International Education

Chair: Atul Parikh

Members: Mark Mascal, Samuel Schladow, Jennifer Schultens, Shahid Siddique, Woutrina
Smith, Joseph Sorensen

University Committee on International Education (UCIE): Atul Parikh

Joint Academic Federation/Senate Personnel
Members: William Casey, Damian Genetos, Michael Kapovich

Library
Chair: Alan Taylor

Member: Jonathan Eisen
University Committee on Library and Scholarly Communication (UCOLASC): Alan Taylor

P&T Hearings

Chair: Lisa Miller

Members: Carlee Arnett, Amber Boydstun, Marie Burns, Premkumar Devanbu, Albert Lin, Lori
Lubin, Mika Pelo, David Richman, Carey Seal, William Usrey, Catherine Vandevoort

P&T Investigative

Chair: Julia Simon

Members: Jeannette Money, Bruno Pypendop, Dan Romik, Ethan Scheiner
University Committee on Privilege & Tenure (UCPT): Julia Simon

Planning & Budget

Chair: Bruno Nachtergaele

Members: Nicole Baumgarth, David Block, Saif Islam, Heather Rose, Luis Santana, Hollis
Skaife, Henry Spiller, Sarah Stewart-Mukhopadhyay

University Committee on Planning & Budget (UCPB): Bruno Nachtergaele

Preparatory Education

Chair: Rebekka Andersen

Members: Ozcan Gulacar, Yuming He, Fu Liu, Monica Vazirani

University Committee on Preparatory Education (UCOPE): Rebekka Andersen
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Public Service
Chair: Valerie Eviner
Members: Boaz Arzi, Oscar Jorda, Christina Rulli, Ayako Yasuda

Research

Chair: Cynthia Schumann

Members: Laura Borodinsky, Carrie Finno, David Fyhrie, Erin Hamilton, Mark Huising, Ana-
Maria losif, Pamela Lein, Frank Osterloh, Sally Ozonoff, Ana Peluffo, Bruce Rannala, David
Woodruff, Robert Zawadzki, Angela Zivkovic

University Committee on Research Policy (UCORP): Cynthia Schumann

Special Academic Programs
Chair: David Kyle

Undergraduate Council

Chair: Katheryn Russ

Members: Rebekka Andersen, Colleen Bronner, Natalia Caporale, Victoria Cross, Rachael
Goodhue, David Kyle, Timothy Lewis, Tobias Menely, Benjamin Shaw, Alice Stirling-Harris,
Philipp Zerbe

University Committee on Educational Policy (UCEP): Katheryn Russ

Undergraduate Instruction & Program Review
Chair: Victoria Cross

Members: Thomas Buckley, Jennifer Choi, Debbie Fetter, Patrice Koehl, Joel Ledford, Mitchell

Singer, Stephen Stem, David Wittman

Undergraduate Scholarships, Honors & Prizes
Chair: Carlos Jackson
Members: James Angelastro, Ali Anooshahr, Christian Baldini, Cheryl Boudreau, Katharine

Graf Estes, Kristina Horback, Yoshihiro [zumiya, Margaret Kemp, Alan Klima, Xin Liu, Bwalya

Lungu, Mona Monfared, Lorenzo Nardo, Sascha Nicklisch, Miriam Nuno, Margaret Ronda,
Karen Ryan, Jennifer Schultens, Anna Uhlig
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REVISION OF DAVIS DIVISION BYLAW 88:

Committee on Public Service

Submitted and endorsed by the Committee on Public Service.
Endorsed by the Committee on Elections, Rules and Jurisdiction.

Rationale: The revision to Davis Division Bylaw 88, Committee on Public Service, is the
removal of ex-officio Vice Chancellor of Research in 88.A and 88.B.2.C per request of the Vice
Chancellor of Research. Additionally, the revision includes updates due to changes in titles and
offices from Vice Provost for the University Outreach and International Programs to Vice
Provost and Associate Chancellor of Global Affairs and Dean of University Extension to Dean of
the Division of Continuing and Professional Education in 88.A, 88.B.2.C. 88.B.3, 88.B.4,

88.B.5, 88.B.5.A, 88.B.5.B, and 88.B.5.C as well as the addition of a grammatical conjunction in
88.A to improve the flow of the statement. There are no expected impacts to other committees or
Departments with these modifications.

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, and as non-voting ex officio members, the Viee-ChaneeHorof
Research, Vice Provost fer University Outreach-and-International Programs and Associate
Chancellor of Global Affairs, and the Dean of Untversity Extension the Division of
Continuing and Professional Education. (Am. 3/16/93; 11/2/92; 10/20/97; 6/8/98) (Am.
9/1/2012)

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.

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 Office, the-Vice-Chaneelor-ofReseareh-Vice Provost and
Associate Chancellor of Global Affairs or the Dean of UniversityExtension the
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Division of Continuing and Professional Education. (Renum 7/29/2011) (Am.
12/15/1967)

3. To review new offerings and the approval process for courses carrying Bniversity
Extenston-Continuing and Professional Education credit.

4. To establish policies and criteria for admission to Bniversity Extenston Continuing
and Professional Education courses, including concurrent courses.

5. To advise the Dean of UntversityExtension the Division of Continuing and
Professional Education and the departments, divisions, schools, colleges, Graduate
Studies, the Davis Division, and when appropriate, Cooperative Extension on: (Am.
9/1/2012)

a. Criteria for approval of University Extenston Continuing and Professional
Education courses offered for UniversityExtension Continuing and
Professional Education credit; and

b. Criteria for appointment and retention of UniversityExtension Continuing and
Professional Education instructors; and (effect 3/16/1979)

c. Post-baccalaureate certificates offered solely through University Extension
Continuing and Professional Education. (En. 9/1/2012)

6. To select up to four members of the faculty to receive a Distinguished Scholarly Public
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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BYLAWS OF THE
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS

ARTICLE 1. NAME OF ORGANIZATION

The name of this organization is the Graduate School of Management, University of
California, Davis (hereafter, the School).

ARTICLE II. PURPOSE OF ORGANIZATION

The purpose of this organization is to be a leader in management research and education,
and to pursue significance, excellence and scholarly rigor in research, graduate and
undergraduate management teaching, and service to the people of California.

ARTICLE III. MEMBERS

III.1. Faculty

The faculty of the School shall consist of
a. the President of the University of California;

b. the Chief Campus Officer of the Davis campus;

C. the Dean of Graduate Studies of the Davis campus;

d. the Dean of the Graduate School of Management (hereafter, the Dean);

e. all members of the Academic Senate who are members of the Graduate School of

Management.

[11.2. Voting Faculty

Voting rights and their extension are governed by Academic Senate Bylaw 55. These
provisions apply to voting on legislation before the Faculty and its committees.
Except as modified by the provisions of Academic Senate Bylaw 55, members of the
Faculty who are not entitled to vote retain the right to participate fully in meetings
except during consideration of personnel actions.

I11.3. School Policies

The faculty shall determine the institutional policies of the School, and those policies

shall be stated in the Bylaws and in the Policies and Procedures for Curriculum and
Student Affairs.
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ARTICLE IV. OFFICERS

IV.1. Term of Office

The Faculty shall elect annually officers during the spring quarter according to the
provisions of Bylaw VI.1.a. Unless otherwise noted, the term of office for all officers
specified under Part IV of these bylaws shall be one year. Officers shall serve from
September 1 through the following August 31, or, in the case of replacement, from the
date of appointment through the following August 31.

IV.2. Chair
The Chair of the Faculty, who shall be a member of the Faculty, shall preside over all
meetings of the Faculty, shall serve as member and Chair of the Executive Committee,

and have other secondary duties as the Faculty shall direct.

IV.3. Vice-Chair/Secretary

The Vice-Chair, who shall be a member of the Faculty, shall also serve as the Secretary
of the Faculty, and as a member of the Executive Committee. The Vice-Chair will serve
as Chair in the absence of the Chair. The Vice-Chair shall automatically become Chair
upon the occurrence of a vacancy in that position or, at the latest, upon completion of
the term of service as Vice-Chair.

1V.4. Replacement

If a vacancy in the office of Vice-Chair/Secretary should occur, an election will be held
within four weeks of the vacancy to select a replacement according to the provisions of
Bylaw VI.1.a. Any non-officer elected member who is unable to complete the term of
office will be replaced by a vote of the remaining elected members.

ARTICLE V. MEETINGS

V.1. Regular Meeting

The faculty shall meet at least once each quarter during the academic year.
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V.2. Special Meeting

The Faculty may meet at such other times as called by the Chair. In addition, upon
written request of five members of the Faculty to the Secretary, a special meeting
must be called within ten instructional days of receipt of the request. In case of delay
in electing the Chair, the immediate Past Chair of the Faculty of the School is
empowered to call meetings of the Faculty and to serve as Chair pro tempore.

V.3. Attendance and Quorum

It is generally expected that all voting faculty shall attend faculty meetings. Only
members of the faculty may be present at faculty meetings during consideration of
student petitions for reinstatement, student disciplinary matters, and matters determined
to be strictly confidential by the Chair. Guests may be present at other times by the
invitation by the Chair. Upon objection, a majority vote is required to allow a guest to
be present. A quorum shall consist of a majority of the voting faculty.

V.4. Meeting Agenda

At least five instructional days before a faculty meeting, other than a special meeting,
the Chair shall give the faculty and others entitled to attend copies of the agenda and
of committee reports and like documents that shall be discussed at the meeting. The
agenda shall consist of the following items in this order: minutes of the last meeting,
reports of officers, committee reports, unfinished business, and new business.
Additional items may be placed on the agenda upon the written request of three voting
faculty members, and the revised agenda shall be distributed no less than two
instructional days before the meeting.

V.5. Voting

a. A majority vote means more than half of the votes cast by the voting faculty. An
abstention is not a vote cast.

b. Votes may be cast by voice or show of hands, but any faculty member eligible to
vote may require that a vote on a matter be taken by secret electronic ballot.

c. A member may provide another member with a written proxy for a particular meeting
or agenda item.
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V.6. Amendment of Bylaws and Policies and Procedures

a. These Bylaws may be added to, amended, or replaced at any regular or special
meeting by a two-thirds vote of all the voting members of the faculty present,
provided that written notice shall be sent to all members at least five days before the
meeting. The notice shall include a statement of the purposes of the Bylaws
amendment(s), but the notice requirement shall not be interpreted to prevent
amendment(s) from the floor, which do not exceed the scope of the previous
notice. No change shall be made in the Bylaws that is inconsistent with the Code of
the Academic Senate.

b. The Policies and Procedures for Curriculum and Student Affairs may be added to,
amended, or repealed at any regular or special meeting by a majority vote of all the
voting members of the faculty present, provided that written notice shall be sent to all
members at least five days before the meeting. The notice shall include a statement of
the purposes of the Policies and Procedures amendment(s), but the notice requirement
shall not be interpreted to prevent amendment(s) from the floor, which do not exceed
the scope of the previous notice. No change shall be made in the Policies and
Procedures that is inconsistent with the Code of the Academic Senate.

V.7. Procedure

Questions of procedure that are not governed by the Bylaws Policies and Procedures for
Curriculum and Student Affairs shall be resolved by Robert’s Rules of Order, Ninth
Edition (1990).

ARTICLE VL. COMMITTEES AND ADVISORS

Members of standing committees and the campus library committee GSM
representative shall take office on the day the fall term officially begins, or on the date
of appointment in the case of a replacement, and shall serve until the beginning of the
following fall term.

The voting privileges on all committees shall be in accordance with Davis Division
Bylaw 28, particularly paragraph (E) that restricts voting to Senate members on many
actions and paragraph (C), which generally prohibits Senate members with certain
administrative titles from voting.

VI.1. Executive Committee

The Executive Committee shall consist of three elected ladder rank faculty members
and the Dean, ex officio (non-voting). The election for Executive Committee
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positions shall be by secret ballot administered each spring by the Chair. For a
candidate to appear on the election ballot, the candidate shall be nominated by a
ladder-rank faculty member (including self-nomination) and the candidate shall
consent to serve either a one-year term (for non-officer vacancies) or a two-year term
(to serve as Vice-Chair/Secretary in the upcoming year and Chair in the following
year) . Faculty may cast two votes, and should cast one vote for a candidate who is
willing to serve a two-year term. The two-year term candidate with the largest number
of votes is elected as the incoming Vice-Chair/Secretary, with a tie being broken by
lot. The one-year term candidate with the largest number of votes will fill the non-
officer position, with a tie being broken by lot.

. The Executive Committee shall meet as necessary.

. The Executive Committee shall receive requests that may require committee action
and direct such requests to the appropriate committee(s).

. At least half of the voting members, excluding vacancies noted in the records of the
Secretary, shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business by the Executive
Committee.

. The Executive Committee shall submit to the faculty each year in the first week of
September nominations for the members and chairs of all standing committees of the
Faculty via email. The Faculty shall have one week to make additional nominations,
after which the election for the respective committees shall occur by secret electronic
ballot. The Executive Committee shall appoint members to fill any vacancies
occurring during the year.

. The Executive Committee shall appoint members to and designate the Chair of special
committees as may be authorized by the Faculty.

The Executive Committee shall consider administrative matters referred to it by the
Dean.

. The Executive Committee shall provide the Faculty with written minutes of each
Executive Committee meeting within ten instructional days. These minutes shall
clearly describe all actions taken by the Executive Committee, and may be distributed
electronically.

. In the event of a tie vote on matters requiring a vote of the executive committee, the
decision shall rest with the Chair or Acting Chair.
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VI1.2. Standing Committees

a. The Educational Policy and Curriculum Committee shall advise the faculty and the
Dean on changes in the curriculum and other matters of educational policy referred
to it by the faculty or Dean. The Educational Policy and Curriculum Committee
also shall assist the Graduate Advisor for student affairs as appointed by the Dean
of Graduate Studies in determining when students are no longer in academic good
standing or academically disqualified from the School, and shall hear and
determine petitions from academically disqualified students. This committee shall
consist of the Graduate Advisor for student affairs as ex officio (non-voting in case
the Graduate Advisor is a non-Senate member) member, and at least three other
faculty members and two student members. One of the faculty members in the
committee shall serve as chair.

b. The Faculty Recruitment Committee shall advise the Faculty and Dean on
prospective faculty appointments. The committee shall, by majority vote, approve
visiting professors and lecturers for up to a one-year term. The committee will
consist of at least five faculty members, and one of whom shall serve as chair.

c. The Departmental Academic Review Committee shall comprise of all tenured
faculty members of the School. This committee shall be the source of members of
ad hoc committees appointed by the Associate Dean to prepare a preliminary draft
of the departmental letter in accordance with the guidelines approved by the
Departmental Academic Review Committee and described in the
School’s Procedures and Guidelines for GSM Personnel Actions.

d. The Committee on Research shall administer policy regarding research seminars
and Ph. D. programs and shall advise the faculty on matters related to research. The
committee shall also recommend selection from among competing proposals when
necessary. The committee shall consist of a minimum of three and a maximum of
five faculty members, and one of whom shall serve as chair.

e. The Undergraduate Programs Committee shall recommend policy regarding
programs offered by the School to undergraduates. This committee shall consist of
a program director and at least three other faculty members, and one of whom shall
serve as chair.

f. The Committee on Courses shall form, disseminate, and apply procedures for
approval of new courses. The Committee will consider requests for special
administrative treatment of a course, such as enrollment limits, that are based on
pedagogy and make recommendations to the administration. The committee will
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consist of three faculty members, one of whom shall serve as chair.

g. The Diversity Committee shall advise the Dean and Faculty on issues and
initiatives that strive to achieve both diversity and excellence in students, staff, and
faculty. “Diversity” should be interpreted in the broadest sense and encompass
differences including but not limited to ethnicity, race, gender, gender identity,
sexual orientation, caste, religion, geographic location, socio-economic status, and
physical challenges. The Diversity Committee shall consist of three faculty
members, one student representative, and the chief diversity officer. One of the
faculty members in the committee shall serve as chair.

V1.3. Admissions Procedure
h. Each degree program offered by the Graduate School of Management has its own

admissions process overseen by each program’s Graduate Program Committee,
which is comprised of Senate faculty members.

Approved by the Faculty of the Graduate School of Management (date):

April 13,2020

Reviewed by the Committee of Elections, Rules, and Jurisdiction (date):

April 02, 2020

Davis Division Representative Assembly notified (date):

June 04, 2020
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