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INTRODUCTION

The Step Plus personnel system at UC Davis was implemented on July 1, 2014.! The Representative
Assembly of the Davis Division supported the adoption of Step Plus by a majority vote at its meeting
on June 3, 2014. At that time, the Representative Assembly directed the Executive Council of the
Davis Division of the Academic Senate to appoint a task force that would be charged with “reviewing
the Step Plus System including an assessment of whether the efficiency and efficacy envisioned was
achieved.” In 2019-2020, the task force, chaired by Professor Rachael Goodhue, convened and
produced the Report of the Step Plus Assessment Special Committee (May 2020), which was presented
to the Representative Assembly on June 4, 2020.

The Special Committee recommended that 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” (p.
42). Accordingly, on August 31, 2020, the UC Davis Academic Senate Committee on Committees

! The implementation on July 1, 2014 was for the Senate titles of Professor, Professor in Residence, Professor of Clinical
, and Acting Professor of Law. Other titles were incorporated into the Step Plus system on July 1, 2015 and 2017
(see the information listed on the Academic Affairs website in the following footnote).
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Advancement to Professor Step 6

It is essential to review the policies of the UC APM to ensure that the formulation of the Step Plus
system on the Davis campus is consistent with these provisions. To be sure, CAP (and the FPCs as
subcommittees of CAP) appropriately takes the APM policies very seriously in their recommendations
on all cases. To the extent that the operation of Step Plus on the Davis campus has deviated from UC
APM policies, then these conflicting guidelines need to be brought into conformity.

The UC APM 220 defines the criteria for advancement to Professor Step 6 as follows:

The normal period of service at step is three years in each of the first four steps. Service at Step
V may be of indefinite duration. Advancement to Step VI usually will not occur after less than
three years of service at Step V. This involves an overall career review and will be granted on
evidence of sustained and continuing excellence in each of the following three categories: (1)
scholarship or creative achievement, (2) University teaching, and (3) service. Above and
beyond that, great academic distinction, recognized nationally, will be required in scholarly or
creative achievement or teaching. [UC APM 220.18.b.4]

For advancement to Senior Lecturer with Security of Employment Step 6:

Advancement to Step VI usually will not occur after less than three years of service at Step V.
This involves an overall career review and will be granted on evidence of sustained and
continuing excellence in each of the following three categories, with teaching excellence
receiving primary weighting above the others: (1) extraordinary effectiveness and excellence in
teaching and teaching-related tasks; (2) professional and/or scholarly achievement and activity;
and (3) University and public service. [UC APM 285.19(3)].

While it is beyond the Workgroup’s advisory authority to change systemwide policy, we recognize that
the APM allows more flexibility in terms of time spent at Professor Step 5 than at Professor Step 9. In
contrast to the “rare and compelling” requirement in the APM criteria to advance to Above Scale, the
APM states that “[a]dvancement to Step VI usually will not occur after less than three years at Step V”
(emphasis added). Therefore, merit advancements to Professor Step 6 should be considered within the
Step Plus guidelines. Reviewers should follow the same guidelines of evaluation provided for
promotions given that the APM stipulates that this advancement “involves an overall career review.”
The Workgroup strongly recommends that faculty receive regular mentorship from department chairs
and senior faculty well before submitting a dossier to advance to Professor Step 6, given the APM
criteria that the overall record must demonstrate “evidence of sustained and continuing excellence” in
all review areas for advancement to this step.

Advancement to Professor Above Scale and Further Above Scale

The APM criteria for advancement to Professor Above Scale and Further Above Scale are as follows:
For advancement to Professor Above Scale:
Advancement to an Above Scale rank involves an overall career review and is reserved only for

the most highly distinguished faculty (1) whose work of sustained and continuing excellence
has attained national and international recognition and broad acclaim reflective of its significant
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impact; (2) whose University teaching performance is excellent; and (3) whose service is
highly meritorious. Except in rare and compelling cases, advancement will not occur after less
than four years at Step [X. [UC APM 220.18.b.4]

For advancement to Professor Further Above Scale:

A further merit increase in salary for a person already serving at an Above Scale salary level
must be justified by new evidence of merit and distinction. Continued good service is not an
adequate justification. Intervals between such salary increases may be indefinite, and only in
the most superior cases where there is strong and compelling evidence will increases at
intervals shorter than four years be approved. [UC APM 220.18.b.4]

For advancement to Senior Lecturer with Security of Employment Above Scale:

Advancement to an Above Scale rank involves an overall career review and is reserved only for
the most highly accomplished faculty (1) whose work of sustained and continuing excellence
has attained national or international recognition and broad acclaim reflective of its significant
impact on education within the discipline; (2) whose contributions to University teaching and
education outcomes are excellent; and (3) whose service is highly meritorious. Except in rare

and compelling cases, advancement will not occur after less than four (4) years at Step IX. [UC
APM 285.19(3)].

These policies from the APM indicate that Above Scale merits are by definition an outstanding
achievement: they are granted only to faculty whose performance in research, teaching, and service has
reached the highest level based on a career review. We believe that the application of Step Plus
guidelines — under which a 1.5- or 2.0-step advancement can be awarded for outstanding performance
in one or two areas — diminishes the very nature of Above Scale merits, since all faculty receiving
these advancements will be outstanding in multiple areas of review. For example, the merit to
Professor Above Scale brings with it the title of Distinguished Professor, and we find that it is
impossible for someone to be “doubly distinguished,” as would be suggested by a 2.0-step merit to
Above Scale, or in a Further Above Scale action. Additionally, once a Professor advances to Above
Scale, there are no longer “steps” but significant salary increases. As stated in the APM, the salary
increase for an Above Scale Professor must be “justified by new merit and distinction.”

Furthermore, by requiring the department faculty to vote on a 0-, 1.0-, 1.5-, or 2.0-step advancement
during an Above Scale advancement, the operation of the Step Plus system is introducing unrealistic
expectations among the faculty members who are voting and the candidates themselves. As CAP will
recommend Above Scale actions in accordance with the above provisions of APM 220, it follows that
any action other than a normal merit (i.e., 1.0 step) is exceedingly rare.’

For these reasons, we recommend that all actions for advancement to Professor Above Scale, or
advancement to Professor Further Above Scale, should be evaluated outside of the Step Plus program.
This means that department ballots for possible advancement to Above Scale will specify only two
options: Support for 1.0-step advancement to Above Scale, or Decline to support this advancement. In

> Those may be very rare cases where a greater-than-normal action is required at a barrier step merit or at the Further
Above-Scale level, such as the receipt of a major international prize. Such cases can be dealt with by an equity review or by
the awarding of off-scale salary.
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addition, for possible advancement to Professor Further Above Scale, the department ballots will
specify only two options: Support for advancement to Professor Further Above Scale, or Decline to
support this advancement.

Proposed revisions:

e Half-step advancement for Professor Step 9: Faculty who are at Professor Step 9 and who do
not meet the very high expectations for advancing to Professor Above Scale may receive a half-
step merit advancement to Professor Step 9.5, contingent upon meeting all the expectations for
a 1.0-step merit action at that level after four or more years since advancement to Professor
Step 9. For faculty who receive a half-step merit advancement to Professor Step 9.5, they will
have the option to advance to Above Scale after two years at Step 9.5 rather than waiting four
more years. Note: this shortened review period does not apply to faculty at Step 8 or 8.5 who
receive a 1.5- or 1.0-step advancement to Step 9.5, as they would not have spent the required
four years at Step 9 or 9.5 as stipulated in the APM. (Appendix A; Appendix E)

e Voting and advancement options to Above Scale and Further Above Scale: All actions for
advancement to Above Scale, or advancement to Professor Further Above Scale, should be
evaluated outside of the Step Plus program. This means that department ballots for possible
advancement to Above Scale will specify only two options: Support for 1.0-step advancement
to Above Scale, or Decline to support this advancement. In addition, for possible advancement
to Professor Further Above Scale, the department ballots will specify only two options: Support
for advancement to Professor Further Above Scale, or Decline to support this advancement.

(Appendix B)

e Normative time alignment with APM for advancement to Professor Above Scale:
Advancement to Professor Above Scale can be considered only for faculty who are already at
Professor Step 9 or 9.5. In these cases, for faculty who have met the normative time
requirements, the department ballots for possible advancement to these steps will specify only
two options: Support for advancement to Above Scale, or Decline to support this advancement.
(Appendix A; Appendix B; Appendix E)
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Step Plus Overview

Main website: https://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/step-plus-system

Overview of the Step Plus System

The Step Plus system, as described below, was 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. On July 1, 2015, the Step Plus System was implemented for
the following title 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. On July 1, 2017, Step Plus was implemented for the
following title series: Academic Administrator, Academic Coordinator, Assistant/Associate
University/Law Librarian, Continuing Educator, and University Extension Teacher.

Overview of the Step Plus System for Personnel Actions

These guidelines are to be used in addition to the policies, procedures, and exhibits provided in

the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) and the APM-UCD. If an apparent conflict between the APM
and the Step Plus guidelines is discovered, please contact Academic Affairs for guidance. Key
guidelines for applying the Step Plus system in academic personnel actions are as follows:

e New appointments are allowed only at full steps.

e All merits are considered on a fixed two-, three- or four- year schedule, as determined by
normative time at their current rank and step. Normative time is defined in APM 220-18 or
applicable title series policy and can also be found on the Step Plus System Salary scales. At
every review conducted in normative time, except for advancements to Professor Above Scale
and Professor Further Above Scale, an individual may be considered for more than 1.0 step, i.e.
1.5 steps or 2.0 steps (Guidelines for Advancements—Senate, Guidelines for Advancements—
Federation; Guide for Step Plus Promotions and Barrier Steps; Above Scale Merits in the Step
Plus System).

e An advancement of only a 0.5 step will only be considered for faculty at Professor Step 9 who
may not meet the APM 220-18 criteria to advance to Above Scale.

e Promotions to Associate and Full ranks can be accelerated in time or can be evaluated
according to Step Plus Guidelines, but not both. (See Guide for Step Plus Promotions and
Barrier Reviews)

e Advancement to Professor Above Scale or Professor of Teaching (Senior Lecturer with
Security of Employment) Above Scale, like other merits, will only be considered on the fixed
four-year schedule. These advancements should be evaluated outside the Step Plus System and
in accordance with APM 220-18 criteria.

e Advancements of greater than 2.0 steps are expected to be extremely rare. For consistency, no
departments or programs should include a greater than 2.0-step option on their ballots but
voting faculty may advocate for a greater than 2.0-step advancement in their comments.

e Outside of the formal Career Equity Review Process, CAP reviews all merits and promotions
for equity and may recommend additional half step(s) for equity.
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Action Form for Step Plus

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

Reminder: If the action is an Endowed Chair/Professorship Appointment/Reappointment or a
Department Chair Five-Year Review, the current and proposed status on the Action Form should be
the same rank and step.

If the candidate is eligible to be promoted, the department should prepare the dossier matching the
longest potential review period. As the advancement to a promotion step would require extramural
letters, the candidate must be consulted regarding soliciting extramural letters. The actual solicitation
of letters can be delayed until after the initial department vote. However, if any of the recommending
bodies (departments, FPC, and/ or deans) makes a recommendation for an advancement that requires
extramural letters (e.g., promotion), additional review and voting are required by the department(s)
after receipt of the extramural letters.

In the case of an evenly split department vote, the highest step supported by at least half of the voters
shall be the department recommendation. Every department shall determine how to consistently
include/exclude abstentions in the total number of eligible department voters.

Faculty are encouraged in their candidate statement to emphasize their areas of strength and identify
accomplishments they feel are especially outstanding or noteworthy. Candidates should not, however,
request or make the case for a particular Step Plus advancement (1.0, 1.5, or 2.0 steps), nor would such
a request or recommendation change the Action Form or Delegation of Authority.

After the results of the department vote are shared with the candidate, the candidate retains the option
to pursue the action even if advancement is not supported by the majority of department voters. In this
case, the Action Form should be presented as a 1.0-step advancement. Alternatively, the candidate may
defer consideration for advancement by requesting a deferral, unless policy requires promotion or five-
year review.

For split appointments, the primary department should update the proposed status on the Action Form
to reflect the highest advancement recommendation from any of the candidate’s departments (home
department, secondary department, etc.). The proposed action then determines the delegation of
authority (see delegation discussion below). If the action is an Above Scale merit, the proposed
advancement will only be a 1.0 step.

Delegation of Authority Guidance

The Delegation of Authority for the action should be updated by the primary department after the
recommendation(s) of the department(s) is/are received. The Delegation of Authority may also be
changed after receipt of the recommendation(s) from the FPC(s) and/or dean(s). To determine the
delegation of authority, see http://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/dofa.cfm and use the following
guidance:

e If none of the reviewing bodies (departments, FPCs or deans) supports a 2.0-step advancement
or promotion and the highest supported advancement action is redelegated, then select
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“Redelegated” as the delegation of authority. If this redelegated action is the first action after
appointment or promotion, the dean has decision authority and FPC review is optional.

If any department recommends a 2.0-step advancement or an action that is a promotion or 1.0-
step merit to Above Scale or Further Above Scale, the action is entered as “Non-redelegated.”
This applies to any primary or joint department(s) recommendation(s).
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Appendix B: Conducting Department Votes

Step Plus Guidelines for Conducting Departmental Votes

General Principles

Step Plus enables departments to recognize outstanding performance in the merit and promotion
process. Advancement of 1.5 or 2.0 steps can be recommended for faculty whose performance in one
or more areas of review is evaluated as outstanding and greatly exceeding expectations for a normative
1.0-step advancement (see Step Plus Guidelines for Advancement). All merit and promotion dossiers
that are reviewed in normative time are considered for Step Plus advancement (i.e., 1.0, 1.5, or 2.0
steps) if eligible, with the exception of advancement to Professor Above Scale and Professor Further
Above Scale.

Departments should develop and use a Step Plus ballot that facilitates voting for a specific Step Plus
action and to identify and comment on those outstanding area(s) of evaluation that may warrant a vote
for 1.5 or 2.0 steps. Step Plus voting does not replace each department’s own voting procedures (per
Academic Senate Bylaw 55), but is intended to achieve the following required outcomes:

e aspecific action recommended by the department
e the degree of support for the proposed action, based on the vote from Senate peers
e the area of evaluation that forms the basis for the votes and the proposed action

A Step Plus ballot that delineates a candidate’s performance in specific academic areas (e.g., research,
teaching, service) is recommended as a way for voting faculty to convey their support for the specific
area(s) that may warrant an additional step. By rating performance in each area of academic evaluation,
departments can clarify their academic priorities and expectations, and justify the recommended action.
Comments accompanying all votes for >1.0 step are also strongly encouraged.

Examples of performance ratings and departmental voting templates are provided below.

Departments are encouraged to incorporate performance ratings into their ballot. Rating categories and
the scoring system should be determined. Because the recommendation for Step Plus advancement
depends on how peers perceive the candidate’s academic performance, it is recommended that
performance ratings precede the actual voting section on the ballot. Alternatively or in addition to
performance ratings, voting templates should provide a field for voters to specify the area(s) of
evaluation that warrant an additional half step and to provide explanatory comments.

All potential voting options should be provided on department Step Plus ballots, with appropriate
modifications for merits versus promotions. If voting indicates support for promotion, extramural
letters will be required and a second vote will be conducted. If the candidate has spent less than
normative time at rank or clearly does not meet the criteria for promotion (e.g., absence of an in-press
or published book in the book disciplines), the candidate has the option to have promotion removed as
a voting option from the Step Plus ballot. In all other circumstances, the promotion option under Step
Plus must be included on the ballot.
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Once the department agrees on a Step Plus ballot, it must be used for all Step Plus actions for that
review cycle. Changes can be made for the following review cycle, if needed.

Examples of Performance Ratings and Ballot Templates

Example A. Performance rating (primary areas of evaluation)

12

Research/Scholarly
and Creative Work

Teaching

Service

Does not meet expectations

Somewhat below expectations

Clearly meets expectations for 1.0-step

Somewhat above expectations

Outstanding

Example B. Performance rating (primary areas of evaluation)

(1) Please rate your overall evaluation of Teaching:

U

Outstanding

U Very Good

O Average

U Below Average

O Poor

U Abstain

Comments on Teaching:

(2) Please rate your overall evaluation of Service:

U

Outstanding

O  Very Good

U Average

U Below Average
U Poor

U  Abstain
Comments on Service:

(3) Please rate your overall evaluation of Scholarly/Creative Activities:

U

Outstanding

U Very Good

O Average

U Below Average

O Poor

U Abstain

Comments on Scholarly/Creative Activities:

(4) Please rate your overall evaluation of Professional Competence:

U Outstanding
O  Very Good
U Average
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U Below Average
U Poor
U  Abstain

Comments on Professional Competence:

13

Example C. (For Professor of Clin ) Performance rating (primary and secondary areas of evaluation)

No

comment

Poor

Below
average

Average | Above
average

Outstanding

PROFESSIONAL
(CLINICAL/DIAGNOSTIC)
COMPETENCE AND
ACTIVITIES

Advancements and innovations in
specialty practice area

Regional/national reputation

TEACHING

Clinical and didactic teaching

Resident or graduate training &
mentoring

Curricular development

RESEARCH/SCHOLARLY AND
CREATIVE WORK

Peer-reviewed publications

Research impact/significance

SERVICE

Dept, college/school, campus,
systemwide service

Public and professional service

CONTRIBUTIONS TO

DIVERSITY

Example D. Voting template

Unit

Voting action

Do not support

1.0 step

1.5 steps

2.0 steps

Abstain

Division/section

Department

Total

Example E. Voting template

I support: U 0 steps (no advancement) U 1.0step U 1.5 steps 2.0 steps U Promotion

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

34




14
If you selected 0 steps (no advancement), explain why in the comments
If you selected 1.5 steps, indicate the 1 area of evaluation that warrants the extra half step
If you selected 2.0 steps, indicate the 2 areas of evaluation that warrant the extra step

Comments:

Example F. Voting template

Do not support advancement
Abstain
*Comments are requested to justify additional steps or to explain a ‘do not support’ vote or abstention.

Vote* Check ONE box | Area(s) of evaluation that warrant 1.5
or 2.0 steps (e.g., research, teaching,
service)
Support 1.0 (normal advancement) g —
Support 1.5 steps g Specify:
Support 2.0 steps a Specify:
g
g

Example G. Voting template

Which of the following options do you feel is most appropriate for merit advancement? Please vote
for only one option. (Note: a vote for a higher step implies support for all lower steps.)

QO I vote in favor of a 2.0-step increase

U Ivote in favor of a 1.5-step increase. Specify area:
O Ivote in favor of a 1.0-step increase. Specify areas:
U I do not support merit advancement.

U Abstain

Please specify the area(s) that you feel warrant an additional half step, from among the primary areas
of evaluation (research/scholarly and creative activity, teaching, university and public service).

Please explain provide explanatory comments for “‘do not support” votes and abstentions:
Example H. Voting template

Please choose one of the following options:

O Support for advancement to Professor Further Above Scale

U Do not support advancement to Professor Further Above Scale

U Abstain

Please provide explanatory comments for ‘do not support’ votes and abstentions:
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Appendix C: Guidelines for Advancement — Senate

These Step Plus guidelines are designed to be used in addition to the policies, procedures, and exhibits
provided in the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) and APM-UCD. If an apparent conflict between
the APM and Step Plus guidelines is discovered, please contact Academic Affairs for guidance. These
guidelines apply to the following Senate series:

Professor and Professor in Residence Series
Professor of Clin _ Series
Professor of Teaching (/SLSOE) Series

General Principles

e Advancement schedule. All members of the Academic Senate are eligible for advancement at
normative time for their rank and step. Per APM guidelines, before advancing to Professor
Above Scale, faculty are required to spend four years at Professor Step 9 or 9.5. Only
exceptionally rare cases will deviate from these guidelines.

e Criteria for Step Plus. Criteria for recommending greater than 1.0-step advancements aim to
strike a balance between objectivity and flexibility, with consideration of both quantitative and
qualitative assessments. Qualitative achievements, such as the special impact or high quality of
work, the awarding of prizes for achievement, and the scale and scope of the undertaking are as
important as quantitative assessments, such as numerical tabulation of papers, citations,
courses, and committees. Professional competence generally overlaps with other areas.
However, accomplishments by faculty in the professional schools and colleges or in the
Professor of Clinical _ series, the category of professional competence and activities may be
considered for outstanding achievement. Performance in each area may be considered for an
extra half step only for actions based on a complete review period (i.e., two or three years,
depending on rank).

Justification for Step Plus. Department Chairs, FPCs, and Deans should clearly articulate the basis
and level of support for the recommended advancement. Department letters and FPC committees need
to provide explanations based on votes and comments of department faculty and committee members,
respectively. The area of performance being proposed for an advancement of greater than 1.0 step
needs to be justified in the reviewing body’s letter.

Department Chairs, FPCs, and Deans should take into account previously awarded extra half steps
through the Step Plus program, as detailed below:

¢ In each merit/promotion cycle, Department Chairs, FPCs, and Deans should review each
candidate’s dossier to ascertain that prior Step Plus advancements are not automatically carried
forward (see Increased Expectations with Rank and Step).

e Repeated half steps for research/creative activities should not be based solely on quantitative
metrics but also on impact and novel approaches.

e Repeated half steps for teaching will include innovation in pedagogical approaches or highly
distinguished teaching awards.
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e Repeated half steps for university and public service are awarded with the expectation that such
service responsibilities increase as faculty advance in rank and step, with evidence of
leadership at Professor Step 6 and beyond.

Department Chairs, FPCs, and Deans should explicitly identify the area(s) determined to justify a Step
Plus increase. Combining or overlapping of areas is not permitted.

Increased Expectations with Rank and Step. As faculty members progress toward promotion
(Associate or Professorial Rank) or high-level merit actions (Professor Step 6 or Above Scale),
increasingly greater activity in all areas is expected. Faculty advancing to Professor Step 6 and beyond
should assume positions of leadership in their university and/or public service. Per CAP’s “Statement
on University and Public Service:

Service is expected of all Senate faculty as part of shared governance and plays a significant
role in the merit and promotion process. Faculty should engage in both university and
professional or community service. Service at the professional and/or community level does not
substitute for university service except in extraordinary circumstances. Expectations increase
with rank and step. Faculty at the Full Professor rank, especially those in the ladder rank series,
have expectations of substantial service balanced among department, campus, and national-
professional contributions. At higher Full Professor steps (i.e., Professor Step 6 to Above
Scale), significant leadership with respect to service contributions will be expected.

Step Plus for Faculty in Compensated Administrative positions. Faculty in compensated
administrative positions (e.g., Dean, Associate Dean, Department Chair) undergo a separate
administrative review of their university service. It is in this administrative review (rather than the
academic/Step Plus review) where outstanding accomplishments in the administrative position are
recognized. However, university and public service beyond the scope or expectations of the
administrative position may warrant an additional half-step advancement in the academic review.

Professor, Professor-in-Residence, Acting Professor of Law series

1.0-Step Advancement

A 1.0-step advancement requires a balanced and meritorious record of achievement, appropriate for
rank and step, in all areas of review (research/scholarly and creative work, teaching, university and
public service, and, professional competence).

1.5-Step Advancement

A 1.5-step advancement requires a balanced and meritorious record in all areas of review with
outstanding achievement in one area of review (research/scholarly and creative activity, teaching,
university and public service) during the full review period (two or three years, depending on rank).
Professional competence generally overlaps with other areas. Only one area of review, which must be
identified as such in the department, FPC, and/or Dean’s letter, can be proposed for an extra half-step
advancement, with no combining or overlapping of areas. Although reasonable flexibility may be
applied in balancing heavier responsibilities in one area against lighter responsibilities in another area,
outstanding achievement in one area does not compensate for performance in another area that does
not meet advancement standards.
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2.0-Step Advancement

A 2.0-step advancement will require a balanced and meritorious record in all areas of review with
outstanding achievement in two areas of review (research/scholarly and creative activity, teaching,
university and public service) during the full review period (two or three years, depending on rank). In
most cases, one of those areas will be research/scholarly and creative activity; however, in rare cases,
outstanding achievement in two other areas (teaching, university and public service) might warrant 2.0
steps. Professional competence generally overlaps with other areas. The two areas must be identified in
the department, FPC, and/or Dean’s letter, with no combining or overlapping of areas.

Advancement Greater than 2.0 Steps
An advancement greater than 2.0 steps is extremely rare.

Above Scale Advancement

The criteria for merit increases are steep at this high rank, so candidates are only eligible for a 1.0-step
advancement. A 1.0-step advancement must be justified by new evidence of merit and distinction, with
a high level of performance in all areas of review (research/scholarly and creative activity, teaching,
university and public service).

Professor of Clin_ Series

1.0-Step Advancement

A 1.0-step advancement requires a balanced and meritorious record of achievement, appropriate for
rank and step, in all areas of review (scholarly and creative activity, teaching, university and public
service, professional [clinical/diagnostic] competence and activities)) during the full review period
(two or three years, depending on rank). Professional competence and activities in this series refers to
professional practice (e.g., clinical or diagnostic medicine) in professional schools and colleges that
comprise a substantial proportion of academic effort.

1.5-Step Advancement

A 1.5-step advancement requires a balanced and meritorious record in all areas of review with
outstanding achievement in one area of review (scholarly and creative activity, teaching, university and
public service, professional [clinical/diagnostic] competence and activities) during the full review
period (two or three years, depending on rank). Only one area of review, which must be identified as
such in the department, FPC and/or Dean’s letter, can be proposed for an extra half-step advancement,
with no combining or overlapping of areas. Although reasonable flexibility may be applied in
balancing heavier responsibilities in one area against lighter responsibilities in another area,
outstanding achievement in one area does not compensate for performance in another area that does
not meet advancement standards.

2.0-Step Advancement

A 2.0-step advancement will require a balanced and meritorious record in all areas of review with
outstanding achievement in at least two areas during the full review period (two or three years,
depending on rank). In most cases, one of those areas will be teaching or professional
[clinical/diagnostic] competence and activities; however, in rare cases, outstanding achievement in the
two other areas (university and public service, scholarly and creative activity) might warrant 2.0 steps.
The two areas must be identified in the department, FPC, and/or Dean’s letters, with no combining or
overlapping of areas.
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Advancement Greater than 2.0 Steps
An advancement greater than 2.0 steps is extremely rare.

Above Scale Advancements

The criteria for merit increases are steep at this high rank, so candidates are only eligible for a 1.0-step
advancement. A 1.0-step advancement must be justified by new evidence of merit and distinction, with
a high level of performance in all areas of review (scholarly and creative activity, teaching, university
and public service, professional [clinical/diagnostic] competence and activities).

Professor of Teaching (Lecturer with Security of Employment [LSOE]) Series

1.0-Step Advancement

A 1.0-step advancement requires excellent and highly effective teaching as part of a balanced and
meritorious record of achievement, appropriate for rank and step, in all areas of review (teaching;
professional and/or scholarly achievement and activity, including creative activity; university and
public service).

1.5-Step Advancement

A 1.5-step advancement requires excellent and highly effective teaching as part of a balanced and
meritorious record in all areas of review with outstanding achievement in one area of review (teaching;
professional and/or scholarly achievement and activity, including creative activity; university and
public service) during the full review period (two or three years, depending on rank). Outstanding
professional and/or scholarly achievement and activity refers to pedagogical or curricular innovation,
research/scholarly and creative activity on pedagogy, or research/scholarly and creative activity in the
candidate’s field as related to pedagogy. Only one area of review can be proposed for an extra half-step
advancement and should be identified in the department, FPC, and/or Dean’s letters, with no
combining or overlapping of areas. Although reasonable flexibility may be applied in balancing
heavier responsibilities in one area against lighter responsibilities in another area, outstanding
achievement in one area does not compensate for performance in another area that does not meet
advancement standards.

2.0-Step Advancement

A 2.0-step advancement requires excellent and highly effective teaching as part of a balanced and
meritorious record in all areas of review with outstanding achievement in two areas. Outstanding
professional and/or scholarly achievement and activity refers to pedagogical or curricular innovation,
research/scholarly and creative activity on pedagogy, or research/scholarly and creative activity in the
candidate’s field as related to pedagogy. One of the two areas would be teaching, with no deficiencies
in other areas; the other should be identified in the department, FPC, and/or Dean’s letters, with no
combining or overlapping of areas.

Advancement Greater than 2.0 Steps
An advancement greater than 2.0 steps is extremely rare.

Above-Scale Advancement
The criteria for merit increases are steep at this high rank. Candidates are only eligible for a 1.0-step
advancement. A 1.0-step advancement must be justified by new evidence of merit and distinction, with
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a high level of performance in all areas of review (teaching; professional and/or scholarly achievement
and activity, including creative activity; university and public service).
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Appendix D: Guide to Step Plus Promotion, Step 6, and Above Scale

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

Rationale: The Step Plus system eliminates accelerations in time, except for promotions to Associate
and Full Professor. It has proven difficult to make consistent recommendations on such accelerations
in conjunction with Step Plus criteria. Some departments have considered the acceleration to be
equivalent to a half-step advancement for candidates who are outstanding in one category of review,
and then use Step Plus criteria to recommend an additional half-step advancement based on
outstanding performance in another area. Other departments have applied the Step Plus criteria without
taking the acceleration in time into account. This policy preserves flexibility to allow for early
promotion, while making it easier to make consistent recommendations for advancement in such cases.

Implementation: A dossier that is being evaluated for a promotion that is accelerated in time (i.e., an
“early” promotion that occurs before normative time has elapsed for the next eligible action) will not
be considered or approved for advancement of more than one step. For example, a candidate at
Associate Professor Step 3.5 who is going up for promotion one year early will not be considered for
advancement beyond Professor Step 1.5. Candidates can request an early promotion without waiting
for normative time at their current step, but there will be only two possible advancement outcomes:
promotion to the lateral step, if applicable, or 1.0-step promotion. Merit advancement to overlapping
steps will not be considered if an early promotion is denied.

See examples of Step Plus promotions that can be accelerated in time below:

Current rank and 1.0-step promotion Lateral promotion Acceleration in time
step to: to: of:

Assistant Prof 4.5 Assoc. Prof. 1.5 --na-- 1 year

Assistant Prof. 5.0 Assoc. Prof. 2.0 Assoc. Prof. 1.0 1 year

Assistant Prof 6.0 Assoc. Prof. 3.0 Assoc. Prof. 2.0 1 year

Associate Prof. 3.5 Professor 1.5 --na-- 1 year

Associate Prof. 4.0 Professor 2.0 Professor 1.0 1 or 2 years
Associate Prof. 5.0 Professor 3.0 Professor 2.0 1 or 2 years

Candidates at Assistant rank Steps 2-3.5 and Associate rank Steps 1-2.5 are not eligible for
promotion that is accelerated in time.

In other words, if these candidates do not wait for normative time at the current step before seeking
promotion, they are not eligible for more than 1.0-step advancement and, accordingly, cannot promote
to the next rank. Eligibility for promotion that is accelerated in time begins only after the candidate has
achieved Assistant rank Step 4 or Associate rank Step 3. For example, a candidate who has spent only
one year at Assistant Professor Step 3 is not eligible for promotion. In contrast, it will occasionally be

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
41



21

the case that an Assistant Professor Step 3 or an Associate Professor Step 2 may seek advancement
after spending normative time (2 years) at their current step; they could receive an on-time 2.0-step
Step Plus promotion if the dossier includes all requirements for promotion review, the overall record is
judged as worthy of promotion, and there are two areas of outstanding performance, including
research.

Candidates who have been at the Assistant Professor rank for 7 years and must be considered
for promotion before normative time has elapsed at the current step (a “technical acceleration”)
may still be considered for Step Plus and may be put forward for a ‘greater-than-one-step’
advancement.

Candidates for promotion who wait for normative time to request advancement may be considered
under the Step Plus criteria for promotion of greater than one step, assuming that the Step Plus criteria
for advancement and the expectations for promotion are met. In addition, on-time requests for
promotion, if not approved, may result in merit advancement without promotion, if applicable.

Examples of normative-time promotion requests resulting in advancement of greater than 1.0-
step under Step-Plus (please note that this is not a comprehensive list):

Current rank and
step

Assistant Prof 3.0

Assistant Prof. 3.5
Assistant Prof 4.0

Assistant Prof. 4.5
Assistant Prof 5.0

Associate Prof. 2.0
Associate Prof. 2.5
Associate Prof. 3.0
Associate Prof. 3.5
Associate Prof. 4.0

Associate Prof. 5.0

On-time, 1.5-step Step Plus
promotion to:

--na—*

Assoc. Prof. 1.0*
Assoc. Prof. 1.5%*
Assoc. Prof. 2.0*
Assoc. Prof. 2.5
--na—*
Professor 1.0*
Professor 1.5%*
Professor 2.0*
Professor 2.5%*

Professor 3.5

On-time, 2.0-step Step Plus
promotion to:

Assoc. Prof. 1.0*
Assoc. Prof. 1.5%*
Assoc. Prof. 2.0*
Assoc. Prof. 2.5
Assoc. Prof. 3.0
Professor 1.0*
Professor 1.5*
Professor 2.0*
Professor 2.5*
Professor 3.0

Professor 4.0

* Alternatively, a merit advancement of 1.5 steps (or, very rarely, 2.0 steps) would be allowed

How to Apply Step Plus Criteria for Promotions and Advancements to Professor Step 6
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Promotion is a higher academic achievement than merit advancement, requiring comprehensive review
of the entire period since the terminal degree® or promotion to the Associate rank to determine if the
criteria stated in UC APM 220 have been met. To be eligible for promotion, and prior to considering
any Step Plus recognition, the overall record should be balanced with evidence of meritorious
accomplishments in all areas of review (e.g., research, teaching, service, professional competence).
When the overall record does not meet the criteria for promotion, the candidate may be considered for
1.0-step merit advancement instead of promotion. This consideration is contingent on whether there
are additional steps within the candidate’s current rank.

For consideration of additional steps at the time of promotion, if Step Plus recognition has been
awarded in a previous merit cycle, further Step Plus recognition for that specific area (e.g., research,
teaching, service, and professional competence and activities, as appropriate) will require additional
and compelling evidence of outstanding achievement in the most recent merit period. For teaching and
service, continued outstanding performance is not sufficient justification. Rather, the candidate should
provide clear and convincing evidence of new achievement above and beyond what was previously
recognized and which is distinctive and outstanding in accomplishment. For research, the same guiding
principle applies such that increased productivity alone is not sufficient without compelling evidence
of the attendant impact of this scholarship that merits recognition as outstanding.

Reviews of merit advancements to Professor Step 6 should follow the same Step Plus principles as
promotion.

Promotions Using Overlapping Steps Under the Step-Plus System

Promotions inevitably involve interpreting overlapping steps. The following guidance is provided to
define lateral, 1.0 step, and greater than 1.0 step promotions.

Assistant to Associate rank Promotions
Half-Step promotion is not an option

Lateral promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Assistant Step 5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 1 (1 year) -> Associate Step 2
Assistant Step 5.5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 1.5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 2.5
Assistant Step 6 (1 year) -> Associate Step 2 (1 year) -> Associate Step 3
Assistant Step 6.5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 2.5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 3.5

1.0-step promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Assistant Step 4 (2 years) -> Associate Step 1 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2
Assistant Step 4.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 1.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2.5
Assistant Step 5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3
Assistant Step 5.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5
Assistant Step 6 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4
Assistant Step 6.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4.5

¢ Should a candidate have multiple terminal degrees (e.g., M.D. and Ph.D.; D.V.M. and Ph.D.), the review period for
promotion to the Associate rank would be since the awarding of the first terminal degree.
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1.5-step promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Assistant Step 4 (2 years) -> Associate Step 1.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2.5
Assistant Step 4.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3
Assistant Step 5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5
Assistant Step 5.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4
Assistant Step 6 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4.5
Assistant Step 6.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4 (2 years) -> Associate Step 5

2.0-step promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Assistant Step 4 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3
Assistant Step 4.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5
Assistant Step 5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4
Assistant Step 5.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4.5
Assistant Step 6 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4 (3 years) -> Associate Step 5
Assistant Step 6.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 4.5 (3 years) -> Associate Step 5.5

Promotions that are accelerated in time are allowed and are limited to 1.0 step or lateral
advancement. Promotions that are accelerated in time may not be evaluated using Step Plus
guidelines.

Following are examples of one-step promotions that are accelerated in time:
Assistant Step 4 (1 year) -> Associate Step 1 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2
Assistant Step 4.5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 1.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 2.5
Assistant Step 5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 2 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3
Assistant Step 5.5 (1 year) -> Associate Step 2.5 (2 years) -> Associate Step 3.5

PROPOSED
Assoc 1| Assoc |Assoc 2| Assoc |Assoc 3| Assoc |Assoc 4] Assoc
1.5 2.5 3.5 4.5

Asstd |1.0step|1.5step|2.0 step
'-:-Asst 4.5 1.0 step| 1.5 step|2.0 step
glﬁ.sst 5 | Lateral 1.0 step| 1.5 step| 2.0 step
%Asst 5.5 Lateral 1.0 step| 1.5 step| 2.0 step
uh\sst 6 Lateral 1.0 step| 1.5 step| 2.0 step

Asst 6.5 Lateral 1.0 step| 1.5 step] 2.0 step

Associate to Full rank Promotions

Half-Step promotion is not an option

Lateral promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)

Associate 4 (1 year) - > Full Step 1 (2 years) -> Full Step 2
Associate 4 (2 years) - > Full Step 1 (1 year) -> Full Step 2
Associate 4.5 (1 year) - > Full Step 1.5 (2 years) -> Full Step 2.5
Associate 4.5 (2 years) - > Full Step 1.5 (1 year) -> Full Step 2.5
Associate 5 (1 year) -> Full Step 2 (2 years) -> Full Step 3
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Associate 5 (2 years) -> Full Step 2 (1 year) -> Full Step 3
Associate 5.5 (1 year) -> Full Step 2.5 (2 years) -> Full Step 3.5
Associate 5.5 (2 years) -> Full Step 2.5 (1 year) -> Full Step 3.5

1.0-step promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Associate Step 3 (2 years) -> Full Step 1 (3 years) -> Full Step 2
Associate Step 3.5 (2 years) -> Full Step 1.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 2.5
Associate 4 (3 years) - > Full Step 2 (3 years) -> Full Step 3
Associate 4.5 (3 years) - > Full Step 2.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3.5
Associate 5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3 (3 years) -> Full Step 4
Associate 5.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4.5

1.5-step promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Associate Step 3 (2 years) -> Full Step 1.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 2.5
Associate Step 3.5 (2 years) -> Full Step 2 (3 years) -> Full Step 3
Associate 4 (3 years) - > Full Step 2.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3.5
Associate 4.5 (3 years) - > Full Step 3 (3 years) -> Full Step 4
Associate 5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4.5
Associate 5.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4 (3 years) -> Full Step 5

2.0-step promotion followed by 1.0-step merit (normal time in parentheses)
Associate Step 3 (2 years) -> Full Step 2 (3 years) -> Full Step 3
Associate Step 3.5 (2 years) -> Full Step 2.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3.5
Associate 4 (3 years) - > Full Step 3 (3 years) -> Full Step 4
Associate 4.5 (3 years) - > Full Step 3.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4.5
Associate 5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4 (3 years) -> Full Step 5
Associate 5.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 5.5

Promotions that are accelerated in time are allowed and are limited to one-step or lateral
advancement. Promotions that are accelerated in time may not be evaluated using Step Plus
guidelines.

Following are examples of one-step promotions that are accelerated in time:
Associate Step 3 (1 year) -> Full Step 1 (3 years) -> Full Step 2
Associate Step 3.5 (1 year) -> Full Step 1.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 2.5
Associate Step 4 (1-2 years) -> Full Step 2 (3 years) -> Full Step 3
Associate Step 4.5 (1-2 years) -> Full Step 2.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 3.5
Associate 5 (1-2 years) -> Full Step 3 (3 years) -> Full Step 4
Associate 5.5 (1-2 years) -> Full Step 3.5 (3 years) -> Full Step 4.5
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PROPOSED
Full1 JFull1.5] Full2 |Full 2.5| Full 3 |Full 3.5] Full4 |Full 4.5

Assoc 3 |1.0step|1.5step|2.0step
EAssuc 3.5 1.0 step| 1.5 step| 2.0 step
ﬁlAssuc 4 | Lateral 1.0step|1.5step]|2.0 step
%Assuc 4.5 Lateral 1.0 step| 1.5 step] 2.0 step
uhssuc 5 Lateral 1.0 step|1.5step|2.0 step

Assoc 5.5 Lateral 1.0 step| 1.5 step|2.0 step
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Appendix E: Frequently Asked Questions

Eligibility

1. Why does the Step Plus System refer to reviews at 2, 3 and 4-year intervals?

Within most title series, the normative review cycle is 2 years for the Assistant and Associate levels.
After Associate Step 4, the review cycle occurs every 3 years. At the Full rank, the normative review
cycle is 3 years up to Professor Step 9 and then the review cycle occurs every 4 years. At every review,
the individual may be considered for more than 1.0 step (1.5 or 2.0 steps), except at Above Scale.

2. Is a merit increase of half-step part of the Step Plus system?

A merit increase of a half step will only be considered for faculty at Professor Step 9 who may not
meet the APM 220-18 criteria to advance to Above Scale.

3. With respect to the fixed/normative review period, will the law school’s “Acting Professor”
designation be treated the same as “Assistant/Associate Professor” designation, and thus
provided a normative review period of two years?

Yes, this is correct.

4. Does the new, normative period of three years begin from a candidate’s last advancement?

Yes, this is correct if the last advancement was positive. The candidate will remain eligible every year

following a denied action or a deferral until they positively advance or until a promotion or five-year

review is required. Please note that normative time at step is different at the various ranks and steps.

Please see APM 220-18 or applicable title series policy. The normative time at each step can also be

found on the Step Plus System Salary Tables.

5. Does Step Plus change the process for Career Equity Review (CER)?

The Step Plus System does not change the process for Career Equity Review.

6. Are promotions allowed to accelerate in time and accelerate in step?

No. Promotions to Associate and Full Professor either can be accelerated in time or can be evaluated
according to Step Plus guidelines, but not both. A promotion action that is “accelerated in time” is one
for which the candidate is seeking advancement early, without waiting normative time at the current
step. “Accelerations in time” should not be confused with on-time Step Plus advancements of more
than 1.0 step. For example, a 2.0-step advancement at normative time is not considered an
“acceleration in time,” even though a full step has been skipped.

7. What is the review period for the first merit after a lateral promotion?
The review period begins with merit advancement to the overlapping step in the previous rank.
For example:
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e A professor advances to Assistant Professor Step 5 effective 7/1/2020. The review period for
this action was most likely 7/1/17-6/30/19.

e Then, in 2020-2021, this Assistant Professor successfully pursues a lateral promotion to
Associate Professor Step 1 effective 7/1/2021. The review period for this action is since
terminal degree.

e According to APM 220-18-b, time spent at these overlapping steps is “combined.” Since
normative time at these steps is 2 years, this Associate Professor is eligible for Step Plus merit
advancement effective 7/1/2022. In this scenario, the review period for the merit from
Associate Professor Step 1 is 7/1/2019-6/30/2021.

Note: Policy does allow an alternative review period method with an end date of 9/30. The review
period may be 10/1/2019-9/30/2021 if the period of 7/1/2019-9/30/2019 was counted for the merit to
Assistant Professor, Step 5.

8. How do you apply Step Plus criteria for a merit advancement to Professor Above Scale and
Professor Further Above Scale?

Merit advancements to Professor Above Scale and Professor Further Above Scale are evaluated
outside the Step Plus system.

9. Since “accelerations in time” are allowed for promotions, can a faculty member pursue a
skip-a-step promotion?

No. A dossier that is being evaluated for a promotion that is accelerated in time (i.e., an “early”
promotion that occurs before normative time has elapsed for the next eligible action) will not be
considered or approved for advancement of more than one step.

General

10. If a candidate went up for a 1.5-step merit and only received 1.0-step merit, would the
candidate be able to appeal?

Yes, Step Plus does not change the right to appeal. See APM UCD 220 1V. J, APM UCD 220
Procedure 5, and the Academic Senate Appeal Process. Academic Federation members, see APM
UCD 220AF IV. H.

11. Why is Step 1.5 at the Assistant ranks not an available step?

Step 1.5 at the assistant rank is not available because half-step merits are not an option except at
Professor Step 9. Example: if someone is hired at Step 1.0, their only option is to merit to Step 2, 2.5,
etc. Including step 1.5 would therefore cause confusion since it is not a merit option and appointments
can only be made to a whole step.

12. Do the responsibilities of the Faculty Personnel Committees (FPC) change under the Step
Plus System?

The role of the college and school FPCs does not change.
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13. What happens if the department recommends a 1.5-step increase, but the FPC does not
support the 1.5-step increase?

The Faculty Personnel Committee (FPC) recommendation is advisory to the Dean. The Dean may still
approve a 1.5-step increase if the dean determines the record merits a 1.5-step increase. The Dean also
has the option to approve a 1.0 step increase. However, if the FPC or the Dean recommends a 2.0-step
increase, the action becomes non-redelegated.

14. What happens if a faculty member is eligible for a merit and chooses to defer?

The faculty member continues to be eligible for a merit every year thereafter until they positively
advance to the next step. Upon advancement, the normative time clock starts over.

15. If a faculty member is pursuing an action in normative time, can they opt out of Step Plus?

Typically, every action that is reviewed in normative time, or following a deferral or five-year review,
is to be evaluated using the Step Plus system. However, there are exceptions, including: advancements
to and at Above Scale; and cases where a candidate chooses to not be considered for promotion, in
which case the steps that they are eligible for within the rank may be limited.

Voting/Action Selection

16. Can the candidate still pursue advancement even if the department majority votes against
advancement? What is entered as the proposed step on the Action Form? In addition, what
kind of language should Department Chairs use when writing a department letter under such
circumstances?

After the results of the department vote are shared with the candidate, the candidate retains the option
to pursue the action even if advancement is not supported by the majority of department voters. In this
case, the Action Form should be presented as a 1.0-step advancement. Alternatively, the candidate may
defer consideration for advancement by requesting a deferral, unless policy requires promotion or five-
year review.

The department letter should only reflect the department’s response to the candidate’s dossier. The
following language is offered as an example of how to capture the department recommendation in the
department letter:

“The department of ABC does not recommend that Professor XYZ receive a merit
increase/promotion effective July 1, 20xx. The details of the department vote are summarized

below.”

The candidate may make a case for their desired step when they prepare their candidate’s statement. In
these cases, the action form should reflect a proposed merit increase of 1.0 step.

17. Do department voting procedures need to change under the Step Plus System?
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Departments select their own voting procedures and processes. The appropriate Academic Senate and
Federation committees review proposed changes in procedures, but those changes most often address
the issue of which department members are eligible to vote on which academic personnel actions.
Under the Step Plus System, all merits will be reviewed at the normative interval, and so departments
will need to consider how they wish to express support (or the lack thereof) for a merit of greater than
one step.

18. Who decides how many steps the candidate will advance?

Depending on the delegation of authority, either the Dean or Vice Provost for Academic Affairs will
decide the final step advancement. Promotions are decided by the Chancellor. All actions will be
considered for greater than 1.0 step at each review by the department(s), unless the action is a
promotion that is accelerated in time or an advancement to or at Above Scale. Following review, the
department(s) will vote on whether a 1.0-, 1.5-, or 2.0- step advancement will be recommended. If the
candidate is reviewed by multiple departments, the action form should reflect the highest departmental
recommendation, which may result in a change of delegation for the action.

19. Who decides who goes up for promotion? If a candidate is at a step that is eligible for
promotion (not a seventh-year case), can the candidate choose not to be considered for
promotion and limit the department vote to only Step plus options for merit?

An academic appointee can come up for promotion when they are ready or when the department finds
the record supports the action. Assistant professors must promote no later than their seventh year, per
APM 133 and APM 220, unless they previously received approval for an extension on the clock. If the
candidate is four years or less at rank or clearly does not meet the criteria for promotion (e.g., absence
of an in-press or published book in the book disciplines), the candidate has the option to have
promotion removed from the Step Plus ballot. In all other circumstances, the promotion options under
Step Plus must be included on the ballot.

20. I heard that you only have one opportunity to pursue a promotion. Is this true?

The only scenario in which a candidate has only one opportunity to pursue a promotion is when the
candidate holds a title that has a service limit (e.g., assistant professor) and the promotion review takes
place during the seventh year at the Assistant rank.

21. A Professor Step 8 wants to advance to Professor Above Scale. Can the department
recommend that this candidate be advanced 2.0 steps?

No, APM 220 does not allow faculty to advance to Above Scale before spending four years at
Professor Step 9 or Step 9.5. The department can only recommend a 1.0- or 1.5-step merit
advancement.

22. An Associate Professor Step 3 is eligible for promotion to the full rank. The choices are 1.0
step, 1.5 steps, 2.0 steps, no, and abstain. What does 1.0 step mean — Associate Professor Step
4 or Professor, Step 1?

In this situation, it will be critical for the department chair to consult with the candidate to discuss
advancement options and the merits of the case. If both the promotion and merit options are to be
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considered, the faculty must be informed explicitly whether they are voting on promotion or on a
merit. If the faculty are voting on a promotion from Associate Professor, Step 3, an increase of 1.0 step
would result in a proposed promotion to Professor, Step 1. If the faculty do not support a promotion,
then a separate vote would need to be recorded on a merit increase. Departments may consider
designing a special ballot with more options for this situation, so long as its format is consistent with
the more typical department ballot.

23. An Assistant Professor Step 5 is up for promotion at year 7. One of the options may be lateral
promotion to Associate Professor Step 1. How is this indicated on a ballot?

It is a good idea to add a lateral promotion as an option when a faculty member previously merited to
an overlapping step. The ballot may look like the following:

2.0-step promotion (Associate Professor Step 3)
1.5-step promotion (Associate Professor Step 2.5)
step promotion (Associate Professor Step 2)
Lateral Promotion (Associate Professor Step 1)
No support

Abstain

Note: Associate Professor, Step 1.5 is not a promotion option as an increase of 0.5 steps is not an
option under Step Plus except for barrier step merits. There is a guide to promotions and the role of
overlapping steps available here.

24. We have a faculty member at Assistant Professor Step 3 (or Associate Professor Step 2) who
wants to pursue a promotion action. Is this allowed?

Occasionally, there may be a case where an Assistant Professor Step 3 or an Associate Professor Step 2
may seek advancement after spending normative time (2 years) at their current step. Candidates at
Assistant rank, Steps 1-3.5 and Associate rank, Steps 1-2.5 are not eligible for promotions that are
accelerated in time.

Promotion eligibility when a candidate HAS spent normative time at their current step:

PROPOSED ADVANCEMENT
Assoc 1| Assoc |Assoc 2| Assoc |Assoc 3| Assoc |Assoc 4| Assoc
1.5 2.5 3.5 4.5

CURRENTHAsst 3 2.0 step
. Asst 3.5 | 1.5step| 2.0 step
Candidate [Asst4 [ 1.0step| 1.5step|2.0 step

HAS |asst4d5 1.0 step | 1.5 step| 2.0 step
spent  Inssts 1.0 step| 1.5 step| 2.0 step
normative (3ot 5.5 1.0step| 1.5 step | 2.0 step
t”;?[: at Asst 6 1.0step| 1.5 step| 2.0 step
P Asst 6.5 1.0 step| 1.5 step | 2.0 step
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PROPOSED ADVANCEMENT
Full1 [ Full1.5| Full2 | Full 2.5 | Full 3 | Full 3.5 | Full 4 | Full 4.5

CURRENTWssoc 2 | 20step
Assoc 2.5 ) 1.5 step | 2.0 step

Candidate [Assoc 3 | 1.0step | 1.5 step [2.0 step

HAS  |Assoc 3.5 1.0 step | 1.5 step| 2.0 step
SPent  Inssoc 4 1.0 step| 1.5 step | 2.0 step
normative [y o oc 4.5 1.0step | 1.5 step| 2.0 step
tlr;[g;t Assoc 5 1.0 step| 1.5 step | 2.0 step

Assoc 5.5 1.0 step | 1.5 step| 2.0 step

25. We have determined our Assistant Professor, Step 3 has spent normative time at their
current step. How should the department vote?

If the candidate has spent normative time at Assistant Professor, Step 3 (or Associate Professor, Step 2)
the action is NOT considered an acceleration in time, and should be reviewed following Step Plus
guidelines. The department should vote on all possible outcomes:

2.0-step promotion to Associate Professor Step 1
2.0-step merit to Assistant Professor Step 5
1.5-step merit to Assistant Professor Step 4.5
step merit to Assistant Professor Step 4

No advancement

Abstain

26. What if the Assistant Professor Step 3 in question has not spent normative at their current
step?

The Assistant Professor Step 3 is not eligible for promotion in this scenario.

Promotion eligibility when a candidate HAS NOT spent normative time at their current step:

PROPOSED ADVANCEMENT
Assoc 1 Assoc |Assoc 2| Assoc |Assoc 3| Assoc |Assoc 4| Assoc
1.5 2.5 3.9 4.5
CURRENTJAsst 3 Mot eligible
for promotion
Candidate JAsst 3.5 | Not eligible
HAS NOT for promotion
spent  |Asst 4 1.0 step
normative [Asst 4.5 1.0 step
imeat Incsts Lateral 1.0 step
SIeP Asst 5.5 Lateral 1.0 step
Asst B Lateral 1.0 step
Asst 6.5 Lateral 1.0 step
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PROPOSED ADVANCEMENT
Full 1 Full 1.5| Full 2 |Full 2.5] Full 3 |Full 3.5] Full 4 | Full 4.5
CURRENTAssoc 2 Mot eligible
for promotion|
Candidate JAssoc 2.5 | Not eligible
HAS NOT for promotion|
spent  [Assoc 3 1.0 step
normative [a<<oc 3.5 1.0 step
time at  Inccoc 4 Lateral 1.0 step
SI€P  [Rssoc 45 Lateral 1.0 step
Assoc 5 Lateral 1.0 step
Assoc 5.5 Lateral 1.0 step

Exception: Candidates who have been at the Assistant rank for 7 years and must be considered for
promotion before normative time has elapsed at the current step (a “technical acceleration”) may still
be considered for Step Plus, and the department should vote on all possible outcomes.

27. Should we require an explanation for a “no” vote on 1.5 steps and 2.0 steps, or just in the case
where the 1.0-step merit is not supported?

An explanation is only required when faculty do not support a 1.0-step merit advancement. However,
faculty members should be able to add comments whenever they support or do not support any action.

28. When does the chair consult with the candidate?

In some circumstances, it will be important for the Chair to discuss voting options with the candidate
before the department vote. However, we generally recommend that voting faculty should be given the
opportunity to vote on all common merit and/or promotion options under Step Plus (0, 1.0, 1.5 and 2.0
steps). Prior to the faculty vote, the candidate prepares the Candidate’s Statement to make their best
case for the action they think they deserve. The department letter should make a recommendation
based on the vote and post-vote consultation between the Chair and the candidate.

29. What if only half the voting faculty support a 2.0-step merit increase? As chair, what advice
do I give to the candidate?

In scenarios like this, the 2.0-step merit increase should be submitted. The chair can remind the
candidate that all approved merit increases are an excellent outcome!

30. What is the role of the faculty member in terms of their willingness to self-promote or their
tolerance for risk?

The department voters will have access to the record, including the candidate’s statement, in which the
candidate should make his or her case for an action felt to be deserved. The department letter must
recommend an action based on the vote. If the vote is divided and does not clearly imply a single
recommendation, the candidate’s preference and discussion with the chair can play a significant role in
the recommendation.

31. Can the department recommend retroactive advancement under Step Plus?
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No. All reviewers and decision-makers shall evaluate the case using the Step Plus system and consider
the candidate for a merit of greater than 1.0 step rather than recommending retroactive advancement.

32. How do joint department recommendations work?

Just as in the previous system, the joint department may make a recommendation that differs from that
of the home department. However, the primary department should update the proposed status on the
Action Form to reflect the highest advancement recommendation from any of the candidate’s
departments (home department, secondary department, etc.). The proposed action then determines the
delegation of authority.

33. As a member of a review committee (such as an FPC or CAP), what do I do regarding
department-level voting on actions that may or may not come to my committee for review?

The FPC or CAP member shall vote only once, and that member shall decide if that will be at the
department level or the FPC/CAP level, on a case-by-case basis. If the FPC or CAP member votes at
the department level on a particular action, then the member cannot vote at the FPC or CAP level on
that action, but can still participate in the committee discussion. If the FPC or CAP member chooses to
recuse themselves from voting at the department level, it is possible that this member will not have the
opportunity to vote on the action, depending on the outcome of the home and joint department
recommendations.

Departments may choose to allow CAP members to vote on the 1.0- and 1.5-step advancement options,
with the expectation that they will recuse themselves from voting on a 2.0-step advancement. FPC
members could be allowed to vote on the 2.0-step advancement with the expectation that they recuse
themselves from the 1.0- and 1.5-step advancement options. When this occurs, the department letter
should clearly identify abstentions that apply to a specific advancement option.

34. How does the candidate’s advancement selection on the “Notification of advancement
eligibility for Academic Federation” impact (a) the recommendation on the Action Form, and
(b) the department vote?

This form shall not be provided to the department reviewers prior to the department vote. Once the
candidate has made a selection, the department must vote on all Step Plus advancement options, and
the voting results are included in the department letter. However, if the candidate elected to pursue
only 1.0 step on the notification of eligibility, the department letter recommendation must be for 1.0
step only. The department letter should also explain that the 1.0 step recommendation is driven by the
candidate’s selection, due to funding availability. The action form “proposed status” section should
also reflect a 1.0 if this is what the candidate has selected.
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Appendix F: Compiled Step Plus Guidelines with Tracked Changes
Overview of the Step Plus System

The Step Plus system, as described below, was 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. On July 1, 2015, the Step Plus System was implemented for
the following title 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. On July 1, 2017, Step Plus was implemented for the
following title series: Academic Administrator, Academic Coordinator, Assistant/Associate
University/Law Librarian, Continuing Educator, and University Extension Teacher.

Overview of the Step Plus System for Personnel Actions

These guidelines are to be used in addition to the policies, procedures, and exhibits provided in

the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) and the APM-UCD. If an apparent conflict between the APM
and the Step Plus guidelines is discovered, please contact Academic Affairs for guidance. Key
guidelines for applying the Step Plus system in academic personnel actions are as follows:

e New appointments are allowed only at full steps.

o Noeormative schedule-~All merits are considered on a fixed two-, three- or four- year schedule, as
determined by normative time at their current rank and step. Normative time is defined
in- APM 220-18; or applicable- title series policy; and can also be found on the- Step Plus
System Salary scales—. At every review;-the conducted in normative time, except for
advancements to Professor Above Scale and Professor Further Above Scale, an individual may
be considered for more than enel.0 step, i.e. 1.5 steps;_or 2.0 steps;-ete: (Guidelines for
Advancements——Senate,- Guidelines for Advancements Federation;- Guide for Step Plus
Promotions and Barrier Steps;- Above Scale Merits in the Step Plus Systemy).

e An advancement of only a 0.5 step iswill only be considered for faculty at Professor Step 9 who
may not an-optien-inmeet the StepPlussystemAPM 220-18 criteria to advance to Above Scale.

e Promotions to Associate and Full ranks can be accelerated in time or can be evaluated
according to Step Plus Guidelines, but not both. (See Guide for Step Plus Promotions and
Barrier Reviews)

e Advancement to Step-6;Professor Above Scale or eguivalentstepand-toProfessor of Teaching
(Senior Lecturer with Security of Employment) Above Scale, like other merits, will only be
considered on the fixed three—o+four-year schedule. These advancements should be evaluated
outside the Step Plus System and in accordance with APM 220-18 criteria.

e Advancements of greater than twe2.0 steps are permitted-in-Step-Plus;altheugh-they-are
expected to be extremely rare. For consistency, no departments or programs should include a
greater than 2.0-step option on their ballots but voting faculty may advocate for a greater than
2.0-step advancement in their comments.

e Qutside of the formal Career Equity Review Process, CAP reviews all merits and promotions
for equity and may recommend additional half step(s) for equity.
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Action Form for Step Plus

Fhe ActionForm-shouldrefleet;- a 1.0-step advancement as the default action type;a1-0-step
advancement for— all- actions during the initial department review and vote.-Fhisis-alse-true-for

Reminder: If the action is an Endowed Chair/Professorship Appointment/Reappointment or a
Department Chair Five-Year Review, the current and proposed status on the Action Form should be
the same rank and step.

If the eandidate’s-advancement-ehigibiity-(upcandidate is eligible to 2-0-steps)-could-potentially-erossa

prometion/barrierstepbe promoted, the department should prepare the dossier matching the longest
potential review period. HAs the advancement to a promotion-e+a-barrier step would require

extramural letters, the candidate must be consulted regarding soliciting extramural letters. The actual
solicitation of letters can be delayed until after the initial department vote. However, if any of the
recommending bodies (departments, FPC, and/ or deans) makes a recommendation for an advancement

that requires extramural letters (e.g., promotion-e+eressinga-barrierstep), additional review and voting
are required by the department(s) after receipt of the extramural letters.

In the case of an evenly split department vote, the highest step supported by at least half of the voters
shall be the department recommendation. Every department shall determine how to consistently
include/exclude abstentions in the total number of eligible department voters.

Although-thispracticeshouldnet-beFaculty are encouraged;-the in their candidate say-statement to
emphasize their areas of strength and identify accomplishments they feel are especially outstanding or

noteworthy. Candidates should not, however, request or make the case for a particular Step Plus
advancement (1.0, 1.5, or 2.0 steps)}-in-theirecandidate’sstatement—However-thisrequest per-se-does
notaffeet-either), nor would such a request or recommendation change the Action Form or Delegation
of Authority.

After the results of the department vote are shared with the candidate, the candidate retains the option
to pursue the action even if advancement is not supported by the majority of department voters. {In this
case, the Action Form should be presented as a 1.0-step advancement-). Alternatively, the candidate
may defer consideration for advancement by requesting a deferral, unless policy requires promotion or
five-year review.

TheFor split appointments, the primary department should update the proposed status on the Action
Form to reflect the highest advancement recommendation from any of the candidate’s departments
(home department, secondary department, etc.). The proposed action then determines the delegation of
authority (see delegation discussion below). If the action is an Above Scale merit, please-inehide-the

rate-of the proposed action-{-0-1+-5—er20-step-advancement)-in-the-field“Rankand Title” under-the
Propesed-Status-in-the-AetionForm- will only be a 1.0 step.

Delegation of Authority Guidance
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Fhe Delegation of Authority for the action should be updated by the primary department after the
recommendation(s) of the department(s) is/are received. The Delegation of Authority may also be
changed after receipt of the recommendation(s) from the FacultyPersonnel- CommitteeFPC(s) (FPC)
and/or dean(s). To determine the delegation of authority,

see http://academicaffairs.ucdavis.edu/dofa.cfm and use the following guidance:

e Ifnone of the reviewing bodies (departments, FPCFPCs or deans) supports sore-than-either-a
12.0-step-er+-5-step advancement; or promotion and thatthe highest supported advancement
action is redelegated, then select “Redelegated” as the delegation of authority. If this
redelegated action is the first action after appointment or promotion, the dean has decision
authority and FPC review is optional.

e If any department recommends a 2.0-step advancement or an action that is a promotion or 1.0-
step merit %ha{—eresses—a—bafﬂ%s%epto Above Scale or Further Above Scale, the action is

entered as “renNon- redelegated” ” This apphes to any prlmary or Jomt department(s)
recommendatlon(s) Depending-on-how W h -

Suggestions
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Step Plus Guidelines for Conducting Departmental Votes

General Principles

Step Plus is-an-oppertunityfor-enables departments to previde-explicitevaluationof peersfor-greater
than-ene-step-advaneement,based-enrecognize outstanding performance thatexeeedsin the merit and

promotion process. Advancement of 1.5 or 2.0 steps can be recommended for faculty whose
performance in one or more arcas of review is evaluated as outstanding and greatly exceeding
expectations for a normative 1.0-step advancement- (see Step Plus Guidelines for Advancement). All
merit and promotion dossiers; that are reviewed arein normative time;-sheuld-be are considered for
Step Plus advancement (i.e., +-0—-+-5—5and-2-0-step)1.0, 1.5, or 2.0 steps) if eligible, with the
exception of advancement to Professor Above Scale and Professor Further Above Scale.

Departments should develop and use a Step Plus ballot that facilitates voting for a specific Step Plus
action and to identify and comment on those outstanding area(s) of evaluation that may warrant a vote
for 1.5 or 2.0 steps. Step Plus voting does not replace each department’s own voting procedures (per
Academic Senate Bylaw 55), but is intended to achieve the following required outcomes:

e aspecific action recommended by the department:-ané

a-vetefrom-Senatepeers-thatelearly-indicates-the degree of support for the proposed

action-, based on the vote from Senate peers

fewew—eyel%Changes can be made for the followmg review cycle 1f needed

e [t is optional to include on the the area of evaluation that forms the basis for the votes and
the proposed action

A-StepPlas-ballot an-eppertunity-teratethat delineates a candidate’s performance in specific academic
areas and-has(e.g., research, teaching, service) is recommended as a rumber-efpetential-advantages:

Fhe-gutdehnesway for advancement-under-Step-Plus-hinge-onthe-degreevoting faculty to whieh
performanece-execeeds-expeetationsconvey their support for a1-0-step-merit-advancementand-inhow
A e Lo b e

Fheuse-ofthe specific
e

area(s)-thatmay warrant-an-additional step—By previding ratings-efrating performance in different
areaseach area of academic evaluation, departments have-an-oppertunitytecan clarify their academic

priorities and expectations, and te-providestrongerjustification-forjustify the recommended

action.- Comments accompanying all votes for >1.0 step are also strongly encouraged.
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Examples of performance ratings and

departmental voting templates are provzded below.

Departments are encouraged to incorporate performance ratings into yeurtheir ballot. Hseyouneed-to
determine-the-Rating categories ferrating-and the scoring system (e-g—three-orfiverating
eategories)should be determined. Because the recommendation for Step Plus advancement
hingesdepends on how peers perceive the candidate’s academic performance, we-recommendit is
recommended that-the performance ratings seetien-precede the actual voting section on the ballot. One
pessible-example-forratingsis-shown -belowAlternatively or in addition to performance ratings, voting
templates should provide a field for voters to specify the area(s) of evaluation that warrant an
additional half step and to provide explanatory comments.
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