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Dear All, 

I attended the systemwide faculty welfare committee meeting today on behalf of the UCSF APB 
for the APM-670 discussion. Interestingly, they had some very important insights (and concerns) 
about the new policy which we had not previously discussed and I believe APB and Faculty 
Council should probably comment on these in any comments.  

  

One major concern was the structure of the Advisory Council and the Appeal Process. The 
policy states that the advisory group to the Dean for School Implementation Procedures should 
contain no more than 50% appointees by the Dean. The committee was concerned about how 
this number had been picked and didn't see the need for this large a proportion picked by the 
Dean, although there were some comments that the Dean should select people who had 
expertise in the implementation and understanding of the policy. A further problem is that the 
group is advisory to the Dean, and in the end, the Dean can take or leave their suggestions. 
Thus if a faculty member has a grievance, takes it to the Dean and the Dean turns him/her 
down, it goes to this advisory group, but then in the end the Dean makes the final decision.  

  

Good standing criteria - there is a statement in the good standing criteria that individuals are not 
in good standing if they are unable to generate sufficient salary support. While the committee 
agreed with most of the other language in good standing, they felt that in this time of declining 
Medicare reimbursements, it might be possible that a clinical faculty member no longer covers 
their salary.  It was argued that while the intent was not to penalize faculty for lower 
reimbursement rates, it could happen and the document should protect the faculty against this 
possibility. 

  

Another concern was the APU concept and that while it could be used to raise salaries, it could 
also be used to lower salaries, by moving someone into a different APU. The language also 
says that a faculty member can only move to a higher APU once a year but that a faculty 
member would "typically" be moved down only 1 APU at a time.  

  

It was felt that the document did not emphasize sufficiently the need for openness and 
transparency and that there needs to be more involvement of the Senate in the Implementing 



Procedures - e.g. the advisory council should report to a committee in the Senate. Right now, 
the entire policy has no connection to the Senate and therefore violates the principle of shared 
governance. 

  

I reported on our concerns about the need for an automatic raise or trigger and the question 
about whether the CPI is the best standard. I also mentioned that the APM should contain 
language that clarifies that the $40,000 is not to be taxed, since several departments tax that 
income. I was met by some surprised looks about that latter fact. I also mentioned that we had 
brought our concerns about outside clinical income to the Dean and heard that nursing had 
brought this problem to their committee a few years ago, but there was no recommendation on 
it. 

  

Please feel free to share with Bill Marshall and others. I won't be able to report on this 
personally at the APB meeting in November but will be able to do so at the Faculty Council 
meeting next week.  I would be happy to answer questions. If the various committees agree 
about these points, it would probably be helpful if each sent a response naming these points of 
concern. 

  

Thanks for the opportunity to attend this meeting. 

Ellen 
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