
September 7, 2006 
 
Donna Ferriero MD 
Vice Dean for Academic Affairs 
School of Medicine, UCSF 
 
Dear Donna: 
 
Per our short discussion, I’m summarizing some thoughts and questions I have about the Health Sciences 
Comp Plan as it currently is applied at UCSF generally and in the School of Medicine specifically, and 
particularly as it applies to faculty who retire and are recalled. In discussions I’ve had about this, I’ve learned 
that several principles have been adopted, the origin and even rationale of which are not clear.  
 
1) The HSCP specifically applies to health sciences faculty employed at more than 50%, although it states 
that it can be applied to others as approved by the Dean. The S/M decided to apply it also to retirees, who can 
only work at a maximum of 43%. Who decided that this was the most appropriate solution for retired faculty 
who were recalled? 
 
2) The HSCP specifies that if someone is in the Comp Plan (and this includes faculty with a 50% or greater 
appointment), then they are subject to restrictions on outside income ($20,000 or 20% of 1X, that may or may 
not have further limitations adopted by a department or division). (Some income is allowed without limitation 
such as royalties and honoraria; no clinical income is allowed outside the Comp Plan.) The S/M has decided 
that this same limitation applies on all outside income on retirees who come back on Recall and ask to be part 
of the Comp Plan, even if they work only part-time. Given that such a faculty member can’t work more than 
43%, he or she is only obligated to the University part of the time, but all outside income has to be accounted 
for as if the faculty member were a regular employee. I don’t understand the rationale for the claim that the 
University (or specifically the S/M) has on a retiree’s time or income that is outside the Recall agreed-upon 
obligation. 
 
3) I understand that there have been some instances of active faculty not adhering to the HSCP’s rules on 
outside income, and most of the infractions occurred when these faculty had income for patient care that they 
did not pay into the Comp Plan as required. I entirely agree with the HSCP limitations that preclude “outside” 
clinical income, and feel that retired Recalled faculty should also be precluded from having outside income 
from clinical practice. Others might disagree. Outside income for retirees that I feel should not be subject to 
Comp Plan rules include non-clinical consulting or business ventures, even if medically related. You may or 
may not know that the general UC faculty (e.g. historians, civil engineers, lawyers, etc.) have no limitation on 
outside income from any source, but only a limitation on spending more than 20% of their time during their 
regular work. There is no limitation on income or time for general faculty for outside income earned during 
non-University time such as vacations or summers during which the University is not paying a salary.  
 
4) The S/M has decided that if a Recall faculty member chooses not to remain a part of the Comp Plan, 
then they can only be paid for their time on Scale 0. This is apparently the case even if the faculty member on 
Recall would bring in more income than their salary cost, and presumably even if the Department/Division 
chair wanted to pay a higher salary. Since even the maximum of 43% of Scale 0 is far below clinicians’ 
salaries, there is a great disincentive for faculty to be Recalled under this arrangement.  I can’t see why a 
retired faculty member would necessarily want to generate a profit for his or her Department, nor why a Chair 
would think it appropriate for them to do so. I certainly feel that it’s appropriate for a Chair to want to have an 
income source for the Recalled faculty’s salary and other costs, but not necessarily for income beyond that. 
 



Recall is designed to allow retired faculty to perform a task(s) that a Department wants done (teaching, clinical 
care, etc.), and that the faculty member wants to do. It seems more conducive to realizing these joint desires 
by allowing greater freedom in compensation than seems to be the case. Recall is entirely voluntary – both on 
the part of the Chair and on the retiree. If they can’t reach an agreement on what the tasks are to be done and 
what they are worth (i.e. salary agreement), presumably the Recall won’t occur. But if the salary agreement is 
constrained as the S/M has chosen to do, then there likely will be fewer Recall faculty serving the University, 
with loss both to them and to their Departments.  
 
I can’t tell from the people with whom I’ve spoken that there was any proposed policy that was discussed or 
had widespread agreement, but rather rules that were established by someone(s) that I can’t identify. I don’t 
see the benefit that would accrue from these rules, and I think it reasonable to review them and consider 
changing them in ways that would benefit the S/M, its faculty, residents and students, and its retirees. I look 
forward to participating in further discussions of this important topic. 
 
Please let me know if I can further clarify any of my questions. 
 
Best wishes. 
 
  /signed L H Pitts 
 
Lawrence Pitts MD 
Professor, Department of Neurosurgery, UCSF 


