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Systemwide Business 
 
The School of Nursing Faculty Council addressed the following Systemwide issues this year: 
 
APM 670 
In October, Zina Mirsky, Associate Dean of Administration, attended the Faculty Council meeting to 
review changes to Academic Personnel Manual Regulation 670 (APM 670), policy that outlines the Health 
Science Compensation Plan (HSCP). In her presentation, she addressed the Council on the remaining 
steps for the school to implement the changes. Later in the academic term the Faculty Council expressed 
interest in having further explanation of changes to APUs and a review of other compensation matters. At 
the May Full Faculty meeting, Associate Dean of Finance Lynda Jacobsen reported on the effects of 
changes to APM 670, including changes to APUs.  
 
Open Access Policy 
In September, Richard Schneider, Chair of the Committee on Library and Scholarly Communication 
(COLASC) presented a proposal for a UCSF Open Access Policy. An open access (OA) policy grants the 
institution a license to make all scholarly articles published by faculty at the institution publicly available 
via an open access repository. Under this OA policy, UCSF authors would still own their copyright, as with 
current University of California policy. The Council endorsed the idea, but asked that more information be 
provided to faculty to help them determine the best course of action when a paper is going to be 
published.  
 

Divisional Business 
 
19900 Funds 
In November, the Faculty Welfare Committee sent a letter to the Deans asking them to respond to faculty 
concerns regarding possible faculty salary reductions as a result of changes being made to the 
distribution of 19900 funds. At the request of the Faculty Council, Associate Dean Lynda Jacobsen 
provided members with further details on the changes. She informed the Council that, before changes in 
funding structures, the departments used to charge faculty benefit costs to a central pool held by the 
campus. Now that salary and benefits are exceeding the available state funding, the campus decided to 
send a lump sum of funds to the schools to pay for benefits. With the shift in funds flow, departments are 
realizing a gap between what they receive from the campus and the cost of providing salary and benefits. 
Currently, the departments are using other funding sources to close the gap. The problem is that this is 
not sustainable. To address the issue, Dean Vlahov and Associate Dean Jacobsen worked with the 
EVCP Office to find a solution to the problem. 
 
Operational Excellence (OE) Evaluation 
 
Pre-Award Survey  
To follow up on the pre-award evaluation survey developed by the Council in the previous year, the 2012-
2013 Council members worked to develop a final draft (Appendix 1). Once complete, the survey was 
shared with the other faculty councils. After review, the School of Dentistry agreed to administer an 
identical survey with the School of Nursing. From January 9, 2013 to February 8, 2013, the survey was 
open for responses. Using the number of faculty members who submitted grants in the past two years, 
the total response rate was 68% (Appendix 2). Results showed that faculty members were less satisfied 
with OE pre-award services when compared to the previous services. In the comments sections, faculty 
noted that they were upset with the amount of errors in grant applications, but that the blame was on the 
institutional structure, process, and workload of the RSMs. and not on the service managers. In the 
School of Dentistry, survey results varied by department. Chair Dworkin presented the results report to 
the Deanʼs Council, the APB OE Subcommittee and University Administrators involved in OE.  
 
Academic Planning and Budget - OE Subcommittee 
As Chair of the Faculty Council, Shari Dworkin served as an ex officio member of the Divisions Academic 
Senateʼs Academic Planning and Budget Committee. During her tenure, Chair Dworkin volunteered to 
serve on an ad hoc committee tasked with addressing faculty concerns with OE services (HR, Pre-award, 
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Finance). Throughout the year she updated Council members on the work of the group. In February, she 
informed the Council of the outcomes from meetings between with Senior Vice Chancellor Plotts and 
Senate leadership regarding faculty oversight of OE. In May, Chair Dworkin informed the Council that 
“Operational Excellence” program title would be phased out by June 30, 2013. Efforts to ensure faculty 
input will continue into the next year.  
 
UCSF Academic Senate Membership Task Force 
In the 2011-2012 academic term, the Systemwide Academic Senate rejected the Divisionʼs proposal to 
allow Health Science Clinical and Adjunct faculty to be members of the UCSF Academic Senate. As a 
result, the Divisionʼs Senate Membership Task Force spent the year attempting to find a way that would 
expand rights and privileges to faculty in non-senate series.  
 
In November, Jyu-Lin Chen, SON representative on the Senate Membership Task Force, announced that 
she would not be able to serve in a full capacity on the Task Force. To ensure that the Council has proper 
representation, the Council was asked to appointed member Karen Duderstadt. 
  

School Business 
 
DIVA Support  
In December, Susan Kools, Co-Chair of the Diversity in Action Committee (DIVA), and Howard 
Pinderhughes, member of DIVA, attended a Council meeting to update the members on DIVAʼs plans to 
administer new faculty training modules and work to get diversity integrated in the strategic planning 
process. After listening to the presentation, the Council agreed that integrating diversity into the strategic 
plan in some way should be a priority of the school and Council offered support in finding a solution. In 
January, the Council assisted DIVA by sending out a message encouraging the faculty to participate. 
Members also highlight the importance of the modules at their respective department meetings.  
 
DNP Proposal  
Following up on work from the previous year, the Nursing faculty continued the effort to develop a DNP 
degree proposal. In the fall, an initial proposal was shared with faculty at the Nursing Rally. Details 
included that the program would be a cross-campus collaboration between all Nursing schools in the UC 
system. The program would also be self-supporting and instruction will be in a hybrid format (part in 
person and part online). At the September Council meeting, members discussed the strategy to move the 
proposal forward for faculty approval. Chair Dworkin suggested, and the Council agreed, that the best 
way to develop consensus is to have a vote on whether the school should establish a working group to 
develop a full DNP program proposal. In early October, the Council ran a full faculty vote to determine 
whether or not the School should engage in developing a DNP proposal. With an 80% approval from 
voting faculty, the development of a DNP proposal moved forward (Appendix 3).  
 
In late October, Laura Wagner, member of the ad hoc DNP committee, presented to the Council on the 
status of the DNP. She reported on her conference call with UCLA, UC Davis and UC Irvine to discuss the 
potential for collaboration on a DNP. All nursing schools agreed to the idea to share a similar core 
curriculum and have each campus specialize in a different area. 
 
In December, Annette Carley, Chair of the DNP working group, updated the Council on the recent work to 
develop a DNP program proposal. Program details included: 

• The curriculum will be in a hybrid format. This will include some fully online courses and others 
face-to-face.  

• The budget for the program would be unique to each UC campus.  
• Each campus will conduct their own application and admissions process.  
• For Academic Senate approval, the proposal will go through each of the campuses before going 

to systemwide for review.  
 
In January, the Council discussed whether a DNP Council, similar to the Master Program Council and the 
Doctoral Council, should be formed. This Council would have a charge similar to the existing MEPN and 
MPC Councils. Since the DNP program does not yet exist, the Council would help to provide oversight 
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throughout the development of the program. After discussion, the Faculty Council members agreed that a 
DNP Council should not be formed until the program has been developed.  
 
In April, The DNP group released the proposal for faculty to review and provide feedback. The proposal 
was also presented in a Hot Topic and at the May Full Faculty.  
 
In June, the Faculty of the School of Nursing voted to approve the DNP proposal, as described in an 
executive summary, to progress through the University of California Graduate Degree Approval Process. 
With over 70% of faculty voting to approve, the DNP moved forward to the Graduate Council and the 
UCSF Finance office for review. With the programʼs budget contingent on the other campuses, the faculty 
voted on the curriculum plan. Once formulated, the budget will be shared with the faculty for review.  
 
Improving Shared Governance Processes   
When the Faculty Council convened in September, members noted that a lot of faculty have been having 
questions and concerns with the schoolʼs shared governance processes. Members commented that there 
are worries that the governance processes are being undermined and the Faculty Council should be more 
involved in the decision-making process. Faculty also expressed concern that communication with the 
administration can be improved. Some faculty also noted that they donʼt fully understand shared 
governance principles at UC and at UCSF as these are operationalized. 
 
To address these issues, the Council worked to improve the faculty-administration relationship and 
bolster process of shared governance by taking several actions. First, Chair Dworkin worked with the 
Dean to ensure Faculty Council representation on the Deanʼs Council. The move turned out to be 
productive in improving communication throughout the academic year. In September, the Council decided 
to convene a Hop Topic meeting devoted to shared governance. In November, Chair Dworkin led a Hot 
Topic meeting with faculty (Appendix 4). The goals for the meeting included having the faculty openly 
define faculty governance at UCSF; discuss faculty perceptions of shared governance; review the 
changes the Faculty Council and the administration have instituted to honor faculty governance; and 
brainstorm alternative to current communication and faculty governance mechanisms to improve 
processes. Outcomes from the meeting included a request from the faculty for a clear explanation of the 
relationship between the Rally working groups and the existing academic senate committees; a request 
for better communication with the Deanʼs Office; a reduction in the amount of committee responsibilities; a 
request to invite Senior Vice Chancellor John Plotts to present on the campus budget; and a request that 
Chair Dworkin visit the departments to discuss the matter further and collect more information. 
 
To follow up on the Hot Topic meeting, Chair Dworkin proposed to meet with the Deanʼs Council and each 
department to solicit additional feedback and discuss solutions. She planned to schedule a joint meeting 
between the Deanʼs Council and the Faculty Council to talk about the feedback and discuss solutions. 
The Council approved of the idea.  
 
In April, Chair Dworkin completed the shared governance discussions with Deanʼs Council and 
departments. The Faculty Council then held an ad hoc meeting to brainstorm ideas and solutions that 
could be brought to the table during the joint meeting between the Deanʼs Council and the Faculty 
Council.  
 
The joint meeting is scheduled for August. Chair Dworkin and the Council will continue to address this 
issue in the next year.  
 
Faculty Awards 

• Brad Aouizerat received the 2013 Excellence in Teaching Award  
• Kit Chesla received the School of Nursingʼs 2013 Helen Nahm Research Lecture Award 
• Shari L. Dworkin received the Academic Senateʼs 2013 Distinction in Mentoring Award.  
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MS Program Redesign 
In March, Associate Dean Judy Martin-Holland visited the Faculty Council and presented a draft proposal 
to reform the MS Program that she developed based on faculty input from the Educational Strategies 
workgroup and MPC. This proposal recommends reforms that would help to update the program and 
make it more cost effective and efficient. Associate Dean Martin-Holland proposed that the Faculty 
Council should appoint a task force to work on the proposal and put it up for a vote prior to the November 
Full Faculty meeting. After discussion, Council members agreed that the initial proposal should go to the 
departments for discussion and then have a vote on a draft proposal. 
 
In late-March and April, Associate Dean Martin-Holland visited the departments to present on and discuss 
the proposal. To inform faculty that might not be able to attend the meetings, Associate Dean Martin-
Holland also developed a voice-over powerpoint presentation. The goal is to ensure that faculty members 
are exposed to these initial ideas so as to facilitate faculty feedback mechanisms in the near future. In 
addition, brown bag events were scheduled to provide faculty with an opportunity to discuss the potential 
changes and provide feedback. 
 
Catherine Waters led two brown bags for the faculty to discuss the pros and cons of various MS program 
redesign options. At the June Faculty Council meeting, Council member Karen Duderstadt reported on 
her recent attendance of the MS Program Redesign Brown Bag events. She informed the Council that the 
events were lightly attended, but all of the departments were represented. In the brown bag discussions, 
faculty members were particularly concerned with the proposalʼs impact on the MEPN program.  
 
In June and July, the Faculty Council worked to develop an MS redesign committee to perform the work of 
developing a concept for program redesign over the summer. The Councilʼs goal is to have a proposal for 
the faculty to vote on in early fall. With the academic term ending in the summer, the Council will continue 
to work the MS redesign in the 2013-2014 academic term.  
 
Reports  
 
Department Reports 
Community Health Systems 

• Dean Vlahov announced that, pending a stewardship review, Carmen Portillo will continue as 
department chair. 

Family Health Care Nursing 
• The department created a new Diabetes Minor. The first course will be offer in the winter quarter.  
• Ellen Scarr plans to leave her position, but then come back later on recall status.  
• Janice Humphreys is leaving to become a vice dean at Duke. 
• Christine Kennedy is leaving to become a vice dean at U of Virginia. 
• The vice chair position in the department is vacant. 
• Naomi Schapiro was elected to replace the seat vacated by Karen Duderstadt on the Faculty 

Council  
Institute for Health and Aging  

• Pat Fox has announced his retirement. 
Physiological Nursing 

• Glenna Dowling stepped down as department chair. Margaret Wallhagen was named as the new 
interim chair.  

• The department welcomed Xiao Hu as a new faculty member.  
• Tina Baggot was elected to replace the 2013-2014 Faculty Council seat vacated by Brad 

Aouizerat 
Social and Behavioral Sciences  

• Chair Dworkin noted that the department is still working on the proposal for the Qualitative 
Summer Institute. A market analysis will be conducted to determine interest in the program.  

• Rina Bliss joined the department as a new faculty member. She started in April 2013. Her 
expertise is in science and technology studies, race, and qualitative methods.  

• The department held a retirement party for Professor Adele Clarke 
Student Reports  
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Rebecca Sedillo, Student Representative on the Council, reported on the following items over the course 
of the year: 

• Bylaw Revisions:  
In the beginning of the year, the Student Council started the process of revising its bylaws to 
achieve two goals: 1) Improve budget transparency and 2) Institutionalize communications with 
external groups. Once drafted, the bylaw revisions were posted to the School of Nursingʼs 
website (http://nursing.ucsf.edu/sites/nursing.ucsf.edu/files/NSCBylaws2012_revisionB-10-
18.pdf). 

• California State Bill 259: This particular legislation would allow graduate students to engage in 
collective bargaining with the University of California. The UCSF Student Association voted to 
oppose the bill.  

• Climate Survey - In January, UCSF students, faculty and staff were asked to participate in the UC 
Inclusion Survey. The Student Government worked to encourage students to participate in the 
survey.  

• DIVA Modules 
Students support the release of new DIVA modules. Diversity issues are important and the 
students are glad to hear that faculty members are taking diversity at the School of Nursing 
seriously.  

• MS Program Reforms: Students are interested in being involved in the process to redesign the 
MS program. This will be a priority for the students in the 2013-2014 academic term.  

• Revisions to Constitutional Draft 
Over the course of the year, the students worked to develop a new constitution that would 
combine the Graduate Student Association with the Associated Students of UC into one group. 
Later in the year, the constitution was approved, but the joining of the GSA with the ASUC to 
create one united government was tabled until the 2014-2015 academic year. 

• Student Representation in 2013-2014 
Arielle Bivas will continue to serve as the Chair of the Nursing Student Council for the 2013-2014 
term. Faculty Council representative Rebecca Sedillo will continue to serve as the Faculty Council 
representative for the 2013-2014 term. 

• Student Surveys 
Student representatives instituted surveys to offer feedback to faculty about student concerns on 
a more regular basis. 

• Transparency and Student Involvement 
At the beginning of the year, the Student Council set out to encourage greater transparency on 
school decisions related to budget issues such as tuition increases and cuts. Over the the year, 
the Faculty Council and Dean worked with Representative Sedillo to meet the studentʼs request. 
In November, the students were invited to attend a Town Hall event where students had the 
opportunity to hear important budget information and receive answers to common questions. In 
February, the Council invited students to the Full Faculty meeting to listen to Dean Vlahov give 
his State of the School speech and hear Senior Vice Chancellor John Plotts present on the UCSF 
campus budget. After the event, Representative Sedillo informed the Council that students 
appreciated the invitation to attend the events and that the invitation marks a turn in perception as 
students previously believed that school information was only stumbled upon rather than made 
readily available.   Later in the year, at the request of the students to be involved in the DNP 
program development, Council members worked to connect students with members of the DNP 
proposal development committee.  

 
Student Representative Goals for Next Year 

• Recruitment of a Faculty Advisor to the Nursing Student Council 
• Faculty-Student Liaison to coordinate all student representatives that sit on committees at the 

School of Nursing  
• Continued communication and collaboration between faculty and students regarding DNP and 

MPC curriculum proposals   
 
 
 

http://nursing.ucsf.edu/sites/nursing.ucsf.edu/files/NSCBylaws2012_revisionB-10-18.pdf
http://nursing.ucsf.edu/sites/nursing.ucsf.edu/files/NSCBylaws2012_revisionB-10-18.pdf
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Task Forces and Other Committee Service 
 
 
This year, members of the School of Nursing Faculty Council served on the following Academic Senate 
task forces or other campus committees as representatives of APB or the Academic Senate.  
 
• Task Force on Senate Membership (Karen Duderstadt) 
• OE Subcommittee (Shari Dworkin) 
 
 

Going Forward 
 
Ongoing issues under review or actions which the School of Nursing Faculty Council will continue into 
2013-2014: 
 

• 19900 Fund Changes 
• APU Reform 
• DNP Proposal  
• MS Program Redesign  
• Operational Excellence 
• Senate Membership 
• Shared Governance  
• Supporting DIVA 
• Tuition Model Reform 

 
 

Appendices 
 
This Annual Report is posted on the School of Nursing Faculty Council Web page on the Academic 
Senate Web site.   

 

Appendix 1: School of Nursing OE Pre-Award Survey  

Appendix 2: Results Report – School of Nursing OE Pre-Award Survey  

Appendix 3: Results Report - Faculty Vote to Develop DNP Proposal 

Appendix 4: Shared Governance Hot Topic Notes  
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Artemio.Cardenas@ucsf.edu; 415/476-4245 
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http://senate.ucsf.edu/
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http://senate.ucsf.edu/committee/index.php?committee_id=20
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https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15[1/4/2013 2:29:44 PM]

 Excellent  Very Good  Good  Fair  Poor  N/A

    Start | Account Information | Welcome, Artemio Cardenas

 

School of Nursing - Operational Excellence Faculty Survey
January 2012

The School of Nursing Faculty Council wants to learn more about faculty experiences with the new
Operational Excellence pre-award clusters and services for grant submissions. 

This survey consists of 10 questions and will take 10 minutes or less to complete. Your survey responses
will be held confidential by the Academic Senate Office and all responses will be aggregated together for
the final report. Your participation is greatly appreciated.

Section A. Funding History

A.1 HOW MANY GRANTS OR CONTRACTS HAVE
YOU SUBMITTED AS PI OR CO-PI IN THE PAST
TWO YEARS? 

In the box indicate your role (PI or Co-PI), the
type of grant or contract (e.g. Government
Contracts, NIH Grants, Foundation Grants) and
number submitted.

55 Characters max.

A.2 HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR EXPERIENCES WITH PRE-AWARD GRANT SERVICES BEFORE OE PRE-AWARD
CLUSTERS BEGAN?

A.2 Comment Section -- Indicate the reason for

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/start/start.php
https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/useraccount/useraccount.php?UCSFID=025792201
gmichael
Typewritten Text
Appendix 1

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15
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 1  2  3  4  5  6  If zero, stop survey

 Excellent  Very Good  Good  Fair  Poor

your response.

Section B. Experience with pre-award services after April 2012.

In this section, indicate your responses on the OE pre-award services that were offered AFTER the official
launch date in April 2012 (versus the "Beta-testing" period that preceded the launch).

B.1 HOW MANY GRANTS OR NEW CONTRACTS HAVE YOU SUBMITTED THROUGH THE NEW OE PRE-AWARD CLUSTERS
(SINCE THE START DATE OF APRIL 2012)? 

B.2 HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR EXPERIENCES WITH PRE-AWARD GRANT SERVICES AFTER APRIL 2012?

B.2 Comment - Indicate the reason for your
response.

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15
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 Strongly agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Disagree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

B.3 INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE ABOUT TIMELINESS, QUALITY OF
WORK AND EASE OF COMMUNICATION WITHIN OE PRE-AWARD SERVICES AFTER APRIL 2012. 

Timeliness 

B.3.a. I was able to work with the pre-award team to establish an application submission timeline that worked for me.

Timeliness 

b.3.b. The application(s) was or were submitted to the funding agency on or before the agreed upon date.

Timeliness 

B.3.c. Any problems with my application budget were brought to my attention in time for me to provide further explanation or
to make the needed changes.

Timeliness

B.3.d. I was able to easily assess the progress of my application through the pre-award process.

Quality of Work

B.3.e. The pre-award team was knowledgeable about the funding mechanism that I was applying for.

Quality of Work 

B.3.f. The pre-award team considered my past experience with the funding agency or format of the funding program in
formulating their recommendations.

Quality of Work 

B.3.g. The pre-award team found problems or issues with my application that were helpful to me.

Quality of Work 

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15
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 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Disagree  N/A

 Much More Satisfied  A Little More Satisfied  About the Same  A Little Less Satisfied  Much Less Satisfied
 N/A

B.3.h. The pre-award team processed the material I submitted without making errors.

Quality of Work 

B.3.i. When the submission occurred, it was complete.

Quality of Work 

B.3.j. I was informed when the submission occurred.

Quality of Work 

B.3.k. The quality of the pre-award work on my application did not decrease the likelihood of funding.

Ease of Communication 

B.3.l. I was aware of the individuals who were working on my application, and I knew how to contact them.

Ease of Communication 

B.3.m. I was able to easily contact the pre-award team members working on my application. 

Ease of Communication 

B.3.n. I was aware of the movement of my application from one pre-award team member to another, and thus could contact the
most appropriate person throughout the process.

B.4 WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH OE PRE-AWARD COMPARED TO PREVIOUS SERVICES?

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15
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 Excellent  Very Good  Good  Fair  Poor  N/A

 Yes  No  N/A

B.4 Comment Section --
Indicate the reason for your response.

B.5 HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE OE PERSON(S) WITH WHOM YOU HAVE INTERACTED WITH RESPECT TO ATTENTION TO
DETAIL, PREPAREDNESS, KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING OF NIH GRANT SYSTEM?

B.5 Comment Section -- 
Indicate the reason for your response.

B.6 DID YOU MEET YOU RESEARCH SERVICES MANAGER (RSM)FACE-TO-FACE?

B.7 CONSIDERING PROPOSAL SUBMISSION, HOW WOULD YOU COMPARE YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE
OE PRE-AWARD SERVICES VERSUS PREVIOUS SERVICES THAT YOU HAVE RECEIVED? 

Personal Time

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15
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 Much More  A Little More  About the Same  A Little Less  Much Less  N/A

 Many More  Somewhat More  About the Same  Somewhat Fewer  Many Fewer  N/A

 Much Higher  A Little Higher  About the Same  A Little Lower  Much Lower  N/A

 Much More Expensive  A Little More Expensive  About the Same  A Little Less Expensive
 Much Less Expensive  Don't Know

a. Amount of personal time required of you and your team:

Tasks Required

b. Number of tasks required of you and you team:

Morale 

c. General morale about grant submission:

B.7 Comment Section -- 
Indicate the reasons for your responses to above
questions.

B.8 IS IT YOUR UNDERSTANDING THAT OE HAS MADE GRANT APPLICATIONS MORE OR LESS EXPENSIVE FOR YOUR
DEPARTMENT?

B.9 FROM YOUR POINT OF VIEW, WHAT IS THE
ONE MOST IMPORTANT THING THAT SHOULD
BE IMPROVED IN THE CURRENT OE PRE-
AWARD PROCESS?

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15
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B.10 IS THERE ANYTHING ELSE WE DID NOT
ASK ABOUT THE NEW OE PRE-AWARD
SERVICES THAT IS IMPORTANT FOR US TO
KNOW?

After the Survey or Vote is completed you must click Submit for your response to be recorded. 
After you Submit the Survey or Vote it will unavailable (one submission for each faculty member).

Thank you for your participation!

https://senateserviceportal.ucsf.edu/survey/takesurvey.php?survey_id=15


 
 

School of Nursing Faculty Council 
Shari L. Dworkin, PhD, MS, Chair 

 
PRE-AWARD SURVEY RESULTS 
Monday, February 11, 2013 
Refined results June 9, 2013 
 
This report provides a summary of the responses given by School of Nursing faculty on the 
Faculty Councilʼs Operational Excellence (OE) Pre-Award Survey. This survey was developed 
to help the Council learn more about faculty experiences with OE services.  
 
The 10-question survey was submitted to all faculty members in the School of Nursing using the 
Academic Senateʼs Senate Service Portal application. The survey was opened for one month, 
from January 9, 2013 until February 8, 2013. Faculty were asked to evaluate the period from 
April 2012 to the present. A total of 40 faculty members responded. Of the 40 faculty who 
participated in the survey, 10 respondents did not take the entire survey because they had no 
experience with submitting a grant through the new pre-award system. Using the number of 
faculty members who submitted grants in the past two years, the total response rate was 68%.  
 
Key Findings 
 
Key findings from multiple choice questions are below: 
 

• Drop in service rating: Before OE pre-award services were implemented, approximately 
73% of respondents rated pre-award services as excellent, very good or good; 51% of 
respondents indicated an excellent rating. After OE pre-award services were 
implemented, approximately 60% of respondents rated pre-award services as excellent, 
very good, or good; 16.7% of respondents indicated an excellent rating.  

 
• Low satisfaction: When asked to compare pre-award services before and after OE 

implementation, 24.2% of respondents indicated they were much more satisfied or a little 
more satisfied than before OE; 17.2% of respondents indicated they felt about the same 
before and after OE; and 55% of respondents indicated they were a little less or much 
less satisfied after OE. Finally, 3.6% of respondents indicated a N/A response. 

 
• Satisfaction with the timeliness of grant submissions: On questions regarding the 

timeliness of submissions, the majority of faculty responded that they were able to work 
with the pre-award team to establish an application submission timeline (68% Strongly 
Agreed or Agreed); grants were submitted on time (72% Strongly Agreed or Agree); and 
faculty were informed of the submission (81% Strongly Agreed or Agreed).  
 

• Mixed and uneven experiences regarding the pre-award teamʼs knowledge and 
understanding of specific applications: Respondents gave mixed responses regarding 
the pre-award teamʼs quality of work on the budget; the knowledge of the pre-award 
team about the specific grant; the amount of errors that occurred; and the quality of 
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communication with the team throughout the process. Qualitative responses regarding 
overall quality provide more detail.  

 
• More faculty time: In regards to whether the OE pre-award process requires more faculty 

time, 57% of faculty responded they spent much more time or a little more time on pre-
award after OE; 29% of faculty spent about the same amount of time on pre-award both 
before and after OE; and 10.6% of faculty spent less time or much less time on pre-
award after OE. Finally, 3.6% of respondents indicated a N/A response. 

 
• Increasing costs: When asked about cost, 53% of faculty responded the OE pre-award 

process is more expensive to the department; 14% of faculty believe it is about the 
same; 3.6% of faculty believe it is saving the department money; and 29% were unsure.  

 
Key themes of faculty responses in the comment sections: 
 

• Pre-award staff members are not to blame: Faculty described members of the pre-award 
team as professional, courteous and responsive. However, even given the praise, faculty 
explained that they have experienced numerous problems with quality. Faculty feel the 
Research Services Managers have too large of a caseload, donʼt have the proper tools 
to get the job done and lack adequate training to be successful.   
 

• Communication issues and lack of face-to-face interaction: The most common theme 
throughout each comment section was faculty concerns with communication. 
Respondents explained that before OE was implemented, the pre-award person was 
stationed in the office along with the faculty members. This close proximity meant that 
faculty developed relationships with the staff member providing the services. If faculty 
members ever had any questions, or concerns, they could meet with the staff member 
immediately. Now, under the new OE system, pre-award staff are located away from the 
department. Faculty feel that under this new system it is hard to build valuable 
relationships and to have easy access to the staff member when needed. Faculty would 
like to have communication processes improved.  

 
• Errors: Trouble with errors is another common theme described by respondents. On 

most comment sections, faculty members provide numerous examples of errors. 
Respondents explain that the quality issues have eroded faculty trust in OE pre-award 
services, hurt the morale and have upset faculty who were already highly satisfied with 
the system before OE changes were implemented.  

 
• Cost of services to the SON: Faculty understand that the OE services were implemented 

to save the University money. However, with the additional costs to departments and 
increases in faculty time spent on OE, respondents are concerned the School will 
eventually spend more money for a product of lower quality.  
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SURVEY RESULTS – AT A GLANCE 
 
Results from Multiple Choice Questions  
 
Section A. Funding History  
 
A.2 How would you rate your experiences with pre-award grant 
services before OE pre-award clusters began? 
 

 
 
 

B.2 How would you rate your experiences with pre-award 
grant services after April 2012?  
 

 

Section B. Experience with pre-award services after April 2012. 
In this section, indicate your responses on the OE pre-award services that were offered AFTER the official launch date in April 2012 
(versus the "Beta-testing" period that preceded the launch). 
 
Timeliness  
 

- B.3.a - I was able to work with the pre-award team to establish an application submission timeline that worked for me. 
- B.3.b - The application(s) was or were submitted to the funding agency on or before the agreed upon date. 
- B.3.c - Any problems with my application budget were brought to my attention in time for me to provide further explanation 

             or to make the needed changes. 
- B.3.d - I was able to easily assess the progress of my application through the pre-award process. 

 
 B.3.a B.3.b B.3.c B.3.d 
Strongly agree 36% 34% 31% 11% 
Agree 32% 38% 21% 25% 
Neutral 11% 10% 21% 14% 
Disagree 11% 10% 24% 25% 
Strongly Disagree 11% 3% 0% 18% 
N/A 0% 3% 3% 7% 

 
Quality of Work  
 

- B.3.e - The pre-award team was knowledgeable about the funding mechanism that I was applying for. 
- B.3.f - The pre-award team considered my past experience with the funding agency or format of the funding program in 

            formulating their recommendations. 
- B.3.g - The pre-award team found problems or issues with my application that were helpful to me. 
- B.3.h - The pre-award team processed the material I submitted without making errors. 
- B.3.i  - When the submission occurred, it was complete. 
- B.3.j  -  I was informed when the submission occurred. 
- B.3.k - The quality of the pre-award work on my application did not decrease the likelihood of funding. 

 
 B.3.e B.3.f B.3.g B.3.h B.3.i B.3.j B.3.k 

Strongly Agree 18% 10% 10% 14% 25% 27% 17% 
Agree 18% 14% 41% 37% 50% 54% 34% 
Neutral 18% 24% 17% 21% 11% 12% 24% 
Disagree 32% 24% 20% 21% 7% 0% 14% 
Strongly Disagree 17% 21% 10% 10% 0% 0% 3% 



Page 4 of 4 

N/A 0% 7% 3% 0% 7% 8% 7% 
 
Ease of Communication 
 

- B.3.l  -  I was aware of the individuals who were working on my application, and I knew how to contact them. 
- B.3.m - I was able to easily contact the pre-award team members working on my application. 
- B.3.n -  I was aware of the movement of my application from one pre-award team member to another, and thus could 

             contact the most appropriate person throughout the process. 
 

 B.3.l B.3m B.3.n 

Strongly Agree 34% 25% 0% 

Agree 41% 36% 10% 

Neutral 14% 4% 17% 

Disagree 10% 36% 31% 

Strongly 
Disagree 

0% 0% 21% 

N/A 0% 0% 21% 

 
 
B.4 What is your overall satisfaction with OE pre-award 
compared to previous services? 
 
 

 
 
 

B.5 How would you rate the OE person(s) with whom you 
have interacted with respect to attention to detail, 
preparedness, knowledge and understanding of your grant 
or contract system?  

 
B.6 Did you meet your Research Service Manager (RSM) face-to-face? 
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B.7 Consider proposal submission, how would you compare your experience with the OE pre-award services versus previous 
services that you have received?  
 
a. Amount of personal time required of you and your team: 
 

 
 
 
 

b. Number of tasks required of you and you team: 
 

c. General morale about grant submission:  
 

 
 
 
 

B.8 Is it your understanding that OE has made grant 
application more or less expensive?  

 



Artemio Cardenas, Senate Analyst 
Artemio.Cardenas@ucsf.edu; (415) 476-4245 

Results Report – Faculty Vote to Approve DNP Degree 
School of Nursing 
University of California, San Francisco                                                                                            June 26, 2013  
 
Vote Summary  
 
Question Posed to Faculty: 
Do you approve of allowing the DNP proposal, as described in the executive summary (attached to 
ballot), to advance forward through the University of California Graduate Degree Program Proposal 
Review Process? 
 
Voting Results: 

 With a 79% overall super majority, the School of Nursing 
faculty approved of the proposal, as described in the 
distributed executive summary, to advance for through 
the degree approval process. The proposal required a 
simple majority vote of 51% to pass.  
 

 With a 64% simple majority, the faculty in the series of 
Clinical X, Ladder Rank and In Residence faculty approved.  
 

 With an 89% super majority, faculty in the series of 
Adjunct and HS Clinical approved.   

 
Voting Period:  
Wednesday, June 19, 2013 – Wednesday, June 26, 2013 
 
Method and Data: 
All School of Nursing faculty members in the Academic Senate 
Office’s database were notified of the opportunity to vote on 
the DNP proposal. Notification of the vote occurred via email. 
The email included three attachments for faculty to review 
and consider before voting.  – 1) DNP Executive Summary, 2) 
UC Graduate Degree Proposal Approval Process 3) Q&A 
Document.  
 
The Qualtrics survey application was used to conduct the vote, 
manage the responses and analyze the data. The notification 
email and subsequent reminders were sent out using the 
survey application. Raw data for the vote is available from the 
Senate Office.  
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DRAFT School of Nursing Hot Topic Meeting – Faculty Governance 
Shari L. Dworkin, PhD, MS, Chair of the Faculty Council  
 
Meeting Notes 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 
12:00 – 1:00pm, Room N 729 
 
Goals for the Session  
 

1. Openly define faculty governance processes at UCSF.  
 

2. Review mechanisms for communication and decision-making that exist at present and discuss 
faculty perceptions of faculty governance at UCSF School of Nursing (SON). 

 
3. Discuss changes that the SON Faculty Council and the administration have instituted to honor 

faculty governance processes in the current year (and to institutionalize change in the coming 
years). 

 
4. Brainstorm alternatives to current communication and faculty governance mechanisms in order to 

improve upon the process of shared governance. 
 

Meeting Results and Next Steps 
 

1. The Rally Working Groups document will be sent around to the faculty.  
 

2. Faculty members want a clear explanation of the relationship between the Rally Working Groups 
and the existing Academic Senate Standing committees.  
 

3. Faculty would like to have better communication with the Deanʼs Office. Faculty would also like to 
have more meaningful meetings together to discuss and distribute information across 
Departments. A possible solution is to have more frequent meetings, led by the Faculty Council in 
a town hall format. Participation from administration in these meetings is welcome. 
 

4. Faculty are overburdened with committee responsibilities and are finding it hard to do their 
research and other responsbilities; they would like to investigate ways to be more efficient with 
committee responsibilities.  

 
5. Faculty would like to invite Senior Vice Chancellor of Finance John Plotts to visit a Full Faculty 

Meeting, or Hot Topics session, and give a presentation. In particular, Chair Dworkin would like 
SVC Plotts to present on revenue and expenditure projections for the Medical Center and non-
Medical Center budgets.  
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6. Chair Dworkin will survey the faculty and administration in the months to come concerning their 
thoughts on shared governance processes at the school. Using the results, both faculty and 
administration can work to find solutions for common issues.   
 

Meeting Notes 
 
SON Faculty Council Chair Shari Dworkin reviewed all of the faculty responses to her request for faculty 
input on shared governance. Input was grouped into two categories: Communication and Decision-
Making. The following table includes comments that were gathered from the emails and discussed at the 
meeting. All topics were presented on the classroom board. 
 
 
Communication  Decision-Making  

• The current mechanisms for 
communication are not working well given 
the need to be nimble and quick in 
challenging times. 

• Faculty will agree to do something, but 
then decide to undo it later. 

• There is too much discussion, with too little 
action. 

• Neither faculty nor administration has  
enough data to make decisions.  

• Communication is slow from Faculty 
Council representatives to Departments 
and from Deanʼs Council to Departments. 
New mechanisms to discuss issues more 
quickly—and across Departments-- are 
needed. 

• Sometimes faculty input is sought, but it is 
not incorporated into a final decision, or it 
is not clear whether this input was taken 
into account. 

• Decisions are being made at the 
administrative level or elsewhere but these 
are not communicated to the faculty. 

• Faculty members are being given too 
many responsibilities.  

• Communication is not direct nor frequent 
enough from administration to faculty. 

• There is faculty participation in decision-
making, but sometimes it is not 
meaningful. 

• Communication is vague from 
administration to faculty. 

• In some instances faculty input is not 
sought.  

 • After a lot of talking, few decisions are 
made. 

 
Chair Dworkin informed the faculty that this Hot Topic discussion is the first part of an effort to meet the 
goals outlined by the Organization Strategy Working Group. Specifically Goal #1 which states: “In 
conjunction with the Faculty Council, clearly delineate process of share governance at all levels (UCSF 
SON Goals for 2012-2013).” After the Hot Topic meeting, the second step will be to have the Faculty 
Council work with the Organization Strategy group to survey the administration and the faculty on 
perceptions of current faculty governance structures, processes and outcomes, and to brainstorm 
alternatives to the available/current mechanisms. Finally, the last task will take place in Spring 2013 and 
will have a neutral party lead joint Deanʼs Council/Faculty Council discussions to propose final alternatives 
to existing structures that will enhance communication. Some felt that there is a need to do all of this 
sooner. 
 
Chair Dworkin then opened the floor to faculty comments and suggestions. 
 



1) Data for Decision-making is Not Available: When faced with decisions, faculty donʼt have the 
necessary data available to them to make informed choices. For example, the administration and 
faculty are looking to reduce the costs of the programs. The problem is that there is no data on 
costing. Without the proper information, how can faculty be aware of potential consequences 
before decisions are made. 
 

2) The Schoolʼs Business Model: The educational business model for the university and the school 
does not appear to be fiscally viable anymore. Changes to federal and state funding have made it 
much more difficult to maintain the current levels of programs and services. There is a feeling that 
this burden to resolve the schoolʼs problems is being unfairly placed on faculty. It is not 
transparent that changes are occurring elsewhere in the school. Faculty would like to hear more 
about the other work that is being done which is not faculty-led.  

 
Chair Dworkin noted that, from her attendance of the Deanʼs Council, changes are being made at 
the administrative level. The issue is that these changes are perhaps not being communicated to 
the faculty. Chair Dworkin and the faculty agreed that there should be more opportunities for the 
faculty to disseminate and discuss information within and across Departments. 

 
3) Commitment to Current Programs: Faculty have concerns with the administrationʼs commitment 

to the programs that are currently supported. The programs of SON are what make the SON a 
top school in the country, so support of these programs should be a priority. Chair Dworkin noted 
that Dean Vlahov has worked to address these issues, and is also communicating about this to 
the Deanʼs Council, but has perhaps not reported this to the faculty yet. Faculty members have 
concerns with the lack of the communication and would like more transparency.  Faculty feel it is 
the Deanʼs responsibility to report on particular issues, such as the budget.  
 
Chair Dworkin agreed that transparency is important, but the faculty will have to wait for important 
information to be developed before it can be commented on or communicated. For example, the 
Deanʼs Office is working on a budget for the school. This will take time. Once the budget is 
produced the faculty will be able to review the numbers and provide feedback.  
 

4) Viability of Self-Supporting Programs: There are several self-supporting programs that are going 
forward: MS HAIL and the proposed DNP. There are other self-supporting proposals as well. The 
major concern for faculty is whether or not students will be willing to take the courses and enroll in 
the proposed programs. Will there be the sufficient demand? Faculty also have other questions 
regarding the self-supporting programs such as, who will be developing and teaching the 
courses? How do we evaluate and make these decisions in the future?  

 
5) Faculty Time and Feedback: Faculty expressed that they genuinely think that they are spread too 

thin. Is there something faculty can do that will limit the amount of committee responsibilities? Are 
there areas the faculty could cut back on so that they can focus on research? With working 
groups, screening committees and senate committees, the faculty are having less time for other 
responsibilties. In addition, faculty are being asked to produce work items for the school with a 
tight timeline because the school is a state of flux. If faculty are going to be required to expedite 
work items, then they expect feedback to come quickly as well. This has not been the case over 
the past several months and they would like this to change. 

 
6) A Request for More Meetings Across Departments: Faculty members would like more 

opportunities to talk and learn about what is going on in the school. Communication has been a 
success when all of the faculty come together. For example, Full Faculty meetings are effective in 
getting messages out and allowing faculty to discuss. Is it possible to have more frequent 
meetings? 

 



Chair Dworkin suggested that the Faculty Council might lead additional town halls so that 
discusion and dissemination of information can occur across Departments at the School level. 

 
 
 
 
Senate Staff: 
Artemio Cardenas, Senate Analyst 
Artemio.Cardenas@ucsf.edu; 415/476-4245 
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