
 

 

 

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 
 
January 8, 2021 
 
To:   Thomas Smith, Interim Provost  
    

From:   Jason Stajich, Chair  
  Riverside Division  
 
 
RE:   2nd Round - Transition of Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution 

(VPAR) Role at UCR 
 
 
Executive Council discussed the second round of this proposal at its meeting on December 14, 
2020. There was general concern about the workload of this new position and setting it as only a 
50% position may not be sufficient appointment time depending on the workload. 
 
Based on the discussions, there was not a general consensus that these two positions should be 
separated.  If merged, administration must be very transparent. It is a lot of work to merge the two, 
can more justification be provided for what is to be gained from this? Is this change simply to be 
more in line with other campuses? 
 
There are continued concerns that firewalls between VPAP and VPAR are not adequately 
defined. The process is opaque. Maximizing confidentiality appears to be the purpose but the 
proposal makes it seem like only the VPAP has the power to negate things. 
Some committee members indicated the document seems to be out of date as the position 
description in the advertisement is different from the proposal text. It was echoed that the AVPAR 
position is still under Senate review, yet the job was advertised which does not seem to demonstrate 
shared governance.   
 
Finally, there were concerns that the AVPAR position does not sound like a faculty leadership 
position and it also does not sound like anyone has applied. A concern is if an Associate Professor 
takes the position, they will not have the perspective or ability to realistically take on the role.  
 
I attach responses from the Committee on Academic Personnel, Committee on Charges, 
Committee on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion, Committee on Faculty Welfare, Committee eon 
Privilege & Tenure, BCOE Executive Committee, CHASS Executive Committee, CNAS 
Executive Committee, and the SoM Executive Committee.  

Academic Senate 



Thanks,  
Jason 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cc: Cherysa Cortez, Executive Director, Academic Senate 



 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
 

October 20, 2020 

 

To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    
From:  Yinsheng Wang, Chair  

Committee on Academic Personnel 
   
Re: [Campus Review] Proposal: 2nd Round-Transition of Vice Provost for 

Administrative Resolution (VPAR) Role at UCR 
 
CAP discussed the proposal on the “2nd Round-Transition of Vice Provost for 
Administrative Resolution (VPAR) Role at UCR”. CAP recognizes the relevance of faculty 
misbehavior and disciplinary sanctions for merit and promotion decisions, and CAP 
appreciates the VPAP’s responses about the last series of comments raised by CAP.  After 
further discussion, CAP would like to share some additional thoughts about this transition: 
 
In the current updated plan, the VPAP will only be involved with those issues of faculty 
conduct that are upheld by the Senate Charges committee and when that decision is 
concurred by AVPAR.  This raises some concerns that the issues of faculty conduct not 
reaching these stages would not bear any consequences on a merit advancement or 
promotion. 
 
An AVPAR may not carry as much authority and/or influence as a VPAR, lessening the 
AVPAR’s ability to facilitate informal resolutions; hence, an alternative plan of continuing 
to have a VPAR, but at reduced effort (e.g. 50%), should be considered.    
 
 
 
 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 

COMMITTEE ON CHARGES 

November 5, 2020 
 
TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division  
 
FR: Richard Smith 
 Chair, Committee on Charges   
 
Re: [Campus Review] Proposed Transition of VPAR Role at UCR (2nd Round)  
 
The Committee on Charges discussed the revised proposal regarding the Proposed Transition of 
Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution (VPAR) Role at UCR, which included a response to 
Charges July 31, 2020 memo on the initial proposal.  The Committee had indicated concern about 
possible conflicts of interest and due process when a complaint is about an administrator, such as 
a department chair, who works closely with the VPAP and/or Provost. 
 
The Committee remains concerned that the revised proposal, which is that the VPAP can recuse 
and yield the responsibilities to the Provost if there is a perceived conflict, may not be sufficient.  
The same concerns would apply to the Provost. A better solution might be one where the 
complainant can raise the concern about potential conflict.  Also, it is not clear to the Committee 
what would happen if both the VPAP and Provost were conflicted out. 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON DIVERSITY, EQUITY, & INCLUSION 
 

December 1, 2020 

 

To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    
From:  Xuan Liu, Chair  

Committee on Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion 
     
Re:  2nd Round-Transition of Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution (VPAR)  
  Role at UCR 
 

The Committee on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion reviewed the Proposed Transition of Vice 
Provost for Administrative Resolution (VPAR) Role at UCR and had some substantial 
comments:  
 

1. While the Committee appreciates the administration’s efforts to clarify several issues in this 
revision, we remained concerned about the proposed VPAR transition. Specifically:  

 

A. We consider the VPAR job very important for campus climate. If the demand is high 
enough to keep the person previously in the position busy at 100%, then the reduction 
to 50% will unavoidably bring down the quality-of-service provided to the campus 
community, many of whom legitimately need administrative resolution to pressing 
issues. 
 

B. We are still unclear as to why we need to align UCR VPAR structure with other UC 
campuses and how this would benefit faculty at UCR. In fact, we are concerned that 
this change would eliminate “firewall” between VPAP and VPAR procedures, 
which could create problems resulting in more grievances in relation to the M&P 
process. 

 

C. We do not believe it is appropriate to appoint an Associate Professor for this 
important position. 

 

2. Perhaps more important, we are extremely concerned about the administration's seemingly 
ignoring potential feedback on the proposed AVPAR position. Obviously, the proposal has 
not been fully reviewed by the Senate, yet the administration is already advertising the 
position. We believe that this is not healthy for shared governance on campus for two 
reasons: 

 

A. It appears that the administration decided on the reorganization a-priori; this is 
farcical shared governance in which feedback is solicited but is not actually 
incorporated into the decision-making process. In fact, this was called out explicitly 
in the Climate Survey that just came out last week. 
 

B. If the administration’s plan is to ignore Senate feedback anyway, then this exercise is 
a waste of time. Potemkin shared governance is in some ways worse than the absence 
of shared governance.  

Academic Senate 



 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE   
 

November 7, 2020  

 

To:  Jason Stajich 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    
From:  Patricia Morton, Chair  

Committee on Faculty Welfare 
   
Re: [Campus Review] 2nd Round Transition of VPAR Role at UCR 

 
At its meeting on November 17, 2020, the Committee on Faculty Welfare discussed the 2nd Round 
review of the proposed transition of Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution (VPAR) role at 
UCR.  In the first round of review, the Committees main points of concern were related to the 
potential increase in workload for a 50% position and maintaining the firewall between the 
AVPAR and VPAP.  The Committee reviewed the revised proposal and the specific responses to 
CFW’s points provided by the Provost.  The Committee continues to have great concern about the 
proposed transition and the fact that the Administration plans to move forward with the AVPAR 
job search without an adequate description of the position and the process as it relates to merit and 
promotion files. 
 
The Committee requests an update on the status of the position description and process.  The 
Committee believes that there could be an erosion of trust in the merit and promotion process if an 
adequately defined process is not established prior to the implementation of this transition.      

Academic Senate 
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COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGE & TENURE 
 
 
December 3, 2020 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
From: Roya Zandi, Chair 
 Committee on Privilege & Tenure 

 
Re: [Campus Review] 2nd Round-Transition of Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution 

(VPAR) Role at UCR 
 
 
The Committee on Privilege and Tenure reviewed the revised version of the Proposed Transition 
of Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution (VPAR) at UCR. While the majority of committee 
members approve the proposal for changing the position of VPAR to VPAP and the addition of 
the AVPAR position, all members believe that special care has to be taken in the handling of 
personnel files in the M/P process.  Since some cases evaluated by P&T turned out to be frivolous 
accusations in the past, any delay in the merit and promotion process when a case has just been 
brought up to the committee needs to be done in a fair manner. Before delaying the M&P process, 
there should be a clear determination of probable cause (via UCR Appendix 5) that the abuse has 
occurred. Moreover, P&T recommends that the final decision to deny a M/P action be made by 
the Chancellor in consultation with the Provost.   

Academic Senate 
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Marlan and Rosemary Bourns College of Engineering 
446 Winston Chung Hall 

900 University Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92521 

 
 

November 30, 2020 

 

TO:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
  Academic Senate 

 
FROM:  Philip Brisk, Chair 

  BCOE Executive Committee 
 

RE: 2nd Round-Transition of Vice Provost for Administrative Resolution (VPAR) at UCR 

 

Dear Jason, 

The BCOE Executive Committee reviewed the proposed 2nd Round-Transition of Vice Provost for 

Administrative Resolution (VPAR) at UCR in a meeting held on November 24, 2020. The discussion lasted 

approximately one hour, which is considerably longer than what the Committee typically allocates to 

Campus review items.  

 

The BCOE Executive Committee strongly endorses the principle that disciplinary actions should be 

considered as part of the Merit and Promotion (M/P) process at UCR. 

 

However, the BCOE Executive Committee disagrees with a number of issues in the 2nd Round-Transition 

proposal and strongly believes that they should be reconsidered prior to implementation. 

 

Lack of Regard for Shared Governance 
 

The most serious concern is that the procedure being followed is contrary to the principles of shared 

governance within the University of California.  

• A search for the new Associate Vice Provost of Administrative Resolution (AVPAR) has already 

been announced. The position has already been reduced from 1.0 FTE to 0.5 FTE. The decision 

has already been made that the AVPAR will report to the VPAP. 

• This preempts all Senate feedback on the 2nd Round-Transition proposal presently under review 

by various Academic Senate Committees and College/School Executive Committees. The most 

significant of these are the reduction of the position from 1.0 FTE to 0.5 FTE, and the 

reorganization of the VPAR position to eliminate the “firewall” that presently exists between the 

distinct processes of disciplinary resolution and M/P at UCR, wherein the VPAR reports directly 

to the VPAP within the Academic Personnel Office (APO). The deadline for the BCOE Executive 

Committee to submit its report to the Division is December 1, 2020. 
 

This is not shared governance! Clearly, the Campus Administration has decided to move forward with this 

transition in complete disregard of the timeline provided for consultation with the Senate. Coincidentally, 

this dovetails with the release of the UCR Academic Senate Committee on Faculty Welfare’s Report on the 

Faculty Campus Climate Survey 2019. Within that report, the first major finding was: 

 

2.1 Campus administrators’ lack of consultation with faculty (regarding funding and hiring 

priorities, campus growth, allocation of resources, etc.) imperils UCR’s research and teaching 

missions. 

 



 

 

Among the various edited comments that spoke to the first major finding, we would like to point out the 

following: 

 

Faculty are rarely consulted in decision-making; instead, we are asked to fill out surveys after 

upper administration has already made the decisions. 

 

This action is a perfect example of this approach. The Division and College Executive Committees have 

been asked to report on a proposal after the upper administrative has already made the relevant decision and 

started to implement it. While this letter is neither the time nor the place to address larger-scale concerns 

about Shared Governance, the path that the administration has taken here is indicative of larger problems at 

UCR.  

 

The BCOE Executive Committee recommends that the AVPAR search, as currently constituted, be delayed 

or restarted. The search for a new VPAR/AVPAR should be carried out under the current administrative 

structure under which the firewall between the  VPAR/AVPAR and VPAP/APO remains under place, until 

thorough consultation with the Division has been achieved and alternatives have been considered. Given 

the current budget crisis, the BCOE Executive Committee is not opposed to preemptively reducing the FTE 

of the VPAR/AVPAR from 1.0 FTE to 0.5 FTE without further consultation. The position should be 

readvertised as such, and all individuals who have applied under the current search should be given the 

option to continue with their applications or withdraw under the proposed search. Sufficient time should be 

provided to enable new applicants to apply as well, as the position’s appeal may be different, depending on 

the administrative structure proposed in the language of the announcement.  

 

Elimination of the “firewall” between VPAR and VPAP 
 

Beyond issues pertaining to shared governance, the BCOE Executive Committee strongly believes that the 

firewall between the VPAR and VPAP/APO should remain in-place and that the VPAR should not report 

directly to the VPAP: 

● There is no longer a “firewall” if the VPAR reports to VPAP. This firewall ensures that 

information regarding disciplinary actions be available to VPAP only after a disciplinary finding. 

This is no longer certain if the VPAR reports to VPAP. 

● No change in administrative structure is needed for VPAP to have access to faculty disciplinary 

records during the M/P process subsequent to disciplinary findings.  

● The proposed transition includes no accountability clauses whatsoever for the VPAP, and no 

mechanisms to ensure that the decision-making process is fair. Providing the VPAP with exclusive 

access to faculty disciplinary records concentrates too much power in one central location. This is 

not at all meant to be a critique of the current or previous VPAP, but speaks merely to the new 

powers granted to the VPAP in the M/P process. 

 

The first issue that the BCOE Executive Committee would like to raise is that of confidentiality within 
UCR’s existing disciplinary process and the implications for including disciplinary outcomes in the M/P 

process. At present, the disciplinary process is maximally confidential, which includes not only the 

accused, but complainants, witnesses, etc. 

 

Depending on the specifics, other individuals who may “need to know,” such as Deans, may or may not 

become aware of the outcome. Under the current proposal, the VPAP becomes unique in terms of who 

“needs to know” about disciplinary outcomes for M/P procedures. It is unclear why only the VPAP “needs 

to know” and why the disciplinary record should only be considered at the very end of the M/P process. For 

example, why not also expose the disciplinary record to Department Chairs, Deans, and/or members of the 

Committee on Academic Personnel (CAP)? Doing so would add a level of transparency to the M/P process 



 

 

vis-a-vis disciplinary procedures which is presently lacking in what is proposed. It appears that the current 

proposal aims to minimally impact confidentiality, but in doing so creates an opaque and otherwise 

thoroughly unaccountable power structure within APO. 

 

Issues of Fairness and Completeness of Information 
 

Assuming that this proposal passes, there are a number of questions about fairness, consistency, and how 

this proposal should be implemented. For example: 

● What mechanism ensures that all faculty members who have disciplinary infractions are treated 

fairly under what is proposed? For example, what if two faculty members have similar, and 

independent, disciplinary infractions on their record, and within a similar timeframe. What 

mechanism guarantees that the VPAP provides them with comparable sanctions in terms of M/P? 

For whatever reason, the VPAP could decide to deny one of the faculty members a 

merit/promotion, but grant it to the other? As there is no additional review beyond the VPAP’s 

decision, accountability is wholly lacking. 

● It is completely unclear how long a disciplinary sanction will impact a VPAP’s decision to deny 

M/P: 

○ Could a VPAP deny an M/P action multiple times for the same sanction?  

○ Could a VPAP deny an M/P action due to a much older sanction that exists within a 

faculty member’s disciplinary record?  

○ Are there different levels of sanctions with different levels of punishment? If so, is 

punishment specified in terms of years or M/P requests? Etc.  

○ Is it possible that a sanction could be so egregious that it prevents a faculty member from 

attaining higher rank throughout their career? If so, the presence of such a sanction would 

completely disincentive additional research output, attempts to improve teaching, or 

willingness to perform service.  

● What mechanisms exist to ensure that some semblance of consistency is maintained from one 

VPAP to the next?  

 

There are also general concerns about faculty awareness that the VPAP could leverage the disciplinary 

record to deny an M/P request. For example, faculty will be unaware of this possibility unless The Call is 

updated to make it clear that the VPAP has the right to view and use the disciplinary record in this way. Is 

this proposed structure robust to legal challenges if a faculty member chooses to file a lawsuit? These 

issues need to be thought through thoroughly before this could be implemented.  

 

The BCOE Executive Committee strongly believes that the way in which disciplinary actions impact M/P 

should be enshrined in policy, rather than being a seemingly arbitrary decision left up to one individual. 

The Committee recognizes that this may be difficult, as disciplinary actions vary in terms of levels of 

egregiousness and harm done to impacted members of the campus community. That said, a policy solution 

is without question preferable to creating a concentration of power with no mechanisms for accountability. 

  

The BCOE Executive Committee would also like to point out that having the AVPAR report directly to the 

VPAP goes much further than what is outlined in this proposal. Under this reporting structure, it is almost 

certain that the VPAP would or could become aware of ongoing disciplinary proceedings that have not yet 

been resolved, and there is concern that this knowledge could bias the VPAP’s decision-making; 

disciplinary proceedings should not impact the M/P process until they are resolved, and it seems like the 

elimination of the firewall and/or other guardrails under this proposal increases the likelihood that this 

might happen. 



 

 

 

Another concern is that the flowchart shown in Figure 1 is incomplete. This is perhaps indicative of a more 

general problem with the proposal, which is that it doesn’t clearly separate the proposed reporting structure 

(AVPAR to VPAP) with separate mechanisms to provide the VPAP with access to disciplinary files for 

consideration during M/P. Within the flowchart, the VPAP’s role ends with submission of charges to the 

P&T Committee; however, it is unclear what happens after the P&T Committee deliberates. If the charge is 

upheld, what is reported to the VPAP, when is it reported, and how does it feed back into the VPAP’s role 

in the M/P process? Similarly, what happens if the charge is not upheld? What guarantee does the accused 

faculty member have that the process will not bias the VPAP during the next request for M/P?  

 

In summary, the BCOE Executive Committee believes that disciplinary sanctions should be taken into 

consideration within the M/P process; however, there are a number of questions and concerns about the 

current proposal that should be addressed before it is implemented, to ensure that there is some semblance 

of transparency and accountability. The fact that campus administration has decided to start implementing 

parts of this proposal while it is under review is also troubling, in a far more general sense.  

 



 

November 30, 2020 
 

TO:  Jason E. Stajich, Chair  
 Riverside Division Academic Senate 
 

FROM:  Lucille Chia, Chair   
 CHASS Executive Committee 
 
RE:  Review of the Second-round of the proposal for the Transition of VPAR Role at 

UCR 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

The CHASS EC welcomes this second opportunity to review the role of the transition of the 
VPAR role at UCR. The EC finds the proposal problematic for several reasons. 
 
 1.  Sec. 2 of the Oct. 9 letter from the Interim Provost and the Vice Provost of Academic 
Personnel cum Acting Vice Provost of Administrative Resolution points out that many recent 
issues need greater consideration in the merit and promotion (M/P) review process—issues such 
as “problematic behavior, such as hostile and abusive conduct.” 
 It is not clear, however, why greater consideration of these issues requires the creation of 
an AVPAR position in place of a VPAR. The detailed responses in the Oct. 9 letter to the 
concerns of various Senate committees do not address this question satisfactorily. That none of 
the other UC campuses have a VPAR is not enough reason to create an AVPAR position in place 
of a VPAR.  
 The established institutional location of the VPAR provides the occupant with insulation 
from direct administrative oversight and control in order to ensure neutrality in the assessment of 
charges and thus to maintain confidence of those interacting with the office.  The proposed 
change creating a direct reporting line to senior administration eliminates this insulation and the 
perception of the VPAR’s autonomy without any discernible likely improvement of the 
functioning of the office.  Indeed, interposing an administrator with less formal autonomy from 
the rest of the administration in a quasi-adjudicatory role in the faculty discipline process may 
raise issues of shared governance and consistency with the Divisional Bylaws. 
 Furthermore, the letter describes briefly how other UC’s process allegations of violations 
of the faculty code of conduct (pp. 3-4), but these differences suggest each UC is sufficiently 
different that the letter’s proposal would not necessarily bring UCR closer to other UC’s 
processing of such charges.   
  
  2.  One issue of great concern is the “firewall” between the VPAP and the (A)VPAR. The 
letter notes that “The models at other UC campuses, summarized above, suggest that even in the 
complete absence of a firewall between allegations of faculty code of conduct and the M/P 
process the risk for grievances is manageable.”  

College of Humanities, Arts, and 
Social Sciences 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
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 We do not see in the description of other UC’s procedure an absence of a firewall, 
complete or otherwise. And in any case, is this something UCR should emulate?  
 As for Fig. 1 (letter, p. 6), presumably the “Non-identifiable consultation [of the 
AVPAR] with VPAP” is part of the firewall at the earlier stages of the administrative resolution 
procedure. Members of the CHASS EC, however, agree with the concern voiced by many of the 
Senate committees that the removal of the firewall at later stages may threaten the integrity of the 
M/P process since the VPAP would have knowledge of issues in a given case.  
 
 3.  Making the AVPAR position as an 0.5 FTE appointment (p. 5 of the Oct. 9 letter) 
seems unjustified. It not only leads to the appearance of a demotion in status (especially when 
combined with the proposed reporting structure), it also effectively and materially reduces the 
incentives for the VPAR to commit adequate time to review what are often complex, difficult, 
and highly contentious issues and disputes. The inescapable conclusion is that the proposal seeks 
to secure the same arduous, time-consuming labor for much less cost. 
 Given all the issues noted in Sec. 2 of the letter and the growth of UCR, we cannot be 
certain that “increased [emphasis added] use of early resolution efforts within colleges and 
schools will offload some of the work in administrative resolution.” Indeed, the work for a(n) 
(A)VPAR may increase significantly in the foreseeable future and thus UCR should retain a 1.0 
FTE appointment for this position. 
 
  4.  The reasonably foreseeable consequence of this proposed change, if adopted, is that 
the job of the original VPAR will be done less diligently, less thoroughly, and more slowly.  It is 
also possible that faculty with the requisite skills for this difficult and demanding position will be 
much less likely to serve once they conclude that the modified position is no longer worth the 
time, opportunity costs of reduced research, and stress associated with being in the middle of 
some of the most sensitive and conflictual situations that arise on the UCR campus.  If the 
administration does not think the VPAR does not add sufficient value to the charges process, it 
should eliminate the position entirely before it modifies it in ways that will likely undermine the 
performance and perceptions of the office.   
 
 The proposal compromises the efficacy of and confidence in the VPAR and the process 
of faculty discipline.  It should be abandoned. 
 
 
 

       

   



 
 
23 November 2020 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 

Riverside Division 
 
From: Theodore Garland, Jr., Chair, Executive Committee 

College of Natural and Agricultural Science 
 

Re: Campus Review: Proposal: 2nd Round‐Transition of Vice Provost 
 
The CNAS Executive Committee has no comment on this. 
 
 
Cheers, 

 
 
 



 

 
 

November 20th, 2020 

School of Medicine 
Division of Biomedical Sciences 
Riverside, CA, 92521 

 
To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Jason Stajich, Ph.D., Chair, Academic Senate, UCR Division 

Declan McCole, Ph.D., Chair, Faculty Executive Committee, UCR School of Medicine 

SOM FEC Response to 2ND ROUND-TRANSITION OF VICE PROVOST FOR 

ADMINISTRATIVE RESOLUTION (VPAR) ROLE AT UCR 
 
 Dear Jason,  
 
The SOM Executive Committee reviewed the revisions made in the 2ND ROUND-TRANSITION OF VICE 

PROVOST FOR ADMINISTRATIVE RESOLUTION (VPAR) ROLE AT UCR document. The proposal is well laid and 

the detailed responses to individual committee comments are commendable for their detail. SOM FEC has 

no additional concerns regarding the proposed incorporation of the VPAR roles under the VPAP’s umbrella 

and the creation of a separate AVPAR (0.5 FTE) position, or the principle of linking aspects of 

administrative resolution to the merit and promotions (M/P) review process.   

 

Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Declan F. McCole, Ph.D. 
Chair, Faculty Executive Committee 
School of Medicine 




