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Annual Report, 2015-16 

 
To the Academic Senate, Santa Cruz Division: 
 
The Committee on Faculty Welfare (CFW) met bi-weekly throughout the academic year; members 
also represented CFW on several other Senate and campus committees—the Transportation 
Advisory Committee (TAC), the Committee on Emeriti Relations (CER), Senate Executive 
Committee (SEC), and the University Committee on Faculty Welfare (UCFW). 
 
CFW’s work in 2015-16 focused attention on developments both on campus and systemwide with 
regards to issues affecting faculty welfare and faculty quality of life.  CFW presented reports at 
both the winter and spring Senate meetings intended to keep faculty updated on the issues of 
healthcare, faculty salaries, childcare, and housing.  New developments, CFW recommendations, 
and future committee priorities are described herein. 
 
Healthcare  
In April 2016 UCOP Human Resources announced the selection of Anthem Blue Cross, as the 
medical claims administrator and network provider for the following plans: UC Care, Health 
Savings Plan, Core, Medicare PPO, Medicare PPO without Prescription Drugs, and High Option 
Supplement to Medicare.  In addition, behavioral health benefits for the non-Medicare plans (UC 
Care, Core and, Health Savings Plan) will be integrated back into the health plan under Anthem.  
These benefits were previously administered by Optum.  The pharmacy benefits for these plans 
will be carved out and continue to be administered by OptumRx.  The change in administration is 
effective January 1, 2017.  
 
The impact of the new administration on provider networks and plan design is expected to be 
minimal. However, CFW will continue to monitor any new developments, and highlight the 
importance of employee access to both the Palo Alto Medical Foundation (PAMF) and Physicians 
Medical Group (PMG) local provider groups.  Both of these groups currently accept a number of 
Anthem plans and, barring any unforeseen issues during renegotiations of contracts, this should 
hold for 2017-18.  UC Care is continuing efforts to add an HMO option in the not too distant 
future, all of which CFW will continue to monitor closely in 2016-17. 
 
Faculty Salaries 
During the winter Academic Senate meeting, the Committee on Faculty Welfare reported on a 
cursory analysis of campus salaries across ranks relative to other UC campuses.0F

1 This was based 
on a UC wide salary database spanning the years 2010-2014. In spring, the committee carried out 
a more detailed analysis of a campus salary database spanning a 10 year period (2005-2015), the 
initial results of which are discussed below.  During the spring, the chair of CFW also consulted 
with the chairs of CAAD and CAP on issues of salary equity. 
   
With the quantitative analyses, CFW examined two aspects of faculty salaries; 1) overall medians 
across ranks and steps relative to UC, including an assessment of off-scales, as this is the primary 

                                                            
1 Committee on Faculty Welfare Faculty Salary Analysis, January 29, 2016 
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sources of discrepancies in salaries between campuses, and 2) how off-scale salary as a function 
of years of service has evolved at UCSC over the last 10 years. 
 
The purpose of examining medians and off-scales across campuses was to reevaluate the 
effectiveness of the Special Salary Practice or “Merit Boost Plan” initiated in 2008-09 to bring 
UCSC faculty salaries in line with our peer UC institutions. From Figure 1: Median Salaries for 
All UC Campuses, it is evident that UCSC still slightly lags UCSB, UCSD and UCI, the other 
coastal campuses that, 
historically, define our most 
immediate comparison 
class. It is also worth noting 
that both UCLA and UCB 
are also coastal/city 
campuses, with cost of 
living similar to Santa Cruz, 
but with medians much 
higher than UCSC. 

Figure 1: Median Salaries for All UC Campuses (2014). Solid lines 
show the median salary for each campus and the dotted line 
represents the median value for all ranks together. 

 
In Figure 2, we compare the off-scale amounts at UCSC to the five closest campuses. To avoid 
skewing the results, we exclude UCLA and UCB as outliers on the high end, and also UCM 
because of its comparatively small sample size. 
 
At the Assistant Professor rank, the UCSC median off-scale is comparable to UCI, but significantly 
behind those of UCSB and UCSD (the differences with UCSD are most significant at steps 2, 3, 
and 4). Compared to the off-scales for all ranks and steps (aggregated for the nine UC campuses) 
shown in Figure 3, our medians are below at several steps, Assistant Professor level 2 having one 
of the largest discrepancies (UCSC = $12,050, UCSB = $13,355, UCSD = $21,300). This is of 
special note as this is the introductory level for most new hires; few are made at Assistant Professor 
1. 
 
At the Associate Professor ranks, UCSC off-scales lag behind UCI, UCSB, and UCSD, with the 
largest discrepancy at Associate Professor step 1 (UCSC = $6,650, UCI = $9,700 , UCSB = 
$10,100 , UCSD = $16,450). This pattern holds in comparison with the system-wide median.  
 
At the Professor rank, UCSC median off-scales are between $5K and $10K lower than UCSB and 
UCSD -- see, for instance, the differences in off-scales for steps 1, 2, and 6. 
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Figure 2: Boxplots of off-scales for all ranks and steps at six UC campuses (UCB, UCLA, and UCM are 
excluded)  
 
The median off-scale amounts aggregated across all 9 campuses are shown in figure 3. Here the 
overall median values are relatively flat, but with greater spread in the higher ranks. In comparing 
these values with those for UCSC from Figure 2 the difference in these higher ranks is clear: the 
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UCSC values remain flat across ranks while the overall UC trend is for larger off-scales at the 
higher ranks. 
 
In summary, UCSC still lags behind the overall UC median and our immediate comparison class, 
the coastal campuses (UCI, UCSB, 
UCSD). The Merit Boost program has 
helped reduce discrepancies in off-
scales at the Assistant professor ranks, 
whereas at higher ranks, off-scales 
have improved, but still lag behind 
those of comparison campuses.  
  
The second analysis was designed to 
better understand salary compression 
on campus using historical salary data 
spanning 10 years at UCSC. Because 
the on-scales have remained constant, 
to maintain salary competitiveness 
while preserving the significance of 
rank and step, the off-scales have 
steadily increased. This has become a 
necessity during recruitment as the 
base on-scale assistant professor 
salaries have not been competitive for 
years. Indeed, in 2015 the salaries of all 
assistant professors with less than 7 
years of service are off-scale by more than 
$10k. This has contributed to moderate salary 
compression and inversion, particularly in the associate professor and lower full professor ranks.  
Similarly, retention cases are also likely contributing to compression and inversion.  

Figure 3: Box plots of off-scales for all ranks and steps 
in 2014 (aggregated for the nine UC campuses) 
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Figure 4. Off scale salary in dollars by years of service for the last 10 years, every other year 
plotted. The red line is a linear regression line fitted to the data. 
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UCSC Faculty Salary Competitiveness Report 
In fall 2015, the Committee on Faculty Welfare was informed by Academic Personnel staff that 
the Academic Personnel Office (APO) is no longer producing its annual UCSC Salary 
Competitiveness Report as they no longer have access to the Office of the President’s (UCOP) full 
salary data warehouse and because CFW does a similar salary analysis each year. To the 
committee’s knowledge, the last Salary Competitiveness Report was drafted in 2012.  In spring 
2016, CFW wrote to Campus Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor (CP/EVC) Galloway and 
Associate Vice Chancellor (AVC) Pamela Peterson to formally request that the 
administration/APO resume its analysis and drafting of this critical report1F

2. 
  
CFW has done its own faculty salary analysis using various methodologies in recent years.  
However, these Senate reports and analysis are intended to accompany or augment the 
administration’s analysis, not replace it entirely.  Administrative analysis of faculty salaries and 
the comparison of UCSC salaries to our sister campuses is absolutely critical in the periodic 
evaluation of the Special Salary Practice or “Merit Boost Program,” which was created in 2008 to 
bring the UCSC salary median up to that of the systemwide median, and should be on the routine 
business calendar of the Academic Personnel Office.  The analysis and conclusions generated by 
the report provide insight into whether the special salary practice is working and/or if it needs to 
be revised, and along with Academic Senate analysis and recommendations, will guide the 
administration’s decision making regarding faculty salaries and overall faculty welfare on campus. 
  
CFW’s understanding is that the former APO Faculty Salary Competitiveness Report was based 
on UCOP data that is no longer be available.  However, the data that CFW was able to obtain this 
past year appears to be sufficiently detailed to evaluate various metrics including salary and 
promotion growth, compression and inversion, and overall salary median comparisons with sister 
campuses.  In the interest of shared governance, it seems appropriate that both the administration 
and the Senate continue to perform an analysis of UCSC faculty salaries each year so that we may 
collaborate together to ensure and protect the overall welfare of our faculty.  CFW requested that 
the administration/APO resume it’s drafting of the UCSC Salary Competitiveness Report in 2016-
17. 
 
In response to this request, on August 19, 2016, CFW was informed by Associate Vice Chancellor 
Pamela Peterson that the APO will produce a new version of the annual faculty salary 
competitiveness report using available data2F

3.  The first report is expected to be completed by the 
end of September 2016.   
 
UCOP New Building Funding Model 
During consultations in 2015-16 with CP/EVC Alison Galloway (April 14, 2016) and Vice 
Chancellor of Business and Administrative Services (VCBS) Sarah Latham (May 26, 2016), CFW 
was pleased to hear that the mandate to increase enrollment and accept additional students in fall 
2016-17 has sparked UCOP interest in the development of alternative funding models for UC 
building projects - notably partnership with third party developers and the possibility of 
systemwide building contracts. CP/EVC Galloway reported that the Office of the President 

                                                            
2 Zachos to Galloway and Peterson, 6/09/16, Re: Administrative/APO Annual Faculty Salary Competitiveness 
Report 
3 Peterson to Zachos, 8/19/16, Re: Annual Faculty Salary Competitiveness Report 
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(UCOP) will now allow campuses to go out to bid for several projects at a time to encourage 
contractors (vetted by the President) to bid for more years of continuous building, and allow the 
campus to move forward with several projects at a time.  One of the challenges of building an 
employee child care center and faculty housing in the past has been the limited debt capacity and 
the limit of the campus working on one project at a time.  The new model could potentially enable 
the campus to quickly expand student housing, while also providing an opportunity to enlarge the 
existing student child care center to include employee child care, and possibly initiate the second 
phase of Ranch View Terrace employee housing (RVT2) within the campus’s debt capacity. This 
year, CFW strongly recommended that UC Santa Cruz take advantage of this new opportunity, 
which would serve multiple campus constituents and strengthen the mission of the campus using 
a multi-pronged approach. 
 
As discussed in several consultations with campus administrators in the past, enlarging the current 
student child care center appears to be the best and most viable option for UCSC employee child 
care.  Assuming expanding the footprint of the existing center is feasible, CFW feels that the costs 
of this option should be explored, as it may cost less than constructing a new building.  However, 
before appropriating additional funds to explore another child care option, it must be clear that the 
ability to piggy-back projects other than those that increase bed space onto other projects is 
permissible under the new financing and construction model.  CFW representatives are planning 
to meet with VCBAS Latham periodically during the summer as the details for this new building 
model are being solidified by a committee of which VCBAS Latham is a member at the Office of 
the President.  It is of the utmost importance to CFW, that UCSC have a clear understanding of 
what is allowable under this new building model, and that employee childcare and housing needs 
are included as construction plans based on this model are developed.  CFW will continue to 
consult with VCBAS Latham, and the next CP/EVC to ensure that employee child care and faculty 
housing remain a priority for our campus, and that CFW/Senate involvement occur at the 
beginning stages of development. 
 
Child Care 
CFW focused much attention in 2015-16 to the topic of child care. UC Santa Cruz continues to be 
the only UC campus that does not offer a child care program for faculty and staff, which is a 
concern given the new cohort of junior faculty expected in the next 7-10 years due to increased 
rates of retirement turnover and rebenching FTE.  There is a long documented history of employee 
child care at UCSC and recommendations for moving forward which have not yet materialized.  
This history may be found in the February 3, 2015 CFW Senate Report.3F

4  Members agree that 
employee child care would contribute to recruitment and retention, and could potentially help 
address equity concerns on our campus, particularly in a climate of continuing deterioration of 
UCSC faculty total remuneration and the rising cost of living in Santa Cruz.  
 
At the winter Academic Senate meeting on February 12, 2016, CFW reported that the UC matching 
grant offer by UCOP as authorized by President Atkinson in 2001, providing up to $1.25 million 
as a matching one time allocation for creating a dedicated child care facility for each campus is 
still available. In April 2015, CP/EVC Galloway consulted with CFW on child care and stated an 
intention of taking the remaining $730k of the original campus funds set aside for child care and 
                                                            
4 Committee on Faculty Welfare, A Brief History of Employee Child Care at UCSC and Recommendations for 
Moving Forward, February 4, 2015 
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using it to build a pool in order to take advantage of the UCOP matching funds offer.  CP/EVC 
Galloway estimated that once established, it would take roughly $250k/year to run an employee 
child care facility and noted that she was prepared to provide this support.  As a response in its 
post consultation memo to the CP/EVC4F

5, CFW agreed with this plan and recommended that 
starting in 2015-16, $250k be added to this child care pool each year in order to build the pool and 
take advantage of the UCOP funds available to secure employee child care facilities.  The 
committee unfortunately did not receive a response to this recommendation. 
 
At the end of academic year 2014-15, CP/EVC Allison Galloway informed CFW that she had 
appointed Vice Chancellor of Business and Administrative Services (VCBAS) Sarah Latham as 
the campus point person for Child Care.  However, in a later consultation with VCBAS Latham 
on November 19, 2015, VCBAS Latham clarified that she is not a campus point person for 
childcare, but that she had been charged with the single task of managing a committee of staff in 
May 2015 in the form of a Faculty and Staff Child Care Services Model Analysis Team that was 
charged with providing a technical analysis of two models for providing access to child care for 
UCSC campus faculty and staff: 1) a reimbursement model analysis and, 2) a contract-for-service 
model. Latham informed CFW that once the committee had completed its work, her charge and 
role regarding child care was complete.   
 
The results from the Child Care Services Model Analysis Team were provided to the Academic 
Senate in October 2015 for review and comment.  In its formal response to the Faculty and Staff 
Child Care Services Model Analysis Team report, the committee recommended that an on-campus 
center be pursued, but would support securing off-campus options if an on-campus site was 
deemed cost prohibitive.  The committee further noted its concern that the analysis team did not 
contain a faculty representative, and recommended that all future analysis and deliberations 
regarding employee child care include both Senate and “at large” faculty representation so that the 
final decision may be made with full consideration of the needs and benefits of all campus 
constituents. 
 
CFW was originally pleased to see the administration taking active steps towards securing child 
care for campus employees.  However, the committee raised concerns about the analysis team 
report findings not being further pursued due to liability concerns, an apparent lack of resources, 
and a lack of will attributed to child care not being on the official list of campus priorities.  These 
concerns were later confirmed during the consultation with CP/EVC Galloway on April 14, 2016.   
In the winter and spring quarters, CFW considered how it could change its strategic direction to 
encourage the campus to move forward with securing employee childcare for current employees 
and the incoming new faculty cohort.  With news of the UCOP new building funding model, CFW 
has committed to being pro-active in the finalizing of new building funding model details at UCOP 
by requesting that VCBAS Latham (who is representing the UCSC campus during these UCOP 
discussions) meet with representatives from CFW and perhaps other Senate committees during 
summer 2016.  CFW’s goal is to ensure that the option to include projects other than those that 
increase beds on campus is included in the final roll out of the new building funding plan.  
Committee members agree that utilizing the new building model, along with the UCOP matching 
grant, is realistically the best way to move forward with securing an employee child care facility 
under the current debt capacity.  CFW looks to next year’s committee to determine how to 
                                                            
5 Zachos to Galloway, Re: CFW 4/02/15 Post Consultation, May 14, 2015 
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collaborate with other Senate committees to make employee child care an established priority for 
the campus. 
 
Housing 
In 2015-16, CFW focused on three main questions with regard to housing:  

1) How can the campus start building Ranch View Terrace Phase II? 
2) How does College Housing and Educational Services (CHES) establish the Housing 

program percent increase? 
3) How can the campus assist faculty partners in finding local employment? 

 
With low turnover, rising costs of living in Santa Cruz, and a large expected new faculty cohort in 
the next 7-10 years, this year CFW determined that increasing employee housing inventory was 
essential.  The committee further determined that the easiest way to do so would be to move 
forward with the plans to build the second phase of Ranch View Terrace (RVT2).  The main 
challenge for building RVT2 is finding the capital to start building.  CFW will pursue the UCOP 
new building funding model aggressively in summer 2016 and academic year 2016-17, with the 
hope that the new funding model will enable the campus to break ground on RVT2 in the next 2-
3 years.  
 
This year the CFW Housing Subcommittee had several productive consultations and discussions 
with Colleges, Housing, and Educational Services (CHES) staff and worked with directly with 
Steve Houser, Director of Capital Planning and Employee Housing to improve the transparency of 
the Re-Pricing program and clarify the need for Re-Pricing increases in the annual UCSC 
Employee Housing Re-Pricing Program Recommendation packets.  As a result of these 
collaborative discussions, CFW was pleased to find that this year’s proposal included additional 
graphs on program inventory and revenue, and housing costs vs. new hire monthly income that 
will assist all levels of review of this proposal.  However, the committee noted that the factors used 
to determine the need and level of an increase were still not clearly stated in the recommendation.   
 
Last year, CFW questioned the formula used to calculate proposed percent increases and were 
informed by Director Houser that there was not a clear cut formula, but that many factors and 
trends affect the need for an increase.  This year, CFW recommended approval of the 2016-2017 
proposed increase (~1.5%), which is in line with the current Consumer Price Index (CPI) and 
program expenses, but requested that a spreadsheet be included in future Re-Pricing program 
recommendation packets that lists all possible factors (such as hiring trends, waitlists, unsold units, 
construction costs, housing dues, etc.) ranked by weight for each year, and includes a brief 
explanation for why they are important.  Although this year’s proposal increase was modest, 
members agreed that inclusion of this spreadsheet would have shed light on how the percent 
increase was determined and would have greatly assisted reviewers in the assessment of this 
proposal.  Also, for a more realistic market comparison, CFW recommended it its formal response, 
that homes within a 10 mile radius of campus be included in computing the median home price, 
not just the upper West Side.  
 
The Housing Re-Pricing Program Recommendation for 2016-17 emphasized the use of Low 
Interest Option Supplemental Home Loan Program (LIO-SHLP) loans to increase unit turnover 
and assist faculty in purchasing homes off campus.  Although this may have been a realistic 
solution in the early days of the program, the LIO-SHLP program is now rarely used for reasons 
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that remain unclear, and so listing this as a viable “solution” is somewhat of a misrepresentation. 
With the large new faculty cohort that is expected in the next 7-10 years, CFW’s response to the 
CP/EVC emphasized not only the need to increase campus housing inventory (e.g. break ground 
on Ranch View Terrace II), but the need for the CHES to consider additional ways to encourage 
unit turnover other than the LIO-SHLP program.   
 
CFW sincerely appreciates Director Houser and the Faculty and Staff Housing Office’s 
willingness to work with the committee in recent years to improve the Housing Re-pricing 
Program Recommendation process and increase the overall transparency of the program.  The 
committee looks forward to future collaboration with Director Houser and CHES.   
 
On-campus housing is an important asset for attracting and retaining exceptional faculty, 
enhancing overall faculty welfare, and ensuring a high quality of life.  Considering the recent 
increases in off-campus housing prices, sufficient housing inventory needs to be maintained if we 
hope to remain a vibrant research and teaching community.  Current campus housing waitlists are 
getting longer, suggesting that the present inventory is may not be adequate so the campus must 
develop a plan to increase our housing inventory (i.e. RVT 2).  CFW will continue to assess the 
housing program, and provide recommendations as required.  
 
Partner Hire Resources 
In 2015-16, CFW identified partner employment as an issue that could have a significant positive 
impact on household incomes and improve the recruitment and retention of faculty on the UCSC 
campus; however, there is currently little help on campus in this regard.  With the goal of 
increasing spousal/partner employment and increasing the confidence of prospective faculty in 
relocating their families to Santa Cruz, CFW sent a program proposal to the CP/EVC for the 
creation of a list of UCSC faculty and their partners, who can provide general information 
regarding the local job market in varying fields of expertise.  The committee recommended that 
this list be broadened to include contacts from across the divisions so that it may be used as a 
campus wide resource, and a tool for recruitment and retention.  Further, the committee 
recommended this tool to be a centrally supported and managed resource in order to preserve its 
longevity and increase accessibility and usage across the divisions.  Unfortunately, the committee 
has not yet received an official response to the proposal from the CP/EVC. 
 
Retirement  
A major change in the retirement benefit has been enacted as part of the 2015-2016 Budget 
agreement between the University, the Governor, and the Legislature. In return for a $436 million 
contribution to the University of California Retirement Plan (UCRP) over the next three years, the 
University was required to implement a new pension tier within UCRP for employees hired on or 
after July 1, 2016. To save costs, the pension would have a cap on the amount of covered 
compensation (CCL) that can be used in calculating retirement income that matches the State 
retirement plans Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act (PEPRA) legislation ($117,020).  Despite 
serious concerns raised by the Academic Senate about the impact on recruitment and retention of 
quality faculty, UCOP accepted the agreement and moved forward with designing and 
implementing the third tier retirement plan. 
 
The impact of the capped retirement plan will be significant for those future employees whose 
salaries rise above this cap, most of which will be faculty.  To address this, President Napolitano 
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appointed a task force to develop options for plans that would support the University in remaining 
competitive enough to recruit and retain high quality employees and ensure the financial stability 
of UCRP. With feedback from the Academic Senate, the task force developed multiple options for 
retirement, two of which were selected to be implemented by July 1.  The first known as Pension 
Choice, is a hybrid defined benefit and contribution plan, provides a defined benefit on eligible 
pay up to the PEPRA cap of $117k.  This is supplemented by a 401k style account that initiates on 
the date of hire.  The investments in the pension are managed by the university, while those in the 
supplement are managed by the employee. The second option, Savings Choice, is more or less a 
401k style plan with mandatory contributions matched by UC accumulating in a tax-deferred 
retirement account managed by the employee.  The employee (7%) and university (8%) 
contributions to each plan are essentially the same. However, an additional 5% is contributed by 
the university to the supplement DC in Pension choice at the date of hire.  This was provided to 
bring the benefit value closer to that of the Tier 2 retirement plan.   
 
Choice of plans depends on a number of factors, but for most UC ladder rank faculty, Pension 
choice is the recommended option because of the reduced risk.  There are clear rules about the 
ability to switch from one plan to the other that employees need to be aware of.   Given the 
importance of such a choice, over the spring UCFW worked with HR to develop tutorials on the 
plans and factors to consider in selecting an option.  The tutorials and guides can be found on the 
HR retirement benefits website.  There are also consultants that can be contacted by email or phone 
to discuss the options. 
 
The long-term impact of the changes in the retirement benefits on the quality of faculty at UC 
campuses is of great concern.  The overall values of the new plans depends largely on the starting 
salary, rate of increase, and years of service. With optimistic assumptions of a 7.25% rate of return 
on the supplemental DC investments, and conversion to a fixed annuity of 4.75% at retirement, at 
30 years of service the income replaced generally falls below that of the Tier 2 plan.  Obviously, 
the income replaced could be higher or lower depending on market performance. However, the 
higher the salary, the larger the discrepancy. For those who reach the PEPRA cap quickly, that is 
highly meritorious faculty, the retirement benefit justification to remain at UC is diminished.  In 
the worse cases, a reduced benefit will effectively lower the total remuneration for faculty, and 
thus have to be compensated for with higher salaries in order to compete for outstanding faculty.  
Some campuses, UC Los Angeles and UC Berkeley for example, might have sufficient resources 
(i.e. large endowments) to offer competitive salaries with larger off scales, whereas campuses such 
as UC Santa Cruz will be limited.  Without the resources to provide a substantial boost in base 
salaries, it is likely that UCSC’s ability to competitively hire and retain faculty will be 
disproportionately compromised by the reduction in retirement benefits.  Further, with the 30% 
expected retirement and new faculty cohort in the next 7-10 years, CFW is concerned how an 
overall lower total remuneration for our campus will impact our ability to competitively hire the 
top faculty.  The campus will need to consider how other benefits might help offset the reduction 
in retirement.  These are issues CFW will need to continue to monitor and address next year and 
well into the future. 
 
Transportation and Parking 
In fall 2015, the Advisory Committee on Campus Transportation and Parking (ACCTP) was 
created to review policies, plans, capital improvement projects, transportation, parking, and 
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circulation programs and services for the UCSC main campus, 2300 Delaware Avenue, and the 
Coastal Science Campus.  The primary objective of the committee is to recommend a sustainable 
funding model that ensures adequate support of programs, services, and infrastructure to provide 
access to campus-owned facilities.5F

6   The committee advises on annual updates to the 10-Year 
Parking Plan and 5-Year Transit Plan, and associated fees and fare proposals. Committee 
membership, headed by VCBAS Sarah Lathan, includes Senate faculty representatives from CFW, 
the Committee on Planning and Budget (CPB), and a faculty member at-large.  CFW participation 
on this committee has greatly enhanced the overall transparency of TAPS programs and the 
operating budget, and has assisted the committee in making more informed recommendations 
regarding programs, and fee and fare proposals.     
 
During its meeting of March 31, 2016, the CFW reviewed the Transportation and Parking Services 
(TAPS) 3 Year Fee and Fare Proposal.  CPB also reviewed the proposal and provided comments 
and feedback to the Chancellor.  Overall, the committee was disappointed to see that little had 
changed from the original fare and fee increase proposed in May 2015, which was criticized by 
the Academic Senate and that recommendations for improvements made by the Senate were not 
addressed.  However, in an effort to move forward and prevent further increase of the TAPS deficit, 
CFW approved the proposed 2016-17 fare and fee increases with a few conditions.   
 
The committee’s response raised concerns about the effects of the proposed increases (~5%/year) 
possibly having a negative impact on revenue and increasing the deficit.  CFW recommended that 
the possible effects of the increases be thoroughly researched before the fare and fee increases are 
placed into effect.  Second, the list of guiding principles generated by TAPS this year focuses 
solely on finances and budgetary transparency.  CFW recommended that improvements be made 
to TAPS guiding principles to include service and welfare concerns, and that these improvements 
be made through an active collaboration between the ACCTP, TAPS, and CFW.   The committee 
determined that the absence of service and employee welfare in the guiding principles negates the 
fact that Transportation and Parking exists to provide a service to the campus.  Third, CFW’s 
response noted that TAPS must continue to look to internal improvements to remedy and improve 
the unit’s budget before future increases to fares and fees are proposed.  
 
This year, the ACCTP meeting schedule extended into summer 2016. Summer meetings 
unfortunately clash with the research and travel schedules of many faculty, and make it difficult 
for faculty representatives to attend.  CFW has requested that faculty schedules are taken into 
account when future ACCTP meeting schedules are set. 
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