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I. INTRODUCTION

1. Constitution of the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Lecturers

This committee was established in June 2006 by Faculty Senate President Gary Neustadter. It includes both tenured faculty and lecturers. Committee members are Janet Flammang (Political Science, Chair), Marc Bousquet (English), Barbara Kelley (Communication), Dan Lewis (Engineering), Roseanne Quinn (English), and Manny Velasquez (Business).

2. Charge to the Committee

a. Four Areas of Interest

Professor Neustadter established the committee in response to interest expressed by some members of the Faculty Senate and by some lecturers in evaluating:   
1. The criteria for and procedure used in the appointment and reappointment of lecturers (including quarterly, annual, or multi-year appointments or reappointments or variations thereof);

2. The compensation of lecturers; 

3. The promotion of lecturers to Senior Lecturer; 

4. A recent amendment to the Faculty Handbook stating that accrual of time toward a sabbatical leave for a Senior Lecturer begins at the time of a person’s appointment as a Senior Lecturer.  

b. Five Action Items

The committee was given five tasks to complete.

1. Identify and describe University practices, including a description of any differences between the practices followed in the College of Arts and Sciences and the Schools of Business, Engineering, and Education, Counseling Psychology, and Pastoral Ministries, or between the practices followed in any departments thereof; 

2. Compare those practices with the practices of an appropriate sample of peer institutions and with any recommended best practices;

3. Evaluate the reasons for and the advantages and disadvantages of those practices, including any reasons for differences between practices followed in the College of Arts and Sciences and the Schools of Business, Engineering, and Education, Counseling Psychology, and Pastoral Ministries, or between practices followed in any departments thereof; 

4. Evaluate the feasibility and the advantages and disadvantages of alternative practices;  

5. Submit a written report of your findings and conclusions, including any recommendations, to the President of the Faculty Senate, the Faculty Senate Council, the Faculty Affairs University Policy Committee, and the Provost.  

3. Major Committee Actions 

a. Establishment of a Website for Transparency and Continuity

Please visit our website: http://www.scu.edu/governance/committees/Committee-on-Lecturers.cfm
for meeting minutes, feedback from faculty, AAUP documents, a history of lecturers at SCU, College of Arts and Sciences lecturer fact sheet and protocols, a Law School Writing Instructors document, English Department documents about lecturers, and complete survey results. 

b. Information Gathering: Discovery of Different Practices Across Campus

Members of the committee met weekly during the 2006-07 academic year. Presenters at our meetings included: 
Carol Giancarlo, then-Associate Dean, School of Education, Counseling Psychology and Pastoral Ministries

Molly McDonald, Assistant Vice President for Human Resources

Craig Flanery and Erika Gubrium, American Association of University Professors

Don Dodson, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs 

Atom Yee, Dean, College of Arts and Sciences

Amy Shachter, Senior Associate Dean, College of Arts and Sciences

Greg Corning, Associate Dean, College of Arts and Sciences

Conchita Serri, then-Director, Office of Affirmative Action

Jacqueline Wender, Assistant Dean, School of Engineering

c. Creation and Administration of Campus-Wide Survey of Lecturers

On Monday April 9, 2007 a SurveyMonkey Survey was sent to approximately 500 lecturers in four categories: Quarterly Part Time Lecturers (300), Academic Year Lecturers (163), Senior Lecturers (25) and Renewable Term Lecturers (9). Responses were received through Monday April 16. Complete results are posted on our website.

d. Comparison with Other Institutions and Recommended Best Practices

We looked at practices at the following institutions: Stanford, Dartmouth, UC Santa Cruz, UC Berkeley, San José State University, and De Anza.

4. Summary of Committee Findings

In recent years there has been a dramatic shift in the employment of faculty in American universities, with decreasing numbers of tenure-track and increasing numbers of non-tenure-track faculty. Nationwide in 1975, the majority of faculty appointments were tenure-stream; by 2003 upwards of 65% were not. Santa Clara is not immune from this trend. In 2006-07, half of the courses in the College of Arts and Sciences and the Leavey School of Business were taught by non-tenure stream faculty. As we move forward to implement a new Core curriculum, we should plan to assess accurately and comprehensively how our need for non-tenure track faculty is likely to increase. In addition, as we discuss the meaning of the teacher-scholar model as part of the WASC accreditation process, we should include clear means of how those non-tenure-track faculty who teach half of our courses will be supported in ways that foster this model.  

Across the university, we have found wide variation in practices regarding non-tenure stream faculty, virtually all of whom are hired as lecturers: Senior Lecturers, Renewable-Term Lecturers, Academic Year Lecturers, and Quarterly-Part Time Lecturers. The main areas we address are appointment and reappointment, compensation and benefits, opportunities for advancement, evaluation, rights and responsibilities, and general job satisfaction. 
We sent our survey to 497 lecturers and 246 responded. This 49% response rate suggests a widespread desire to have a university-wide conversation about issues of concern to lecturers. A majority of respondents think that there should be greater clarity, transparency, and renewability in appointment processes, and greater opportunity for promotion. Most get conflicting signals about expectations for service, scholarship and professional activity. Many are not evaluated on a consistent basis. Further, many feel marginalized when it comes to rights and responsibilities, and the ability to plan from year to year. Many lecturers want to be heard and feel that there is no forum to address their concerns, which often results in lecturers feeling excluded from the SCU faculty community. Our hope is that this report will be a campus-wide point of entry for this vitally important conversation: one that many lecturers have felt that up until this point they have been having on their own.   

Overall, we recommend the following: that the University plan more deliberately for what has clearly been ongoing reliance on non-tenure-track faculty; reform its hiring practices or make the reasons for these practices more transparent; maximize contract renewability when there is persistent need for ongoing lecturer support; improve evaluation processes; budget for lecturers as a group; create a promotional path for non-tenure-track faculty; clarify how non-tenure-track faculty are to embody the teacher-scholar model; and revise compensation practices.  
After a year’s worth of careful study, we believe that these recommendations are feasible short and long term goals in the collective effort to recognize that every faculty member at SCU is a crucial participant in the university’s mission.  Non-tenure track faculty teach many of the Core courses and therefore are often the first faculty contact that entering students have; lecturers frequently introduce students to a variety of academic disciplines and thereby bring students into their chosen majors; and non-tenure track faculty who return year after year bring continuity to both our undergraduate and graduate teaching cohorts.  

Finally, if we have learned anything from our charge, it is that non-tenure track faculty clearly promote, as our Mission Statement outlines, “an educational environment that integrates rigorous inquiry and scholarship, creative imagination, reflective engagement with society, and a commitment to fashioning a more humane and just world.”

This committee would like to thank all of the faculty who took the time to respond to our survey—providing thoughtful comments that have informed our deliberations and recommendations. These comments are excerpted in an appendix to this report. We would also like to thank our on- and off-campus presenters, listed above, who shared their thoughts and data at our meetings.  

II.  DIFFERENT UNIVERSITY PRACTICES

COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES

1.  Background and Context

The College of Arts and Sciences consists of 22 departments and programs. In 2006-2007, it offered approximately 1800 course section equivalents. It employed 186.5 regular faculty and 21 senior lecturers, who together offered 54% of sections. The remaining 46% of sections were offered by contingent faculty. The College employed 93 academic year lecturers (640 sections, 36%) with 6 lecturers at five courses, 17 at six courses, 58 at seven courses, 6 at eight courses and 6 at nine courses. Of the term lecturers, 9 of the 58 seven-course lecturers are renewable term lecturers. An additional 35 lecturers (63 sections; 0.4%) had special appointments of less than 5 courses including 26 private instructors in music and musical theatre. Each quarter in 2006-07, the College hired approximately 53 quarterly part-time lecturers to teach 62 sections (about 186 sections for the academic year; 10%).

Quarterly part-time faculty are appointed each quarter to teach no more than two courses in a quarter and no more than a total of four courses in an academic year. Fixed term lecturers are appointed annually and can have course loads of nine (full-time, 100% FTE), eight, seven, six, or five courses. For the past ten years, academic year lecturers in the College have been fixed term with, typically, one to three year terms. Currently, the College is moving toward a faculty model where fixed term lecturer positions primarily serve as leave, phased-retirement, reduced load, and course release replacements for regular faculty and senior lecturers. Occasionally, a fixed term lecturer position may be authorized due to unplanned vacancies or to address temporary enrollment fluctuations. 

In the fall of 2006, the College began to introduce renewable term lecturer positions to meet persistent programmatic need for faculty. Persistent programmatic need is established by a thorough review of course sections regularly taught by non-continuing faculty that are not the result of leaves (sabbatical, medical, personal, etc.), phased retirements, reduced loads, or course releases (administrative, etc.) associated with regular faculty and senior lecturers. The new renewable term lecturers are appointed annually and have a seven course load (full-time, 100% FTE) unless there is a programmatic need for only a five or six course load. The initial request for renewable term lecturer positions came from the Department of English in the spring of 2005. The College initiated discussions of faculty composition with the department chairs in the fall of 2005 and is continuing these discussions. The Department of English continued to request renewable term positions throughout the 2005-06 academic year. The College obtained authorization from the Provost for a pilot renewable term lecturer implementation plan in April 2006. In consultation with the Provost’s Office, the College identified areas where there was a persistent programmatic need for faculty. Forty-two possible positions were identified in the College including twelve in English.

The implementation of renewable term lecturer positions in the College is a pilot project. The College developed Guidelines for Renewable Term Lecturer Recruitment and Appointment as part of the College Protocols. Beyond the College Guidelines, there are no University policies on renewable term positions. The Faculty Handbook has not been modified to include renewable term lecturer positions. Revisions to the Faculty Handbook would need to move through the appropriate policy processes including the approval of the Faculty Senate and the Board of Trustees.

2. Lecturer Salaries in the College

The University and the College have made a commitment to providing fair and competitive salaries for term lecturers. For 2006-07, there was a 10% increase in the quarterly part-time lecturer salary scale (from $4,500 to $5,000 per course) and a 5% to 7% increase in the 2006-07 fixed term academic year lecturer salary scale. For 2006-07, the average course load for fixed and renewable term lecturers was 6.9 with a maximum of 9 courses per year. The 2006-07 average salary for 5-9 course fixed and renewable term lecturers was $45,200. The seven course salaries in all disciplines for 2005-06 ranged from $40,075 to $45,676 and in 2006-07 ranged from $42,900 to $48,900.

The average course load for the nine faculty in the renewable term positions for 2006-07 academic year was 7.0 and the average salary is $50,800; an average increase of over 10% from their 2005-06 academic year salaries. The 2006-07 hiring range for renewable term lecturers was $48,200 - $51,000. For 2006-07, the hiring range for new assistant professors in the humanities was $52,000 to $59,000 with an average of $56,300. The starting salaries for senior lecturers typically ranged from $56,000 to $60,000 with a three-year average of $59,000.

The College determines salaries using comparison data from three sources:

a. The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) data for average 2005-06 salaries for Master’s Universities by rank for all types of institutions were reported as: Professor ($88,322), Associate ($63,422), Assistant ($53,014), Instructor ($40,284) and Lecturer ($43,573). For church-related institutions, the average salaries were reported as: Professor ($78,379), Associate ($62,208), Assistant ($51,411), Instructor ($41,602) and Lecturer ($45,632). Assuming a 3.5% increase to estimate 2006-07 salaries, the projected overall average for lecturer salaries in 2006-07 would be $45,100 for Master’s Universities. For church-related universities, the projected average salaries would be $47,200.

b. The University of California academic year (9 month) lecturer with potential security of employment and lecturer with security of employment salary range is $42,552 - $114,924. The average salary for all lecturers at UC-Santa Cruz in 2004 was $53,900 (9- 10 mo.; 51 faculty) and at UC-Berkeley was $55,300 (9-10 mo.; 108 faculty).

c. The California State University system 2006-07 salary range for lecturers is $31,900 - $97,800. The CSU average salary for lecturers was $52,078 (fall 2004; 1,670 lecturers) and $54,007 (fall 2005; 1,470 lecturers).

The College compensates Senior Lecturers at the highest rate, followed by Renewable Term Lecturers, Fixed Term Lecturers, and Quarterly Part-Time Lecturers. The 2006-2007 salary range for Senior Lecturers was $60,000 to $96,000 for contracts ranging from six to nine courses. Beginning in 2005-2006, all new Senior Lecturer contracts were issued for seven courses only. The 2006-2007 average per course rate was $8,900, with salaries varying by area (Humanities and Arts, Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences and Mathematics.)  Here are the 2007-2008 compensation rates for other types of lecturers. Salaries vary by experience and area.

2007-2008 Starting Salaries Per Course Rates 

Renewable Term Lecturers


$7,075 to $7,471

Fixed Term Lecturers


Humanities and Arts


$6,300 to $6,700


Social Sciences



$6,500 to $6,900


Natural Sciences and Mathematics
$6,700 to $7,100

Quarterly Part-Time Lecturers 

$5,200 (fixed rate)

2007-2008 Starting Salaries for 7-Course Teaching Load 

Renewable Term Lecturers


$49,400 to $52,300





Fixed Term Lecturers


Humanities and Arts


$44,100 to $46,900


Social Sciences



$45,500 to $48,300


Natural Sciences and Mathematics
$46,900 to $49,700

3. Service Expectations of Lecturers in the College
Many departments in the College routinely require fixed term lecturers to be engaged in service in addition to standard teaching responsibilities (teaching duties include advising). Job postings have included service expectations at the time of hire. Lecturer evaluations have included a review of service contributions as well as teaching. An appointment to senior lecturer requires a record of outstanding service.

4. The Evaluation of Term Lecturers in the College

Consistent with the Faculty Handbook, each department chair is responsible for the departmental evaluation process and evaluation letters. In the College, the lecturer evaluation process and evaluation letters are reviewed by an associate dean. 

Departments establish their own process for evaluation of quarterly part-time faculty with the approval of the dean. 

Fixed term lecturers on two-year terms are evaluated in the first year. One-year, fixed term lecturers and quarterly part-time lecturers are not formally evaluated. Evaluations of fixed term lecturers focus on teaching and include service as appropriate. Since a merit raise system is not used to set fixed term and quarterly salary scales, a numeric weighting scheme has not been established.

According to current College Guidelines, all renewable term lecturers must be evaluated in writing annually during the first six years. The annual evaluation is conducted each fall. After six years and a second decision to renew the position, renewable term lecturers will be evaluated on three year cycles with a decision to renew or not every six years. A merit raise system based on overall evaluations will be used for renewable term lecturers. The weightings used to determine the overall numeric evaluation for renewable term lecturers is teaching (70%), professional activity (15%), and service (15%).

Senior lecturers must be evaluated in writing on a regular basis (3.3 Faculty Handbook). In the College, senior lecturers complete an annual written evaluation for each year of the first three years of their appointment as a senior lecturer and transition to a three-year evaluation cycle.

The evaluation of teaching typically includes a review of numeric and narrative course evaluations, course syllabi, peer visits and reports, number of advises and effectiveness of advising, evidence of student learning from departmental assessment tools such as exit survey responses, and evidence of curriculum innovation, development, and leadership. The evaluation of professional activity would involve a consideration of conference attendance and presentations, occasional publications, and other professional activities. An evaluation of service focuses on a review of department, College, University and professional service that might include regular attendance and constructive participation at faculty meetings or other appropriate department gatherings; various types of committee service; participation in student recruitment and retention activities as deemed appropriate by the department chair or department culture; participation in professional organizations and activities; and community service by virtue of their professional expertise and association with the University.

5.  Senior Lecturers

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

Teaching, professional activity, and service expectations are described in the College Policies and Procedures for Senior Lecturer Appointments (October 2006). Senior lecturers are eligible for sabbatical as specified in the Faculty Handbook. Departmental discretionary budgets include an allocation for Senior Lecturer support.

b. Appointment Procedures

Qualifications for a Senior Lecturer appointment are described in Section 3.1.3.2 of the Faculty Handbook. In the College, the process for appointment begins with an application from the candidate. The Chair verifies with the dean’s office if the candidate is eligible to apply and if resources are available. The candidate provides the department chair with a letter of application and supporting file. The senior faculty of the department review the candidate’s file and meet to discuss it. The chair writes a letter to the dean that summarizes the meeting of senior faculty and recommends for or against appointment. The candidate’s materials and the chair’s letter are forwarded to the dean. The dean reviews these materials and makes a recommendation to the Provost, who makes the final decision. 

6.  Renewable Term Lecturers

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

Faculty with renewable term appointments are expected to be engaged members of the Santa Clara community. The full-time teaching load was set at seven courses to promote such engagement and allow for professional activity (the full-time teaching load for fixed term lecturers without an expectation of professional activity is nine courses). As described in the College Guidelines for Renewable Term Lecturer Recruitment and Appointment (2006), all renewable term lecturers are required to perform specific functions related to teaching, professional activity, and service and will be evaluated in those areas.

Scholarship is not required for renewable term lecturers. However, professional activity should be maintained, including attending professional conferences, presentations at professional conferences, or occasional publications related to the discipline and/or pedagogy. The decision to include professional activity expectations was based on 1) the desire to include elements of the teaching-scholar model in the renewable term lecturer positions, and 2) a response to recent lecturer concerns that professional activity was excluded from evaluations in the past.

Renewable term lecturers are eligible for an annual $500 professional development grant from the College. In the College, new assistant professors starting tenure-track positions in fall of 2006 were granted $3,000 of professional development funds to be spent over the six year probationary period (the equivalent of $500 per year). Departmental discretionary budgets include an allocation for term lecturer support.

b. Appointment Procedures

The dean, weighing persistent programmatic needs and the availability of financial resources, in consultation with the department chair, will authorize renewable term lecturer positions. A rigorous national search must be conducted, typically resulting in three well-qualified candidates to be recommended for an on-campus interview.

7.  Academic Year Lecturers

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

Teaching and service expectations are described in the College Guidelines for Fixed Term Lecturer Recruitment and Appointment (October 2006).

Fixed term lecturers are eligible to apply for professional development grants from the Dean’s Office. Grants of up to $250 are typically available and one grant is allowed per year of employment. Departmental discretionary budgets include an allocation for academic year lecturer support.

b. Appointment Procedures

Fixed term positions will not be re-authorized for more than six years without a review to determine if there is persistent programmatic need such that a renewable term position may be authorized. Fixed term lecturer positions are primarily used as leave, phased retirement, reduced load, and course release replacements for regular faculty and senior lecturers. Occasionally, a fixed-term lecturer may be authorized due to unplanned vacancies in regular faculty lines or to address temporary enrollment fluctuations. 

Each spring, the dean, weighing department needs and the availability of financial resources, in consultation with the department chair, will authorize fixed term lecturer positions specifying course load (9,8,7,6 or 5) and term (1 or 2 years). 

Searches for fixed term lecturers may be regional in focus. Advertisements must be posted on the Human Resources website for at least ten days. 

8.  Quarterly Part-Time Lecturers

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

Teaching expectations are described in the College Policies and Procedures for Quarterly Part-Time Lecturer Recruitment and Appointment (October 2006). 

b. Appointment Procedures

The advertisement for the position must be posted on the Human Resources website for at least ten days. Interviews are conducted at the department level only.

9.  Recommendations

The College supports instating renewable term lecturer positions.
LEAVEY SCHOOL OF BUSINESS
1. Background and Context
The Leavey School of Business operates an undergraduate degree program, and three graduate degree programs.  The graduate level programs consist of a Masters in Business Administration (MBA) program, an Executive Masters in Business Administration (EMBA) program, and a Masters in Information Systems (MIS) program.  No distinction is made among faculty on the basis of whether they teach in the undergraduate or one of the graduate level programs since faculty teaching in the graduate programs can be assigned to teach in the undergraduate program and vice versa.  

All of the Business School’s graduate programs are “year-round” programs, and so must be fully staffed during the summer quarter as well as during the Fall, Winter, and Spring quarters.  This need to staff courses fully during the summer is one of the factors that has increased the need for contingent faculty, particularly during the summer quarter, because tenured and tenure track faculty are compensated on only a nine-month basis.  Although tenured and tenure track faculty are now allowed to count their graduate summer courses as part of their nine-month teaching load, most summer graduate courses continue to be taught by non tenure track faculty. 

For more than ten years, at least one-third of the staffing in the Business School has been handled by non-tenure-track faculty, and the overall percentages over the past five years have been consistently over forty percent and are now nearly fifty percent.

In 2006-2007 there were 66 tenure or tenure track faculty (TTFs), 35 Academic Year Term Faculty (AYFs), and 36 Quarterly Part Time Faculty (QPTs) teaching in the Leavey School of Business.  AYFs consist of those term faculty who teach 5 or more courses and so are considered “full time”; QPTs are term faculty who teach 4 or fewer courses.  The School of Business does not make use of the position of Senior Lecturer as currently described in the Faculty Handbook nor does it make use of the position of Renewable Term Lecturer positions as currently used in the College of Arts and Sciences.  

Of the 35 AYFs, all but one of them was an AYF last year, 29 of them have been AYF for three years, and 24 have been AYF for the past four years.  In addition 5 or 6 lecturers have moved between AYF and QPT positions over the past several years.

a. AACSB Accreditation Requirements and AYF and QPT Faculty

Several faculty policies of the School of Business are driven by the requirements of the Business School’s accreditation agency (AACSB-International).  Two AACSB requirements, in particular, have shaped the school’s faculty  policies: (1) the requirement that at least 75 percent of the teaching faculty be “participating faculty” and so provide some level of service, and (2) the requirement that at least 50 percent be “academically qualified” while at least 90 percent be either “academically qualified” or “professionally qualified.”  These terms are explained below.

“Participating faculty” are TTF and AYF who engage in service activities related to the “teaching mission” of the school such as participating in the governance of the school, in the formulation of its policy decisions and educational directions, engaging in student advising, representing the school on institutional committees, advising student organizations, and other similar service commitments.  Because of requirement (1), AYFs (but not QPTs) are expected to engage in these kinds of service activities; in fact, if the school is to retain its accreditation status it must require AYFs to provide sufficient service to enable them to count as “participating faculty.”

AACSB requirement (2), which is concerned with academic and professional qualification, requires that the school’s faculty (whether TTF, AYF, or QPT) be, and remain, qualified to teach in the areas in which they teach.  To count as “academically qualified” a faculty member, in addition to possessing the appropriate graduate degree—normally a Ph.D.—must maintain an on-going program of scholarly research by maintaining during the previous 5-year period an average score of 5 on the school’s 8-point scale for measuring annual research productivity.  In practice this means that to be “academically qualified” a faculty member must produce each year at least one article that is either published or is presented at an academic conference.  To count as “professionally qualified” a faculty member must have the educational background—normally a minimum of a master’s degree—necessary to understand theory and research within the field in which he/she is teaching, and must be engaged in on-going professional work or on-going professional development activities related to the courses he/she teaches.  In practice, this means that the “professionally qualified” faculty member must, during two of the previous three years, engage in at least 40 hours per year of significant professional work, or professional development activities.  Because of this AACSB requirement, all AYFs and all QPTs (as well as all TTFs) must engage in either research or professional activities.  Most AYFs and QPTs choose to be “professionally qualified” although a substantial number of AYF faculty are “academically qualified.”

b. AYF and QPT Compensation and Benefits

The school of business compensates both AYF and QPT faculty on a per-course basis.  With one or two exceptions (e.g., former TTFs who are now on “phased retirement” and who have relinquished their tenured status and now serve as AYF or QPT faculty are paid about 60% more per course than other AYF or QPT faculty), both AYF and QPT faculty are paid between $5,000 and $6,000 per course, depending on their seniority, their department, their qualifications, and their experience.  As mentioned above, QPT faculty teach 4 or fewer courses a year.  AYFs teach at least 5 courses a year.

In accordance with University H.R. policy, the school of business provides the standard package of benefits to all AYF faculty (but not to QPT faculty) who, since they teach 5 courses, the business school considers to be “full time” faculty.  For this reason term faculty prefer to be at the AYF level and seek to be assigned at least 5 courses a year, although being an AYF carries the added expectation of service that is required by the AACSB.  It is the view of the School of Business that because AYF faculty are provided a package of benefits in addition to the per-course compensation provided to QPTs, these benefits constitute remuneration for the additional service that AYFs (but not QPTs) must provide in accordance with the AACSB requirement. 

2. Academic Year Faculty
As mentioned above, AYFs teach at least five courses a year.  Many teach 6-7 courses, a handful teach 8-9 courses, and two or three teach more than 9 courses.  AYFs are not prohibited from holding jobs outside of Santa Clara University.  AYFs who teach 5-6 courses often also teach at other institutions or have jobs in industry or work as consultants or other professionals.  Some AYFs are recent retirees from business.

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

As noted earlier, during 2006-2007 there were 35 AYFs in the School of Business.  All AYFs teach at least 5 courses a year, not counting the summer quarter.  While some AYFs have an assigned office, the shortage of office space in the School of business means that almost all AYFs must share an office with 1-3 other AYFs.  

AYFs hold office hours, participate in department meetings, and advise students.  AYFs also sit on department and School committees with the exception of the following: School Rank and Tenure Committee, the MBA Leadership Team (which sets policy for the MBA program), and the Undergraduate Leadership Team (which sets policy for the undergraduate program)

AYFs are eligible for any University grants, both grants supporting research and grants supporting teaching.  AYFs are only eligible for Business School grants that pertain to teaching.  Although departmental practices differ a bit, AYFs are generally eligible for departmental travel funds and other travel funds on the same basis as tenure-track faculty.

b. Appointment Procedures

AYF faculty within the School of Business are hired by the appropriate department chair.  The department chair may advertise for the position on the University website, may contact other colleges and universities in the region to see whether they know of any appropriate candidates, may review the unsolicited letters and C.V.s that are sent to the Department by candidates in the region, and—most importantly—will consider whether anyone among the QPT faculty is qualified for the position. The department chair assesses the qualifications of the candidates and determines which of the candidates appears to be most suitable for the position.  Typically, however, a candidate is not considered for an AYF position until after he or she has taught one or more courses at Santa Clara University as a QPT.   Once the department chair has selected a candidate for an AYF position, the chair distributes the candidate’s CV to all the other members of the department (usually by e-mail) and solicits their comments.  If there are no objections, the chair extends an offer to the candidate.  

The offer of an AYF position is an offer for a one year appointment, with the expectation that the candidate will continue to be reappointed as an AYF each year so long as (1) his or her teaching remains above a certain level (above a 4.00 average score in the student evaluations, and provided that the candidate’s syllabi evidence an adequate coverage of the materials), (2) the candidate remains academically or professionally qualified, (3) the candidate continues to “participate in the educational mission” of the School, and (4) there is a continuing programmatic need for his or her teaching services.  That is, so long as these conditions continue to be met, the department chair each year will strive to assign at least five courses to the faculty member (in this respect, continuing AYF faculty have priority over QPT faculty in the assignment of courses).  While the AYF faculty member is not guaranteed more than five courses in a given year, normally the continuing AYF faculty member will be assigned the same number of courses as he or she taught the previous year, although the AYF faculty member can negotiate with the chair to teach more or fewer courses. The department does not undertake a new search for an AYF position so long as the candidate continues to meet the four conditions above and so continues to be reappointed.

c. Evaluation Process

Each year the Department chair provides each AYF a written evaluation of the previous year’s performance.  This letter indicates whether or not the AYF is professionally or academically qualified.  In addition, the letter evaluates the AYF’s teaching performance—based largely on the student evaluation scores—and also evaluates the AYF’s service contributions.  While the AYF’s research record is noted insofar as it contributes to his or her academic qualification, the research is not evaluated.

This annual evaluation is the basis for any merit increases in salary that the AYF will receive the following year.

3.  Quarterly Part-Time Faculty
Quarterly part-time faculty teach 1-4 courses a year.  In the assignment of courses, QPT faculty have the lowest priority, preference being given first to the tenured and tenure-track faculty, then to the AYF faculty, and lastly to the QPT faculty.  QPT faculty typically hold other jobs.  A few teach at other institutions, but most have full time jobs in industry or work as consultants or other professionals.  

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

QPTs are expected to prepare and teach their assigned courses and to hold office hours.  They are assigned an office which they typically share with other part-time faculty.  QPTs are given a mailbox, an e-mail account, and administrative support.

QPTs do not attend department meetings and are not expected to qualify as “participating faculty.” Consequently there are no service expectations for QPT faculty.  However, QPTs are expected to be either academically or professionally qualified.

b. Appointment Procedure

Quarterly part-time faculty are hired at the discretion of the department chair on a course-by-course basis. The department chair may advertise for the position on the University website, may contact other colleges and universities in the region to see whether they know of any appropriate candidates, and may review the unsolicited and solicited teaching requests and CVs that are sent to the Department by candidates in the region.  The department chair selects a suitable candidate and may, but is not required to, solicit the advice of other members of the department. The department chair makes the decision whether or not to hire a candidate to serve as a QPT. Although QPTs are often rehired to teach the same course each year, they are not guaranteed to be rehired. 

c. Evaluation Process
QPTs are not given a written performance evaluation.  However, the department chair will typically go over the QPT’s teaching evaluations together with the QPT, and will discuss strategies for improvement as well as whether his or her teaching performance is at a level sufficient to qualify for reappointment.

3. Distinguished Lecturers
Both AYF and QPT faculty are called “lecturers.”  As noted above, the School of Business does not make use of the position of “Senior Lecturer” as defined in the Faculty Handbook primarily because its terms are perceived as being too restrictive.  However, the School of Business does use the term “Distinguished Lecturer” to designate AYFs who have been AYF for several years and who have exhibited “extraordinary” performance in teaching and/or service.  This is a relatively new designation that is awarded by the Dean on the basis of the AYF’s history of teaching and service.  While the designation is primarily honorific, it also carries some added compensation.  In addition, AYF faculty who exhibit the kind of extraordinary performance that merits the designation of “Distinguished Lecturer” will also receive one of the annual monetary awards that the School confers on all faculty for extraordinary performance in teaching, research, or service.  

4. Recommendations
The School of Business recommends that to the degree possible, the University continue to allow each of the schools to set its own policies regarding term faculty so that policies can be tailored to each School’s particular circumstances.  In the same spirit the School of Business hopes that each of the Schools will continue to be given some flexibility regarding how to interpret any University policies that may exist.

SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING

1. Background and Context

The School of Engineering offers a traditional full-time program for under​graduate students, budgeted to be taught 70% by continuing and 30% by term faculty. The graduate program caters to working professionals, with most graduate classes taught either in the morning from 7-9am, or in the evening 5-7pm or 7-9pm, and is budgeted 25% continuing and 75% term faculty. 

In 2005-06 there were 32 tenure-stream faculty and two senior lecturers that comprised the teaching continuing faculty. Term faculty include seven academic year lecturers on fixed-term appointments, and a large number (96) of QPTs. Typically half of the QPTs teach only one section per year.

Of the 484 graduate and undergraduate course sections taught in the School of Engineering from Fall 2005 through Summer 2006, 213 were taught by continuing faculty, 48 by academic year lecturers, and 223 by QPTs.

Historically, the use of academic year lecturers and senior lecturers in the School has been quite minimal. In some cases, appointment to these positions instead of tenure-stream positions has been driven by the preference of the individual. Their small numbers has not led to the development of salary guidelines based (for example) on years of service or experience. In general, the School positions the salary of academic year lecturers at a level slightly below that of assistant professors. The salary of the two senior lecturers cannot be disclosed in this report without violating their privacy.

2. Comparison of Salaries

The average salaries of faculty positions in the School of Engineering are as follows:

Full Professor
$125,147

Associate Professor
$94,949

Assistant Professor
$81,712

Senior Lecturer
not disclosed
Renewable Term Lecturers
n/a
Academic Year Lecturers
see discussion
Quarterly Part-Time Lecturers
$1,325 per unit

3. Senior Lecturers

In 2005-06 there were two senior lecturers in the School of Engineering. The one senior lecturer position remaining in 2006-07 is held by the chair and only full-time member of the Applied Math department. The previous chair of that department also was also a senior lecturer. The department provides a large number of courses with strong enrollments that support degree programs offered by other departments within the School. Although the department offers a masters degree, the number of majors has always been extremely small, with only three students at the present time.

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

The School assigns the normal teaching load for senior lecturers (specified by the Faculty Handbook) of seven courses per year, but the chair of Applied Math receives a two course reduction because of his administrative duties and a one course reduction because of the School’s dependence on his service on the PhD committee of every PhD student within the School.

b. Appointment Procedures

The School of Engineering follows the appointment procedure for senior lecturers as defined within the Faculty Handbook.

c. Evaluation Process

Every year, the senior lecturer is provided with a written evaluation prepared by the Dean of Engineering. 

d. Compensation Guidelines

Salaries for senior lecturers within the School are set at levels consistent with University budget guidelines determined by benchmark data provided by the Provost’s Office. However, no formal salary guidelines based (for example) on years of service or experience have been established by the School.

4. Renewable Term Lecturers

The School of Engineering currently has no renewable term lecturer positions. The Engineering Deans and Chairs considered the use of such appointments, and decided that although there was no need at the present time, that the School would like to reserve the option of using renewable term positions in the future. 

5. Academic Year Lecturers

In 2005-06 the School of Engineering employed seven academic year lecturers who were all given fixed term appointments. Their standard teaching load is consistent with the University policy of nine courses per year. Most teach somewhat less, however, and are thus appointed on a fractional appointment ranging from 78-89% FTE. 

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

Two types of AYLs have emerged, differentiated according to their responsibilities and privileges, and described in the remainder of this section by the terms “resident” and “non-resident”. In academic year 2006-07, the School of Engineering currently employs two resident and three non-resident AYLs.

Resident AYLs are not otherwise employed, have an assigned office and hold office hours, attend and vote at department meetings, do advising, participate in department and School committees, and are provided funds for professional development. Although there is no expectation of scholarship, some resident AYLs are engaged in research projects and have continuing interests in research.

Non-resident AYLs usually have other employment, are provided the shared use of an office or other space to meet with students, do not attend (or vote) in department meetings, are not expected to do advising or to participate in department or School committees, and are not provided funds for professional development.

b. Appointment Procedures

The School of Engineering follows the standard University procedure described in the Faculty Handbook. The position is advertised (locally) and a departmental search committee is formed to review applications, conduct interviews, and make a hiring recommendation to the chair. Appointments are for terms of one to three years. Contract letters issued by the School do not specify categories of job expectations, such as teaching, service, and professional development or scholarship. Since the School of Engineering uses only fixed term AYLs, there is no reappointment procedure; on expiration of the contract term, the position is reopened and a new search initiated.

c. Evaluation Process

Every year, each AYL is provided with a written evaluation prepared by their department chair, based largely on their teaching performance as measured by student evaluations and personal observation. 

d. Compensation Guidelines

No formal salary guidelines based (for example) on years of service or experience have been established by the School for academic year lecturers. In general, however, their salaries have been set at levels slightly below that of assistant professors.

Although their salaries are funded by the term faculty salary pool which until 2006-07 had not received any merit increase, the School of Engineering has chosen to assign annual merit (and equity) increases to AYLs using the same guidelines that are specified each year for tenure-stream faculty.

6. Quarterly Part-Time Lecturers

There is a pattern of repeat QPTs, many of whom are employed full-time in industry. Since they usually teach early morning and evenings, they have little contact with faculty and staff who typically work between 8am and 5pm. Most QPTs teach highly specialized courses that are offered infrequently, sometimes only once a year.

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

QPTs are expected to prepare and teach their assigned lectures. Although not required to hold office hours, they are asked to make themselves available to students via telephone, email, or other means. QPTs are assigned a mailbox, provided with an email account, a website account, Angel access, and administrative support for their class. Most departments provide limited funds to hire students to grade homework assignments for QPTs.

QPTs are often given considerable freedom regarding textbook selection, but their selection must be approved by the faculty member in charge of the course. When scheduling courses, departments try to accommodate instructor requests for specific days, times, or rooms. However, the ultimate responsibility for scheduling rests with the chair.

QPTs are not assigned an office, but shared space is made available to meet with students if requested. QPTs do not attend department meetings and do not participate in decision making processes. No funds for conferences or professional development are made available to QPTs.

QPTs are expected to pay for their own campus parking permit; fortunately, the School has been able to negotiate a deeply discounted rate.

b. Appointment Procedure

Quarterly part-time lecturers are hired on a course-by-course basis, and are frequently rehired to teach the same course in subsequent terms. Although a few (unsolicited) applications are submitted, generally QPT opportunities are not advertised.  Candidates are expected to have a relevant graduate degree, preferably a PhD. 

When a new QPT is required to teach a course, the faculty member who has oversight responsibility for the course is asked to identify and interview suitable candidates. He or she then makes a recommendation to the chair who determines whether or not to hire. 

c. Evaluation Process

QPTs are evaluated using both the standardized numerical forms and narrative student evaluations. The latter are typed up by the administrative assistant. Both the numerical and narrative evaluations are given to the Chair, the faculty member in charge of the course, and to the instructor. 

Students who express concern about a course are asked to speak first with the instructor, then the faculty member in charge, and if needed, the chair. 

d. Compensation Guidelines

Compensation is based on a fixed rate per unit taught, and is not affected by performance or years of service. In 2005-06 the rate of compensation was $1,325 per unit. After several years of no merit-based increase in the term faculty salary pool, the School received a 10% increase for 2006-07, allowing the per unit rate to be increased to $1,460.

7. Recommendations

There has been some questioning of the need to search every year for lecturers, and the School supports the creation of a reappointment procedure.   

The School of Engineering relies heavily (and expects to continue to rely heavily) on the use of QPTs in the graduate program. Too often, however, procedural rule-based budgetary structures drive decisions that should be based on programmatic and curricular needs, and what is best for students. In general, a greater hiring flexibility is needed with a wider variety of types of appointments. 

The current use of the title “lecturer” connotes reasonable expectations about departmental citizenship that do not necessarily apply to the use of QPTs within Engineering. The title “instructor” may be more appropriate for faculty for whom there are no expectations beyond classroom teaching and office hours (the vast majority of QPTs in Engineering fit this description). 

There should be a way to provide recognition for distinguished performance with the title “distinguished,” even if there is no increase in compensation. 

If QPTs perform services beyond teaching and office hours, they should be compensated for it.  However, the mechanism for assigning activities as course equivalencies for lecturers is not clear.

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, COUNSELING PSYCHOLOGY AND PASTORAL MINISTRIES

1.  Background

There are three units in the School of ECPPM.  Education and Counseling Psychology are departments, and Pastoral Ministries is a program. 

2.  Pastoral Ministries

In the Pastoral Ministries program, courses are taught by Religious Studies faculty and by professionals with quarterly part-time contracts; there are no lecturer or tenure stream lines. In 2006-2007, the program was directed by Father Tom Powers, a lecturer in Religious Studies. Recruitment is by word of mouth, with the same people teaching year after year. Liturgical Music is taught by faculty in the Music Department. 

3.  Senior Lecturers in Counseling Psychology and Education 

In 2006-2007, there was one senior lecturer in each department. The Senior Lecturer in Education, Brother Steve Johnson, had a 9-course contract with 8 courses bought out by the Markkula Center. Only one lecturer has converted to a senior lecturer. 

4.  Lecturers in Counseling Psychology and Education

In 2006-2007 there were seven lecturers in Education and one in Counseling Psychology. One person was hired on a tenure-track line and moved to a lecturer contract.  

a. Responsibilities and Privileges

Most lecturers teach 9 courses. Sometimes, there are not nine courses to give them. All classes in both departments have template syllabi due to state mandated curricula and oversight. Most lecturers attend faculty meetings and provide occasional service; some provide extensive academic advising. Service in Education is often related to working with state documents. In Education, retired school superintendents provide career advising. Research is not an expectation, and most lecturers are not research-active. Professional development support for lecturers varies by department. Lecturers in Education receive support to attend conferences. 

b. Appointment Procedures

Hiring is conducted by word of mouth in the local community. No current lecturer went through a competitive hiring process. Many lecturers were hired in the last 5 years, and most have courses or service in other units.  Lectures have the presumption of renewal of their contracts.   

c. Evaluation Process

Lecturers submit annual Faculty Activities Reports. Education is implementing a course visitation process, and Counseling Psychology encourages such visits. 

d. Compensation Guidelines

Lecturers are paid according to their degrees, years of experience, and placement relative to other lecturers. Salary increases are tied to increases for tenure-stream faculty. 

5. Quarterly Part-Time Faculty in Counseling Psychology and Education

Whenever possible, QPT needs are converted to lecturer lines so that benefits can be provided. QPT ads are not posted and QPT faculty would not support posting ads. 

6.  Recommendations

Lecturers in Counseling Psychology and Education do not speak with one common voice. There has been a lot of discussion about the role of lecturers. Professional development is encouraged, and excellence funds support conference attendance. From an administrative standpoint, then-Associate Dean Carol Giancarlo thought that it would be a good idea to move to renewable-term lecturer contracts. There is some concern that lecturer lines will have an impact on the departments’ ability to secure tenure-stream lines.  Other questions being discussed include: How permeable are the boundaries between tenure-stream and lecturer lines? Can lecturer lines be used as coupons—trading, for example, three lecturer lines for one tenure stream line? In 2006-2006, the departments received tenure-stream lines, but no new lecturer lines. 

Most lecturers in Counseling Psychology and Education have been at SCU for about five years, and most are retired professionals who do not conduct research. Any hiring changes should be grandfathered in, with new rules applying to future positions only. Giancarlo thought that searches would probably, but not necessarily, yield better faculty. Searches would give departments more options, especially with respect to diversity, and she supported posting future searches. 

SCHOOL OF LAW

Following is a description of one type of non-tenure-track employment in the Law School: Legal Analysis, Research and Writing (LARAW) instructors.
1.  Background and Context
Legal Analysis, Research and Writing (LARAW) instructors positions are full time, non-tenure track, non-tenure earning positions. The standards and procedures described below apply to members of the LARAW instructional faculty commencing in academic year 2005-06 and to all full-time LARAW instructional faculty hired after the 2005-06 academic year. Full-time LARAW instructors shall be hired initially on a one-year term contract and will be eligible for a second one-year term contract at the expiration of the initial contract.  A full-time LARAW instructor, in his or her second term contract year, is eligible to apply for a three-year contract.  A LARAW instructor awarded a three-year contract shall be eligible for additional three-year contracts, provided that the LARAW instructor continues to meet the performance standards required for reappointment. Teaching proficiently and effectively in the legal analysis, research and writing curriculum is the principal responsibility of a LARAW instructor, but not necessarily the sole or exclusive responsibility. LARAW instructors are also expected to contribute to the development, operation and implementation of the LARAW program and seek opportunities to contribute to the Law School, the University, and the discipline of legal analysis, research and writing. These performance standards are established and administered by the Dean of the Law School pursuant to provisions of the University Faculty Handbook.

2. Initial Appointment of LARAW Instructors

a. Standards for Initial Appointment 

A candidate for a full-time, one-year, non-tenure track appointment on the LARAW faculty should:  (1) demonstrate the potential for proficiency and effectiveness in teaching legal analysis, research and writing; (2) be committed to teaching legal analysis, research and writing as a profession and to developing and maintaining an effective LARAW program at the Law School; and (3) possess excellent writing, analytical, research and editing skills.
b. Process for Initial Hiring of LARAW Instructors

The LARAW Director shall have primary responsibility for recruiting and screening applicants to fill any vacant full-time positions on the LARAW instructional faculty.  The Director may consult with the LARAW instructional faculty in reviewing candidates for a position on the LARAW instructional faculty.  Initial hiring decisions for new LARAW instructors are ultimately within the Dean’s discretion, with due consideration of the recommendations of the Director and other LARAW instructors.

3. Renewal of Initial One-Year Contracts for Full-Time LARAW Instructors

a. Standards for Renewal of One-Year Term Contracts

A LARAW instructor seeking a renewal of his or her initial one-year term appointment to the LARAW instructional faculty should demonstrate (1) proficiency and effectiveness in teaching the courses in the LARAW program; (2) familiarity with sound principles of legal analysis, research and writing  pedagogy; and (3) a contribution to the development and administration of the LARAW program.  It is contemplated that, under normal circumstances, a LARAW instructor may be appointed to two one-year term contracts before applying for a three-year contract.  Under extraordinary and appropriate circumstances, however, the Dean may, in his or her discretion, permit a LARAW instructor to apply for a third one-year term contract under the same standards as the second one year term contract.

b. Reappointment Application

A LARAW instructor seeking reappointment to a one-year term contract  must submit a memorandum in support of his or her request for reappointment describing the applicant’s work, accomplishments and development during the probationary period, and demonstrating the applicant’s satisfaction of the performance standards set forth above.  The applicant should also submit an appendix of supporting documents with his or her memorandum, including any documents or materials the applicant would like the Dean and Director to consider in reviewing the application, and including but not limited to the following materials:
(1)
A faculty activities report, reflecting the courses taught in the most recent contract period, including the number of students enrolled in each course; describing the service rendered to the Law School; and identifying contributions made to the LARAW Program or to the field of legal analysis, research and writing;

(2) 
 Syllabi for all courses taught during the most recent contract period;

(3) 
Copies of the major research and/or writing problems developed and used by the faculty member, including any associated teaching or evaluation tools, such as a grading sheet or bench brief.  For purposes of these standards, a major writing problem is an assignment requiring five (5) or more pages of written work.

(4) 
For at least one major writing assignment each semester in the most recent contract period, copies of at least two samples of student work, including (1) the best assignment submitted in the class; and (2) an average assignment chosen from the middle-third of the class.  These copies should include both the initial version of the document and the student’s rewrite of the same assignment, with the LARAW instructor’s written evaluation of and/or comments on both the original and rewritten work. 

In addition to the memorandum and supporting appendix of materials, the determination of whether to reappoint a LARAW instructor to another one year term contract will take into consideration (1) official Law School and LARAW program student course evaluation forms; (2) class observation reports by the Director and/or his or her designee, conducted with advance notice to and at a time convenient for the probationary LARAW instructor; and (3) appropriate input from other LARAW instructors, non-LARAW faculty and staff members, and other individuals as the Dean or Director deem appropriate.

c. Reappointment Process for Additional One-Year Contracts
The Dean of the Law School, in consultation with the LARAW Director, shall determine whether LARAW instructors on expiring one-year term contracts shall be reappointed to another one year term contract, based on the above standards. The Director shall evaluate the applicant’s request for reappointment and supporting materials and make a recommendation to the Dean as to whether the applicant meets the requirements for reappointment to another one-year term contract.  The Dean, in consultation with the Director, shall determine whether to grant the request for reappointment. The Director shall establish a timetable for the submission and consideration of requests for reappointment on or before the first day of classes in the fall semester of each academic year. The timetable shall reflect the current, applicable policy for informing non-tenure track faculty of non-reappointment in the Faculty Handbook (see Section 3.5.3.3).

4. Application for Three-Year Contracts for Full-Time LARAW Instructors

a. Standards for Appointment and Reappointment to Three-Year Contracts

A LARAW instructor seeking an appointment to a three-year contract on the LARAW instructional faculty and a non-probationary LARAW instructor seeking reappointment to a three-year contract should demonstrate: (1) proficiency and effectiveness in teaching legal analysis, research, and writing, as described in Section V of this document;  (2) familiarity with current scholarship in the field of legal analysis, research and writings skills and pedagogy; (3) substantial contribution to developing, assessing, and implementing the LARAW program, including success in working constructively and collaboratively with colleagues;  (4) meaningful service to the Law School, as described in Section 6 of this document, to an extent consistent with the primary responsibilities of proficient and effective teaching; and (5) a contribution(s) to the development and improvement of legal analysis, research and writing pedagogy, the field of legal education more generally, and/or the legal profession through legal education and service, as described in Section 7 of this document, to an extent consistent with both the primary responsibilities of proficient and effective teaching.
b. Appointment and Reappointment Application for Three Year Contracts
A LARAW instructor seeking appointment to a three-year contract must submit a Memorandum requesting reappointment and an appendix of supporting documents as described in Section 3b above.  A LARAW instructor seeking reappointment to a three-year contract must submit a Memorandum requesting reappointment and supporting documents including annual performance reviews for the preceding three years and such other materials that the instructor believes relevant to his or her application for reappointment.  For a request for an initial appointment to a three-year contract, the Memorandum and supporting documents should reflect the applicant’s activities for the preceding two year time period; for a request for a reappointment to a three-year contract, the application materials should reflect the applicant’s activities for the expiring three-year period. In addition to the Memorandum and supporting materials, the determination of whether to appoint or reappoint a LARAW instructor to a three-year contract will take into consideration (1) official Law School and LARAW program student course evaluation forms; (2) classroom teaching assessments, conducted with advance notice to and at a time convenient for the applicant, conducted by the Director and/or her designee, and at least one tenured or tenure-track member of the LARAW Reappointment Committee; and (3) appropriate input from other LARAW instructors, law school faculty and staff members, and other individuals as the LARAW Appointment Committee, Dean or Director deem appropriate.

c. Appointment and Reappointment Process for Three-Year Contracts
The Dean shall establish a five-member committee (the LARAW Appointment Committee) responsible for making recommendations regarding appointment of LARAW instructors to an initial three-year contract and reappointment of LARAW instructors to additional three-year contracts. The LARAW Appointment Committee shall be chaired by the LARAW Director, and shall include at least one LARAW instructor other than the Director, at least one tenured or tenure-track faculty member, and two other members to be determined by the Dean. The Director shall establish a timetable for the submission and consideration of requests for reappointment on or before the first day of classes in the fall semester of each academic year.  The Director shall take into account University and School of Law policies and timelines for the appointment of non-tenure track instructional instructors. (See Faculty Handbook Section 3.5.3.3).

The Committee shall evaluate the applicant’s request for reappointment and supporting materials and make a recommendation to the Dean as to whether the applicant meets the requirements for reappointment set forth in this document, in accordance with the schedule established by the Director.  The Dean, in consultation with the Director, shall determine whether to grant the request for reappointment and will notify the applicant of his decision on the request for reappointment as soon as practicable and in compliance with any applicable provisions of the Faculty Handbook.

5.  Teaching Proficiency and Effectiveness

For appointment to both one-year probationary contracts and three-year contracts, proficient and effective teaching is the single most important skill for a full-time LARAW instructor and shall be given substantial weight in determining whether to reappoint a LARAW instructor to either a one-year or three-year contract.  For purposes of Sections 3 and 4 of this document, and as reflected in the standards set forth above, “proficient and effective teaching” includes, but is not limited to, the following: (1)  Development of appropriate goals and objectives for classes, including design and implementation of effective strategies and techniques for achieving those goals and objectives; (2) Creation, development and utilization of professional, pedagogically-sound, rigorous and effective problems, teaching materials and assessment 
tools to achieve course goals; (3)  Familiarity with and competence in employing sound principles of legal analysis, research and writing
 pedagogy and
familiarity with emerging developments in the field; (4)
Classroom teaching skills, including organization, preparation and effective and engaging implementation of class goals and strategies; (5)
Provision of timely and effective written and oral feedback to students on written work submitted for critique, comment or grade; (6) Effective individual conference sessions with students to discuss their progress in the course, the strengths and weaknesses of the student’s work, and strategies for improvement and further development.; (7) Accessibility and responsiveness to students.
6. Contributions to the LARAW Program

A LARAW instructor’s contributions to the development of the LARAW program may include, but are not limited to: (1) Serving on a LARAW faculty committee or contribution to any project or activity related to the assessment, development, or administration of an effective writing, research and analysis program of education at the Law School; (2) Developing problems, exercises or other teaching materials used or adopted by other LARAW instructors; (3) Conducting workshops, presentations or programs for the LARAW instructional faculty related or legal writing pedagogy, legal education or other appropriate field; (4) Meaningful and constructive participation in the collaborative and individual work of developing, assessing, improving and administering the LARAW program; and (5) Adherence to and advancement of the LARAW program, curriculum design, objectives and policies.
7. Service to the Law School 

Service to the Law School may include, but is not limited to: (1)
Serving on a Law School or University committee; (2)  
Attending Law School student and faculty events, activities and meetings; (3)  Coaching or advising a moot court team; (4)  Advising a student on a law review comment or independent study project; (5)  Teaching courses outside of the LARAW curriculum, as appropriate; (6)  Serving as a faculty advisor to a student organization; (7) Developing and teaching new courses or programs; (8)  Attending or conducting Law School and University faculty workshops and professional development programs; (9) Collaborative and/or supportive work or other significant involvement with the Law School’s clinical or specialty programs, ASP program, first-
year orientation, admissions, and/or other academic program or component of the Law School; (10) Working with students, individually or in groups, on preparing writing 
samples, techniques for preparing and taking law school exams or the bar examination, and comparable activities; and (11) Any other activity that enhances the quality of the legal education provided by the law school, supports or assists the work of Law School faculty members, or contributes to the positive reputation of the Law School in the academic and legal communities.

LARAW instructors are not required to engage in any particular service activity on this illustrative list or in any fixed or minimum number of service activities.  However, it is contemplated that, as professional educators, they will participate in academic and professional activities at the Law School. 

8. Contributions to the Fields of Legal Analysis, Research and Writing Pedagogy and the Legal Profession through Legal Education or Service

Contributions or demonstrated commitment to the field of legal analysis, research and writing, legal education pedagogy and the improvement of the legal profession through legal education and service, may include, but are not limited to: (1) Developing problems, exercises or other teaching materials that are used or adopted by legal writing faculty at other law schools; (2) Conducting workshops, presentations or programs relevant to the field of legal analysis, writing or research, either at another law school or a professional conference; (3) Publishing articles, books or other written materials in the field of law; (4) Participating in law or education related professional organizations or activities, including the Legal Writing Institute, Scribes, the ABA Section on Legal Education, the AALS, and state or local bar associations; (5) Representing pro bono clients or consulting work related to or consistent with the social justice and access to justice values of the law school; and (6) Other indications of professional development or achievement that otherwise enhance the reputation of the Law School. As with the illustrative list of activities qualifying as service to the Law School, LARAW instructors are not required to engage in any particular activity on this illustrative list or in any fixed or minimum number of these activities.  However, it is contemplated that they will contribute to the Academy and the legal profession.
III.  PRACTICES AT OTHER UNIVERSITIES 

The committee reviewed the practices and policies pertaining to contingent faculty at several universities, some regional and some more distant. The purpose of the review was to comply with the charge given to this committee that it “compare” Santa Clara practices with the practices of comparable institutions and that it provide examples of “best practices” at those institutions.

Our major comparison schools included four local institutions that are our direct regional competitors for the recruitment and hiring of contingent faculty: San José State University; University of California, Santa Cruz; Stanford University; and De Anza Community College.  We also investigated practices at Loyola Marymount University in Los Angeles, a recognized Jesuit peer institution; the University of California, Berkeley, arguably the leading undergraduate UC institution; and Dartmouth College, a source of helpful feedback to the SCU English department during its recent program review.  We found that many of the practices that this committee would count as “best practices” came from the UC and CSU systems, which, in the former instance, includes a series of recommendations (some adopted, some still being discussed) put forth in a 2004 proposal to the UCSC Academic Senate by a committee much like our own.  In the case of Dartmouth, it reported no consistent policies with regard to contingent faculty.  Rather, most policies are developed on an ad hoc basis, negotiated between departments and deans.  Therefore, their practices are not cited below. In addition, we were not able to obtain any useful information from Loyola Marymount University.
Comparison of Santa Clara University practices to other institutions’ practices

The committee’s review of contingent faculty policies at those institutions it examined found that these policies were significantly heterogeneous.  Each institution the committee reviewed uses different kinds of contingent faculty contracts, searches for and hires contingent faculty in different ways, provides different benefits and resources to contingent faculty, and has different expectations of its contingent faculty. While some of these policies seem to this committee to be more thoughtful and considered than others, there is not a single, uniform practice across the comparison institutions, although some practices are uniform across all campuses of the UC system or across all CSU campuses.  The UC system, the CSU system and the Foothill-De Anza Community college district all operate under faculty unionization. However, the best practices that we identified as potential models, we believe could be adopted at SCU within our own modes of faculty and administrative governance that are similar to Stanford’s.

As a methodology, then, we have sought out those policies and practices at other institutions that we would classify as “best practices” in the hopes of advancing a discussion as to whether such policies could or should be implemented at Santa Clara.  These practices are noted below. (As points of reference, we will refer directly to comparison campuses in parentheses throughout the document.)

Best Practices

The review of contingent faculty policies at other institutions, and within Santa Clara University, uncovered many policies and practices that this committee has identified as “best practices,” in accordance with its charge.  These are practices that seem to this committee to be aligned with the needs of contingent faculty as revealed by this committee’s survey of the faculty, that seem to work well at those institutions that have adopted these practices, and that seem to this committee to be thoughtful and equitable practices.  We found the following to be worthy of consideration:

1. Hiring Practices

The hiring process at some of the institutions we reviewed appears to be less cumbersome and less stressful to faculty than the hiring process used in some departments here at Santa Clara University, where contingent faculty continually reapply for reappointment and have no clear path toward either promotion or job security.  In particular, the best hiring practices are those where:

a) National equal opportunity searches are made when a full-time contingent faculty position is filled for the first time. (Stanford, SJSU, UCSC, UCB)

b) However, after a certain probationary period (ranging from an initial period of one, three, or five years), provided that a contingent faculty member continues to perform above a certain pre-determined level, and provided that programmatic need for the position continues, the contract of the faculty member serving in that position continues to be renewed without any additional national searches. (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU, UCB)

c) Contingent faculty who have met the probationary requirements are eligible to proceed along a specific rank and promotion system. (Stanford, UCSC, UCB)
d) As qualified internal candidates, these faculty are afforded preference toward conversion when a tenure-track line is available in a relevant discipline. (De Anza)
e) The actual hiring and retention decisions are not made by a single person (such as a department chair) but are made collectively by all or a significant portion of the members of the department, often including contingent faculty, and are based on annual written performance reviews. (All campuses.)

f) The hiring process, expectations of the appointment and path toward reappointment and/or security of employment are transparent. (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU)

2. Contracts

The best contractual practices, this committee believes, are those that exhibit flexibility in the kinds of contracts that are granted to contingent faculty, as well as an expectation of renewal or security of employment, given programmatic need, after a certain number of quarters/semesters of employment.  In particular:

a) Contracts for full-time contingent faculty extend typically for one, two, three and sometimes five years, continuing on a renewable basis, depending on program needs and negotiations with the individual contingent faculty member. (Stanford, UCSC, UCB, SJSU)

b) After a period of three years, full-time contingent faculty will have continued employment.  (SJSU)  

c) After six years of employment, full-time contingent faculty have a continuing appointment without an end date. (UCSC)

d) There is a category entitled “Lecturer with Security of Employment,” in which a faculty member may be hired into a full-time, permanent position accorded Academic Senate membership, full benefits, and the opportunity for advancement.  (UCSC) 

3. Advancement

Unlike Santa Clara University, which essentially has a single rank for contingent faculty, other institutions have instituted a step system in which contingent faculty have access to a career and promotion path that recognizes their contributions.  In particular, at institutions with the best practices in this area:

a)   Full and part-time contingent faculty move through a series of steps as their seniority increases and as their performance continues at a predetermined high level. (SJSU, De Anza)

b)   Each step has a higher compensation range and a broader range of privileges. (SJSU, De Anza)

c)   Contingent faculty can be initially hired as “Lecturers with Security of Employment.”  See 2.d above.  (UCSC, UCB)  
d)  After a period of successful teaching, research, and service, full-time contingent faculty become eligible for promotion to Senior Lecturer.  (Stanford, UCB)

e)  For part-time contingent faculty, after a period of three quarters with satisfactory evaluation, the faculty member is assigned a priority numerical ranking that serves as a means of ongoing objective seniority within a department or unit. (De Anza)

4. Evaluation

At Santa Clara University not all departments provide contingent faculty with annual written evaluations.  At institutions with the best practices:

a) Full and part-time contingent faculty are given student evaluations. (All campuses)

b) Full-time contingent faculty are given an annual written evaluation. (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU)

c) Full and part-time contingent faculty are mentored and supported by their departments. (Stanford, UCSC, De Anza)

5. Compensation and Benefits

In most cases, incoming compensation levels for contingent full-time faculty at Santa Clara University appear to be commensurate with compensation at other local universities, except for the case of De Anza College where the compensation is significantly higher.   In addition, other universities provide contingent faculty with step raise increases and additional compensation for any work assignments they are given in addition to the courses they teach.  At universities that embody best practices with respect to compensation and benefits:

a)   Contingent faculty who are expected to engage in service activities on behalf of the university, school, or department (such as committee work, advising, independent study courses, etc.) are remunerated for the time they devote to these activities, or are given compensation through course releases. (Stanford, SJSU, UCB, De Anza)   

b)  Departments that are unable or unwilling to pay remuneration for service work do not require contingent faculty to engage in service activities. (SJSU, De Anza)

c)   There are explicitly defined equivalencies for non-course work, such as advising, etc. (SJSU, De Anza)

d)  Developmental resources are made available to full and part-time contingent faculty for professional development, such as funds to travel to conferences, etc.  (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU, UCB, De Anza) 

 e)  Full and part-time contingent faculty have access to telephone, computer, office space commensurable with the courses they teach. (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU, De Anza)

f)  Post-six year contingent faculty are reviewed for merit increases every three years.  (UCSC)



g)  Upon reappointment to a fourth year of service within the same 

department, the University shall grant a salary increase of at least two steps to any non-tenure-track faculty who has not received a prior within-range salary increase of at least two steps.  (UC)
h) Full-time contingent faculty are offered full salary and benefits along a step scale with advancement that is paid equally to tenure-stream faculty. (SJSU)

i) Full salary and benefits are offered on a step scale with advancement that is paid similarly to tenure-stream faculty.  (De Anza)

6. Participation in University Affairs

Participation in university affairs, including the opportunity to participate in university governance, is an important right for university faculty. At universities that embody best practices:

a) Full-time contingent faculty have at least passive voice in University governance committees. (UCSC, SJSU)

b) Full-time contingent faculty have access to the same grievance procedures as non-contingent faculty, including grievance of termination. (UCSC, SJSU)

c) ​​Part-time contingent faculty elect representatives to serve as voting members in college affairs. (De Anza)

7. Course Load

At Universities that embody best practices:

a) Full-time contingent faculty have course loads comparable to tenure-stream faculty.  (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU)

b) The university commits to a “good faith effort to make core appointments at as a great a percent time as possible and at no less than 50 percent, where there is instructional need.”  (UCSC)

c) Contingent faculty have a specific number of course releases for the service and research that is expected of them.  (UCSC, SJSU)

8. Expectations of Lecturers

At Universities that embody the best practices:

a) Contingent faculty are not expected to carry service burdens for which they are not compensated. (UCSC, SJSU, De Anza)

b) Part-time contingent faculty who do provide service are given stipends as compensation (UCB, De Anza)  

c) Contingent faculty who perform specific service to the department, such as setting up a gallery installation, curriculum development, administrative duties may be given course releases in lieu of compensation.  (Stanford, UCSC, SJSU)

IV. MAJOR FINDINGS FROM THE SURVEY OF LECTURERS

1.  Background and Context

On April 9, 2007 a SurveyMonkey Survey was sent to about 500 lecturers in four categories: Quarterly Part-Time Lecturers (300), Academic Year Lecturers (163), Senior Lecturers (25) and Renewable Term Lecturers (9). Responses were received through April 16. Results and open-ended answers edited for privacy were posted on the committee’s website. The purpose of the survey was to gather information from all lecturers about key themes that had been brought to the attention of this committee: hiring practices, contracts, course loads, compensation and benefits, promotion, evaluation, participation in University affairs, and professional development. The survey was vetted by the Human Subjects Committee and by eight faculty members with expertise in survey research. 
Please refer to the committee’s website to view complete results of this survey: both quantitative and open-ended. http://www.scu.edu/governance/committees/Committee-on-Lecturers.cfm
2. Response Rates

Lecturer Type


Surveys Sent
Surveys Completed
Response Rate

Quarterly-Part Time (QPT)
300

130


43%

Academic Year
(AYL) 

163

89


55%

Senior Lecturers (SL)

25

18


72%

Renewable Term (RTL)

9

9


100%

Totals



497

246


49%

3. Areas of Consensus in Quantitative Results (Percentages in Agreement)
a. Appointment and Reappointment

· There should be an initial competitive search for all AL hires, but subsequent competitive search processes are not necessary if the AYL’s performance is satisfactory. (57% overall, 83% RTL, 70% AYL, 59% SL, 45% QPT)

· The Dean’s Office and my department clearly communicate to me the terms of my contract. (81% overall, 87% QPT, 82% SL, 78% AYL, 56% RTL)

· Wherever possible, multiple QPT appointments should be combined into single full-time positions. (72% overall, 88% RTL, 82% SL, 77% AYL, 65% QPT)

· I favor the concept of renewable contracts for which reappointment requires performance review but not reapplication. (92% overall, 100% RTL, 97% AYL, 88% QPT, 88% SL)

· The continual reapplication and hiring process of AYLs and QPTs wastes department resources. (70% overall, 100% RTL, 84% AYL, 62% SL, 58% QPT)

· The continual reapplication and hiring process of AYLs and QPTs causes uncertainty among students when attempting to register for Fall classes. (59% overall, 100% RTL, 63% SL, 60% AYL, 54% QPT)

· The continual reapplication and hiring process of AYLs and QPTs makes it difficult for departments to finalize their academic year plans. (60% overall, 100% RTL, 70% AYL, 69% SL, 48% QPT) 

· Contracts should be renewable based on individual faculty performance. (95% overall, 100% RTL, 99% AYL, 94% SL, 92% QPT)
b. Opportunities for Promotion

· QPTs should be given preferred consideration for AYL appointments. (74% overall, 89% RTL, 79% QPT, 69% AYL, 50% SL)

· Fixed term AYLs should be given preferred consideration for renewable AYL appointments. (80% overall, 100% RTL, 91% AYL, 78% SL, 69% QPT) 

· I would like the promotional opportunity of seeking a senior lecturer appointment. (73% overall, 100% RTL, 90% AYL, 65% QPT)

· Qualified AYLs should be offered the opportunity to convert to tenure-stream appointments. (74% overall, 89% RTL, 85% AYL, 68% QPT, 47% SL)

· Promotional opportunities should be based solely on individual merit. (89% overall, 100% SL, 93% AYL, 87% QPT, 75% RTL) 

c. Compensation

· Pay scales for all positions should reflect years of relevant experience. (82% overall, 89% AYL, 87% RTL, 76% QPT, 76% SL)

· QPTs should receive reduced parking fees. (84% overall, 100% RTL, 91% QPT, 76% AYL, 64% SL)

· QPTs should receive support for professional development. (72% overall, 87% RTL, 77% AYL, 72% QPT, 48% SL)

· I provide service to the department or to the university that is not compensated. (57% overall, 87% RTL, 64% AYL, 44% SL, 51% QPT)
Within the compensation category, there was widespread disagreement with the following two statements.

· My salary reflects the local cost of living. (70% overall, 87% RTL, 74% AYL, 67% QPT, 58% SL)

· My salary reflects my experience, education, and contributions. (69% overall, 76% AYL, 74% RTL, 65% QPT, 59% SL)

d. Rights and Responsibilities
· I pursue my own research or creative activity or professional development. (90% overall, 100% RTL, 94% SL, 89% AYL, 88% QPT)

· I have created new courses for the department. (61% overall, 100% RTL, 81% SL, 59% AYL, 57% QPT)

· I meet with and mentor students outside of class. (79% overall, 100% RTL, 87% AYL, 87% SL, 71% QPT)

· I receive helpful feedback about my teaching. (78% overall, 76% RTL, 75% AYL, 75% SL, 70% QPT)

· I believe that my quantitative teaching evaluations meet department norms. (84% overall, 94% SL, 89% AYL, 87% RTL, 79% QPT)

· I believe that my qualitative teaching evaluations meet department norms. (84% overall, 100% SL, 90% AYL, 87% RTL, 78% QPT)

e. General Job Satisfaction

· I am satisfied with how my need for office space is met. (57% overall, 93% SL, 76% RTL, 64% AYL, 43% QPT)

· I am satisfied with the administrative support that I receive. (80% overall, 94% SL, 87% AYL, 75% RTL, 74% QPT)

· I am treated with respect by tenure-stream faculty in my department. (78% overall, 82% AYL, 81% SL, 75% QPT, 72% RTL)

· I am treated with respect by College/School and University administrators. (76% overall, 87% SL, 78% QPT, 74% AYL, 50% RTL)

· A recruiter from another institution would be best able to recruit me by offering better pay. (64% overall, 88% RTL, 74% AYL, 58% QPT, 38% SL)

· I have regional ties that motivate me to work here. (90% overall, 100% RTL, 94% SL, 93% QPT, 84% AYL)

· I agree with the University’s mission. (95% overall, 100% SL, 96% AYL, 93% QPT, 86% RTL)

· I feel more like an expendable member of my department than a regular one. (60% overall, 77% AYL, 75% RTL, 61% QPT, 20% SL) 

· The University needs to find more equitable and transparent methods for hiring, promoting and supporting lecturers. (68% overall, 100% RTL, 80% AYL, 63% SL, 57% QPT)   
4.  Open-Ended Survey Responses
Please refer to Appendix A to read a representative selection of open-ended survey responses. Committee members were very impressed by the volume (232), variety and thoughtfulness contained in the open-ended feedback. 
Faculty expressed concerns on many fronts: having to reapply for their positions year after year;  obtaining little feedback about their teaching; receiving confusing messages about eligibility for renewable term lecturer and senior lecturer positions; inability to plan from year to year; lack of compensation for extraordinary service assignments; compensation that did not reflect the cost of living in the Bay Area or match levels at local universities; mystery surrounding the basis of pay increases; unclear messages about expectations for service, scholarship/creative activity, and service; uncertainty about departmental teaching evaluation norms; little opportunity to participate in department meetings, student advising and curricular discussions; and restricted opportunity to obtain multi-year contracts.  
Survey respondents came up with a host of specific suggestions: permanent part-time positions; a QPT priority re-hire list according to seniority and based on performance evaluations; preferential hire for temporary faculty after six quarters of employment; QPT compensation based on years of experience; reduced parking fees for QPTs; course releases for lecturers who direct programs; more support for professional development; higher pay for Humanities faculty and music instructors; university subsidized CalTrain passes; the adoption of the UC salary scale for lecturers; group medical plans for QPTs;  QPT membership in the Faculty Senate; eligibility for university grants; creation of a venue to discuss issues of concern to lecturers; merit pay and cost of living increases; rental assistance; “adjunct professor” title for lecturers with Ph.D.s; security of employment after a fixed period of teaching; mentors for QPTs; and administrative support for evening classes.
V.  RECOMMENDATIONS

INCREASE EQUITABLE TREATMENT ACROSS CAMPUS UNITS 
1.  Establish a Minimum Level of Rights and Privileges

Our examination of non-tenure track faculty policies across the University reveals highly inconsistent practices. In some units, contingent faculty have privileges that are not extended to those in other units, and in some departments they have opportunities and support that are denied to those in other departments.  In some units, they can aspire to sabbatical leaves, while in other units they are denied the opportunity.  In some cases, they are provided with transparent salary criteria, while in others, salaries are set wholly at the discretion of department chairs. Although sometimes justified on the basis of “flexibility” and “special circumstances,” these inconsistencies cannot help but lead to at least the perception of inequitable treatment and feelings of frustration.  
This committee therefore recommends that the Faculty Affairs Committee establish a minimum level of rights and privileges to which all non-tenure-track faculty across the University will have access.  This standard level should include at least the following: (1) a uniform set of benchmark salaries (e.g., UC or CSU lecturer salary scales) that are to be used by all units as the basis for determining full-time lecturer salaries; (2) a set of uniform criteria that all units should use to determine annual salary increases for lecturers; (3) a sabbatical policy that makes sabbaticals available to full-time lecturers in all units on an equal basis; (4) a set of uniform policies regarding the kinds of developmental support that shall be made available to all full-time lecturers; (5) transparent and uniform policies regarding the renewability of full- time lecturer contracts; and (6) a transparent and uniform “career track” for all lecturers in all units.

PLAN FOR RELIANCE ON NON-TENURE-TRACK FACULTY 

2. Collect Longitudinal Data on the Use of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty

The 1999 “Report on Non-Tenure-Track Faculty,” prepared by the Faculty Affairs and Academic Affairs committees contained the following recommendation:

“The Provost’s Office should produce an annual report on the use of non-tenure-track faculty. This report should present the percentages of faculty who are non-tenure-track; the percentage of undergraduate and graduate courses taught by non-tenure-track faculty, by type of appointment (continuing full-time, academic year part-time, and quarterly part-time); and the teaching loads of non-tenure-track faculty. Information should be provided by department and school. This report should be provided to the Faculty Affairs Committee each year.”  

As Don Dodson reported to this committee, these recommended reports were never done. We recommend that the Provost’s Office produce the annual report as described above, analyzing data by gender as well. In 2006-2007, the male/female percentages of faculty with academic year appointments (excluding QPTs) were 61/39. By type of appointment, male/female percentages were 67/33 for Tenured Faculty, 61/39 for Tenure-Track Faculty, 54/46 for Senior Lecturers, 44/56 for Renewable Term Lecturers, 56/44 for Fixed Term Lecturers, and 50/50 for Other Fixed Term Faculty. 

3. Reexamine Persistent Need for Courses Taught by Non-Tenure Stream Faculty

Given that half of the courses in the College of Arts and Sciences and the School of Business are staffed by non-tenure-track faculty, it seems that the persistent need for courses to be offered by contingent faculty has been underestimated by the University. As we move forward with the staffing needs of the New Core, much of which has been taught by non-tenure-stream faculty, we recommend that the Provost provide realistic projections about present and future needs for non-tenure-stream faculty. 

CLARIFY REASONS FOR HIRING PRACTICES

4. Obtain Clarification from the University Attorney about Searches and Implied Renewability

Some university administrators have expressed the view that Santa Clara University interprets EEOC law to mean that, in order to cast the widest possible net for qualified applicants, searches for fixed term faculty positions should be conducted at the end of each term of employment. Further, some have maintained that Santa Clara does not want fixed-term faculty to assume there is “implied renewability” in their contractual status with the University.  We recommend that the University Attorney clarify the University’s position on these two issues: EEOC law necessitating searches at the end of each fixed-term contract, and implied renewability. 

MAXIMIZE RENEWABILITY WHEN THERE IS PERSISTENT NEED

5. Minimize Unnecessary Search Processes

Constant searches are a drain on departmental resources, a hindrance to long-term curricular planning, and a source of needless anxiety for high-performing lecturers wondering if they need to send their resumes to local competitors every year. After an initial competitive search and probationary period (ranging from an initial period of one, three or five years), provided that the faculty member continues to perform above a certain pre-determined level, and provided the programmatic need for the position continues, the contract of the faculty member serving in that position should be renewed without any additional searches. 

6. Replace Vacancies with Equivalent-Term Lecturer Appointments

When there is a vacancy for a known period of time, say for chair course releases or serving as an associate dean, the lecturer replacement should have the equivalent term appointment. This contributes to program continuity and employment stability.  

7. Provide Regular Written Evaluations of Non-Tenure Track Faculty 

Lecturers should be paid the professional courtesy of evaluation by their peers. In addition, promotion is not possible without such evaluation. Not all units provide regular written evaluations of lecturers. We recommend that Deans assure that all chairs follow through with required written evaluations.  

8.  Revise the Faculty Handbook to Include Renewable Term Lecturers 

We support the pilot project in the College of Arts and Sciences and the creation of this new position in the Faculty Handbook. It creates a more stable professoriate, improving morale and facilitating long-term curricular planning. 

BUDGET FOR LECTURERS AS A GROUP

9. Remove Senior Lecturer Lines from the Continuing Faculty Budget

As long as senior lecturer lines are perceived by administrators and chairs as “taking up tenure-track lines,” then this promotional opportunity will be available to lecturers on a capricious basis. Some chairs have expressed the view that lecturers should not be promoted to senior lecturers because it reduces the likelihood of securing tenure-track positions. Other chairs have welcomed the opportunity to support qualified lecturers for promotion to senior lecturer. If senior lecturer lines are budgeted along with other lecturers, then opportunities for lecturer promotion to this position will be more equitable. 

CREATE A TRANSPARENT PROMOTIONAL PATH FOR NON-TENURE-TRACK FACULTY

10. Devise a Clear Promotional Path

There is widespread confusion among term faculty about the nature of their positions and whether they are part of a promotional path. Most contingent faculty want promotional opportunities. Definitions of and relationships between the five kinds of lecturers should be made clear to all lecturers. For example, some departments know that a one-year position is a sabbatical replacement and the need for that position will not continue beyond the year in question. This message should be communicated to the lecturer. Perhaps this position could be called “Visiting Lecturer,” so that expectations are not unfairly raised. In other cases, there is a strong possibility that need for the position will continue beyond one year, so the lecturer may want to devote more time to departmental service. UC and CSU have a position called “Lecturer with Security of Employment” that offers security and promotion without implying tenure.
Here is one possible way to describe this path:

Step 1: QPT






Step 2: 1-Year Lecturer

Step 3: Multi-Year Lecturer

Step 4: Renewable Term Lecturer

Step 5: Senior Lecturer   

11. Give Due Consideration to Lecturers’ Performance When There are “Higher Step” Openings

Lecturers with a proven track record of performance should know that their track record carries great weight in searches for “higher step” lecturer openings. Lecturers need to be acknowledged for their years of high-quality service to the university.   

CLARIFY EXPECTATIONS FOR NON-TENURE-TRACK FACULTY TO EMBODY THE TEACHER-SCHOLAR MODEL

12. Clarify Expectations for Teaching, Scholarship and Professional Activity, and Service

Deans and departments need to spell out standards for quality performance and to inform lecturers about departmental norms. Both the Protocols on Lecturers in the College of Arts and Sciences and the Law School document regarding Legal Analysis, Research and Writing (LARAW) instructors provide good starts in this regard. It is important that lecturers know from the outset what kind and quality of scholarship, professional activity and service are expected not only for their own professional development, but also as they choose how to spend their time with a view to promotion. For example, eligibility for promotion to senior lecturer requires “a record of outstanding service.”

13. Compensate Lecturers for Exceptional Service 

When lecturers are called upon to provide service approximating that of tenure-track faculty, they should be compensated accordingly, with payment or course releases.     

14. Increase Sabbatical Eligibility

We recommend that the WASC process include consideration of research expectations of lecturers as part of its discussion of what the “teaching-scholar model” means for lecturers who now teach about half of all courses in the College of Arts and Sciences and in Business.

If, as both the College of Arts and Sciences and the School of Business are now doing, and as the “teaching-scholar” model seems to imply, increased expectations of scholarship and professional activity are to be placed on lecturers, then they must be given the kind of support that will enable them to meet those expectations.  In particular, the Faculty Affairs Committee needs to revisit sabbatical eligibility for lecturers. We recommend that the Faculty Affairs committee investigate the feasibility of returning to the sabbatical policy in the 1976 Faculty Handbook which stated that all full-time faculty, including lecturers, were eligible for sabbaticals after six years of service.  A brief history of the evolution of this policy from then until now is revealing.

The 1976 Faculty Handbook stated: “After six consecutive years of full-time service at the University, and after six consecutive years of full-time service since a previous sabbatical leave at this University, a faculty member is eligible to apply for a sabbatical leave….”  The Handbook defined faculty as including “Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant Professors, and Instructors, permanent and acting.”

The 1987 Faculty Handbook temporarily restricted sabbatical eligibility to “regular faculty,” which excluded lecturers and senior lecturers. However, a year later the Faculty Senate (May 1988) and the Board of Trustees (January 1989) approved a recommendation that eligibility for sabbatical leave for lecturers and senior lecturers be “restored.”

This expansive policy was reaffirmed in 1996, when the Faculty Senate and the Board of Trustees again voted to allow sabbatical leaves for all “full-time faculty,” including lecturers and senior lecturers, after six years of full-time service. 

It was not until recently, in the late 1990s, that a Faculty Handbook revision committee recommended that sabbaticals be limited to tenured faculty and senior lecturers, to the exclusion of other full-time lecturers.  This newly restrictive policy was inserted into the 2002 Faculty Handbook (3.7.1.1) which stated: “A tenured faculty member or Senior Lecturer who at the beginning of the proposed leave will have completed six years of full-time service since initial appointment or since the beginning of the first academic term following a prior sabbatical leave at this University is eligible to apply for a sabbatical leave.” 

Subsequently, the 2005 edition of the Faculty Handbook, with the approval of the Faculty Senate and the Board of Trustees, lengthened to 15 years the period of “full time service” that a senior lecturer would have to serve in order to be eligible for sabbatical.  The 2005 Handbook stated that a senior lecturer had to have “completed at least 18 quarters of full-time service since initial appointment as Senior Lecturer” to be eligible for a sabbatical leave.  Since to be eligible for an initial appointment as senior lecturer one must have completed 9 years of full time service, this additional 18 quarters implied a period of 15 years of full-time service before eligibility for sabbatical. 

We recommend that in order to advance the teaching scholar model, the University make sabbatical leaves available to all full-time lecturers by adopting a sabbatical policy for full-time lecturers that is comparable to the sabbatical policy for tenured faculty and that returns to the spirit of the policies that were in place until the late 1990s.
REVISE COMPENSATION PRACTICES
15.  Benchmark SCU Lecturer Salaries to UC and CSU Salaries

Lecturer salary policies differ across College/Schools and from department to department in the same unit creating untenable inequities. In addition there are no benchmarks or criteria for setting lecturer policies that are recognized across all University units.  It is not surprising, then, that some lecturers reported that SCU salaries were less attractive than those at UC and De Anza.  Nor is it surprising that salaries are a contentious issue.  In order to remain competitive, and to provide a consistent set of benchmarks, this committee recommends that each unit set lecturer salaries at a level that is commensurate with salaries at comparable units of the UC system, or at a level that is some percentage above the level of comparable units of the CSU system, and that the University provide each unit with sufficient funds to accomplish this. Please see Appendix B for a comparison of Santa Clara lecturer salaries with those at UC, San José State University, and De Anza.  According to a May 2007 contract, CSU faculty salaries are slated to increase by 20% over the next four years. 
16. Provide Lecturers with Annual Salary Increases

Incoming compensation rates for lecturers appear to be commensurate with other local universities; however, unlike our regional competitors, Santa Clara does not have a consistent policy for annual salary increases for lecturers. It is not clear what criteria are used to determine raises. In some years, lecturers receive no raises. In others, it is not clear if the raises are due to cost of living increases or merit. We also recommend that the Provost and Deans communicate clearly and annually to lecturers the basis on which raises (or lack thereof) have been determined.

17.  Provide Professional Development Benefits to Lecturers

Investigate the feasibility of providing further opportunities for non-tenure-track faculty to obtain professional development funds, including university grants and monies to attend conferences and maintain memberships in professional associations. 

18. Reevaluate Compensation of QPTs and Music Instructors  

Investigate the feasibility of paying QPTs and Music Instructors based on years of experience rather than at a flat rate. QPT faculty are deserving of reduced parking fees.
APPENDIX A: SELECTED OPEN-ENDED SURVEY RESPONSES

1. Open-Ended Responses about Appointment and Reappointment
· We should not have to be reapplying for our own positions over and over again. There should be a clear, real employment promotional path that dovetails tenure-stream opportunity.

· Two (full time year-to-year lecturers) colleagues of mine had their own jobs posted on the HR website for SCU and were not told that they were posted. Their total years at SCU are above 20. The process of having to reapply for one's own position, in which one is succeeding greatly, is humiliating, frustrating, degrading and time-consuming for applicant and all of department.

· It would be helpful if we did not need to re-submit applications documents and letters of recommendation each year.

· There doesn't appear to be any negotiating room, no transparency as to what other lecturers receive in compensation, how they were hired, how they are evaluated. The evaluation and compensation processes are a mystery to me.

· There has been essentially no evaluation of my performance since I have been here and it is very difficult to improve without feedback. The interview process provides no feedback on performance and therefore AYLs are not given clear guidelines for improvement from their peers.

· I certainly favor more stability and clarity in the realm of appointment and reappointment. The university seems to have given zero thought to the fact that most of the people in AYL positions really would be helped in performing their duties to know the terms of their employment for the next year prior to June! This causes anxiety, stress, and a general feeling of wretchedness as one ends up applying for equivalently bad, non-tenure track jobs across the bay area just in case the current (extremely demanding) position suddenly disappears for next year. The fact that my chair in April has NO IDEA whether I will be employed next year is really abominable, as it means that I have to apply to teach in one-year positions elsewhere "just in case" and thereby waste their time as well as mine. I can't tell you how wretched this system is! Granted, the regular tenure track market is bad, too, but at least it has the good grace to be more or less clear by late February. Making people wait until June though is inexcusable: I don't think the Deans and Provosts realize that for many AYLs, to not be renewed means that they must go seek not just a new job, but a new profession, and this is quite a burden to carry so late in the year. Every day I fantasize about the opposite scenario: one in which I would know by the time of the annual national job market (January) what will happen to me at SCU if one of the job on the national market is not found. My life would be a lot better, and I would feel less idiotic putting in the long hours I do for a position that I feel is not going to take care of me in the long run, no matter how well I perform....at least knowing what will happen next year would give me room to understand my future a little better

· Requirement to search for new candidates each year in order to reappoint an experienced, well-performing, qualified NTT faculty is unnecessary, wasteful and demeaning. Evaluate each course taught; pay and promotions based on evaluation.

· Departmental and Divisional messages get confused and confusing about the issue of renewable lectureships. Many depts. have consistent and reliable need for lecturers in the same jobs year after year -they should be converted to tenure stream.

· Over the last several years, whether or not positions would continue have been announced later and later in the quarter - i.e. this information was known and searches would begin early in the year, now this does not seem to be

· Non-tenure-track faculty are critical to the operation of this university and many others; hiring and retention procedures that affect them should reflect this fact. In practical terms, that means that the process should be transparent, that salaries should be attractive, that the number of "hoops" to jump through should be reduced, and that such positions should provide reasonable job security.

· We should also consider permanent part time appointments. I do not like that all lecturer positions are now full time. What about part-time lecturers with parental responsibilities who still want job stability and more than one class a quarter?

· My department lags far behind best practices established across the country. The dean's office and the university's policies towards the AYLs in my department have demonstrated their profound disrespect for us as individuals and as a rank. The best AYLs are leaving and will continue to try to leave for better jobs, even though we would rather teach at SCU under improved circumstances, such as transparent processes of appointment, evaluation and promotion.

· Many lecturers on campus also provide other services that are not taken into account for renewal, promotion or compensation purposes. I believe these supporting commitments should be taken into account in rehiring, promotion and compensation.

· The procedure goes beyond "unjust" into the realm of "bizarre." I'm routinely asked to commit to teach specific classes months before I'm actually hired to do so, at which point outsiders are invited to teach the class I've already developed and committed to teach. Of course, if I don't play ball with the powers that be, I won't get my job back. I'm hoping that these archaic labor practices will all come out during WASC this next time around. It's hard to imagine a WASC committee that won't be shocked by what goes on at SCU.

· After teaching many consecutive quarters as QPT instructor I was somewhat dismayed and angered by being asked to submit a full application with college transcripts and outside references for a new course assignment.
· As a QPT, I would like to see a priority re-hire list according to seniority and based on performance evaluations
· Other colleges such as Foothill-De Anza have "preferential rehire" for less than permanent faculty after six quarters. There is also a sliding scale for QPTs, not a flat rate regardless of experience as at SCU.
· If the University changes its policies it should grandfather its arrangements with all teaching personnel.
· I am convinced that the judgment of the chair is a very important factor and that SCU should find a way to protect that subjective judgment.
· I think that quarterly hires should be evaluated every quarter. 
2. Open-Ended Responses about Compensation
· Compensation has not reflected cost of living increases in the Bay Area. AYLs who commute more than 40 miles should be compensated in some way -- particularly with parking. Cost for RT driving for me each trip is @ $20-23, depending upon the cost of gas.

· If the salary stated in the contract is the starting salary, how and when do we know that the starting salary can be increased?

· It would be SIGNIFICANTLY helpful if adjuncts were paid by 1099 rather than as payrolled employee. The tax implications for an adjunct can be considerable. 

· Some colleagues who direct programs are not given course releases; course releases perhaps should be considered when one does extraordinary service. 

· Sometimes I think that when comparing departments there are inequities in amount of hours teaching and in service. Also, how do you balance professional development and give everything to your classes is always a challenge.

· Real hours of service to students, departments, and the SCU community are not often discussed in terms of compensation. The service expectations vary WILDLY from department to department, though compensation is generally similar.

· We are given $500 for professional development, which, although it is a start, cannot cover a conference outside the Bay Area.

· The level of compensation of AYLs varies between colleges and with comparable credentials of education and experience. I'd certainly like to see the Humanities (where I reside) brought up to some parity with not only other departments in A&S but across the board at SCU.

· As a private music instructor, our pay has been pegged artificially low by a percentage formula of a lecturer appointment. This percentage changes year to year. We are all paid exactly the same. Senior Lecturer pay amounts need to be made available to Private Music instructors. Some sort of variable pay structure only makes sense. The base rate of $6000 needs to be higher. I know the State University System (San Jose State, Cal State East Bay) pay substantially higher amounts, and also allow for movement up the pay scale at an individual rate.

· There has been no conversation or discussion regarding compensation for any activities outside of teaching, and the only evaluation is for teaching, not service, professional development, scholarly contributions to the academe, etc. It doesn't matter how many articles in refereed journals I may publish, or how much service I do within my academic associations, I am evaluated on the basis of 2 questions on the student evaluations.

· I teach seven classes a year with 40 students each, plus usually an overload class. Obviously I am doing this so that tenured faculty will not have to teach freshman classes. Does this make me frustrated and even angry? Of course. Do I feel like it is sapping my scholarly energy at a time in my career where I wish some school would invest in me a bit, instead of exploiting me to invest in other people? Yep. Every day I wake up with the sense that I desperately need to publish in order to have any hope of getting out of this position and having a tenure track job. But how can I, as I have between 80 and 120 needy students a quarter? Santa Clara is demanding that we be 150% time teachers, and yet the academic system as a whole demands that we be scholars if we ever hope to escape this system. It feels very much to me like a pyramid scheme. I have my Ph.D., and I've held on for three years and published major articles (I have published more than some senior faculty members), but I know if another year goes by, I will probably be de facto ineligible for a job anywhere else, and no I do not feel that I am being supported as a scholar by the University. SCU did not create this messed-up situation on its own, but I feel that it is also exploiting it.

· I invest twice the hours and received 1/3 of the pay of my corporate job. Role of NTT (non-tenured track) faculty should be considered as an integral complement to the TT faculty and paid accordingly.

· Compensation for AY lecturers is not commensurate with the cost of living in the bay area - particularly since there is no housing allowance like with the tenure track individuals. It makes staying at SCU difficult despite the many other positive attributes this school has to offer as an employer.

· AYL salary should have a merit component at the discretion of the department chair so that outstanding performance is reflected in the salary. The AYL salary scale should have incremental steps for each year of experience, rather than a single jump after a fixed number of years or courses taught. The AYL salary should include compensation for experience not directly related to instruction, but that clearly adds value to teaching, e.g., directly applicable industrial experience.

· All professional development has been on my own nickel. I have been asked to be a student advisor with no additional compensation.

· The 7 course load and the expectations of AYLs that they participate in committee work (not to mention teaching the bulk of the large lecture courses without teaching support) inevitably forces lecturers into a permanent second class status unless they have zero personal life and can somehow manage to continue to publish in hopes of a tenure stream position. Even for tenure stream 6 courses is a ridiculous load given the high expectations of publication the university sets forth. Also being paid 40% less than tenure stream faculty (class by class) is both economically exploitative and demeaning. Finally, do we really want the bulk of freshmen to be taught by underpaid and overworked lecturers? If I were paying the full price of the tuition here, I don't think I would feel I was getting a good deal.

· I say that my salary is comparable only because it compares to a nearby private institution. I recently heard a radio report on public school teachers in the Bay Area, and according to that report, their starting salary is the same as mine. That made me feel that perhaps my salary is not comparable to other post-secondary institutions.

· AYLs who teach full loads of classes are still compensated as part-time employees. This seems inherently unfair and unethical particularly those teaching loads of 7 plus which are equivalent to tenure-track faculty.

· With a masters and over 30 years of experience in my field--with almost 200 publications--with consistently superb teaching evaluations--I make $45,000 a year. I learned the following from a scholar/expert in university employment issues: "According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 2004, the mean wage for Bay Area faculty serving in lecturer ranks was $63,000." So something's out of whack for me, and may well be for others too.

· Once a university makes it explicit that lecturers are expected to engage in research and service activities (as is, I believe, otherwise quite proper) it loses any justification for paying lecturers differently than professors

· If you are going to expect professional development, student advising, committee participation and related non-teaching activities, they should be paid for or the pay scale for teaching should be higher to reflect those activities.

· I am active in several professional associations, but receive limited funding to attend conferences. I have also had to drop several professional associations, because I can not afford the annual dues. I feel I could be making significant contributions at these associations, but am unable to. I feel, though, the department does all it can to support me, financially, and surely personally.

· All faculty regardless of position should have more access to professional development funds. If the university wants teacher-scholars, we need funds to make that happen.

· In a university whose mission is social justice, it is a matter of some urgency that compensation inconsistencies be addressed sooner rather than later.

· The college's new policies about re-bundling the AYL job to include service and professional development do so without fair compensation. They are attempting to extract more value for less pay rather than, as they claim, trying to support our development. If and when I get hired at a public college in the bay area I will be earning 150% of my current salary with equal benefits.

· As an AYL, I currently make 25% less than when I taught at the high school level, and 10% less than when I taught at a community college. The many years I taught at a college preparatory are not factored into my salary as relevant experience. The deans, for some reason, tend to think that teaching 18-year-olds has no bearing on being prepared to teach 19-year-olds. Apparently, pedagogy is only pedagogy when it works in the university's favor. How these deans can claim to pay on a level of comparable institutions is beyond me.

· I received more support for professional development as a graduate student from my department than I do at SCU. This campus rhetorically supports AYL scholarship, but does not back this up with resources.

· SCU might consider providing CalTrain passes as Stanford does for professors and staff that live at a distance to reduce traffic and emissions. There is a tax incentive for the university to provide its employees with passes.
· QPTs should be able to apply for and receive funding on a case-by-case basis if the proposal is worthy. If this is the case I am unaware of it. This is especially true in departments like ours that have such a high percentage of QPTs and depend so much on their expertise.
· QPTs should get cost of living increase and some benefits.
· Hope to reduce the number of students registered in class to be eligible for department sponsoring a grader from 25 students to be 20 students.
· It would be great if QPTs were offered health insurance, or at least the option of 'buying in' to a group plan or something.
· QPTs should get reduced fee parking permits and cafeteria discounts
· Part time lecturers should be allowed to take 1 SCU course per quarter tuition free for purposes of professional development.
· Salary should be on the same scale as the UC system
· It would be nice for part timers to have the option of being included in group medical plans, even if I have to pay for 50% or more out of my pocket.
· Santa Clara has somewhat increased pay for AYLS and three-year people while greatly increasing expectations of teaching load and service. That doesn't seem fair. Again, other colleges offer QPTs free parking. As a QPT with years of experience, I am actually better off financially at Foothill-De Anza and they are only a community college, not a four-year college.
· The American university has to figure out how to employ non-tenure track teachers in more just ways. There is a place for people who want to spend more time on pedagogy and on being present to students than they spend on research. At SCU the notion of cura personalis is very present. QPT and AYL's can work very effectively toward that vision of education so that it is protected and nourished. They are positioned to take up features of legacy of the Jesuit community that will need to be filled as the ordained population shrinks.
· Part time faculty need access to benefits. Of course, health care and health insurance is vitally important. University professors, whether part time, full time, or tenure track should be receiving, proportionally, the exact same benefits. It is shameful for universities, like Santa Clara, to be "out sourcing" to local talent and then making these talented professionals into a second and lower class of faculty.
· I enjoyed teaching a class at SCU but the salary for teaching a single class is not enough to incentivize me. Stanford continuing studies pays $5000/quarter compared to $2900/quarter.
· When you move between categories of employment it's up to you to adjust your behavior. In my opinion the university enjoys more service than it pays for.
· As a QPT lecturer, I find the salary is not commensurate with the teaching work load. As a full-time senior researcher in the industry, this would represent a pay reduction. While I don't expect this to match the industry salary rate, I would think the salary should be somewhat higher than the current rate. Having said that, I do find a lot of satisfaction in teaching.
· Regarding tuition exchange, it would be really helpful if summer teaching would be considered toward teaching the 75% after three years.

3. Open-Ended Responses about Rights and Responsibilities 
· I think if faculty (regardless of rank) want faculty rights they should accept the responsibilities of service (committee work, student advising, etc.). 

· No tenured faculty from my program have visited my classroom, though I've gained a lot from faculty development visits. If senior faculty are to mentor junior faculty, the time spent in this service should be compensated and directly acknowledged. 

· It is difficult to say that lecturers are listened to in discussions of the curriculum when we are not allowed to vote on the new Core--in fact, on the very subjects we teach. This creates the two caste system that is endemic at Santa Clara: lecturers and QPTS become drones who can teach the basic skills of the CORE, but ironically, after teaching large numbers of students a quarter, the rest of the faculty does not see us as invested enough in the University--or capable of making an evaluative decision on the Core.

· While my teaching evaluations are at consistently very high levels, I have no sense that this makes a difference regarding any long-term commitment from the department or the university toward me. I teach well because I'm that sort of teacher, but it would be nice if the university acknowledged my contributions with incremental raises in salary and/or discussions of long-term involvement.

· I would prefer that my departmental responsibilities be reduced. Tenure stream faculty, whose salaries are higher, should be responsible for departmental work outside of teaching.

· Quantitative teaching evaluations are not done by students that I teach. There is no formal evaluation of my performance. No one has ever come and observed my teaching. I do not receive a written evaluation from my chair. 

· I have never been informed of any faculty meetings and not asked for my input on the dept. curriculum. I am unaware of the opportunities to attend Senate meetings, participate in committees. I would definitely like to become more a part of the SCU community at the faculty level. I don't know what the qualitative teaching evaluation norms are in my dept.

· It is difficult to assess what my teaching evaluations mean since I get no feedback on them from the department.

· I'm happy to help do the University's work at every level, but it would be nice to know that there's at least some chance of the university investing in my work. I don't feel that they do at all, even though I like my fellow department members and chair; the problem is that the load is too high, and there is little sense of a future.

· Student evaluations are not evaluated in detail by Administrators. Lots of great insight is lost.

· Why not publicize exactly what dept norms are? Other institutions do. 

· QPTs should be admitted to the Faculty Senate if they work for the University for more than 3 quarters consecutively.

· I have no idea what the "department norms" are for qualitative and quantitative evaluations.

· My classes are always scheduled at a time when the department has its meetings so I have never been able to attend. On student advising: equity in pay is the issue. If AYL were compensated, then I believe it is fair. On constructing new courses, I have been at SCU for two years, and have constructed five new classes, and been asked to construct another. I asked for a year break, before I construct another new course -- just to get these well rendered.

· We are asked to attend meetings and be members of some committees but we do not have vote or influence in the decision making

· I have no idea what the dept. norm is, and no one has taken the time to explain such a norm to me. I wasn't given the results of my quantitative evaluations.

· I have never been asked to advise students. Like everything else, this is an aspect of my job that has never been clearly communicated to me: that is, why have I not been asked when other AYLs have been asked? Like everything else -- whether or not we are able to teach the classes we request, and what the appointment process will be -- this process is mysterious and takes place without consideration of AYLs' discussion of the matter.

· My department decided not to "offer" teaching evaluations to AYLs. Can't be bothered, apparently. This is a department that routinely privileges those who teach in one field over those who teach in another. Only the former are deemed worthy of the tenure track. The latter are not even offered feedback on their pedagogical efforts.

· My department is being jointly built by tenured faculty and AYLs. We AYLs provide more FTE than the tenured faculty, but have relatively little power.

· When I receive course evaluation results they are very helpful, but I only receive these results rarely on a very hit or miss basis. 
· I understand that the senate is for tenured faculty, but considering the huge growth in non-tenured positions (esp. QPTs) some kind of non-tenure/full-time representation would be beneficial.
· Don't know what "department norms" are.
· I have mentored at least one student every year, and all of them have gotten into graduate school. Many I have taken to conferences.
· Why not make the positions more flexible in terms of # of classes so that varying needs can be met? Don't senior lecturers teach less and earn more than term lecturers? How is that fair?
· Over seven years  I have spent enormous amount of time mentoring students. I have not been compensated, or given an appropriate amount of recognition for that. I find that outrageous.
4. Open-Ended Responses about General Job Satisfaction
· I believe lecturers are treated better at SCU than anywhere else I've worked or than anywhere else people I've talked to at conventions say they're treated elsewhere, whether two-year or four-year institutions. 

· This really is a great place to work, giving Lecturers a chance to voice their opinions and making sure that we are not creating a caste system is important for morale.

· Elsewhere in the country, I would probably be tenure-track faculty. The possibility of conversion to tenure will decide whether I can stay at SCU or not.

· I agree with the University's Mission, as it appears on paper. The problem is that it is not carried out; the University is run like a monarchy. Nepotism runs rampant, and certain people are rewarded or punished at will, regardless of the issues of academic freedom.

· Until longer-term prospects for employment in this class (AYL) become part of the SCU culture, morale among Lecturers will be sorely challenged.

· I have been very happy at SCU. Even though I am a seven course lecturer, I still have to take on additional assignments, and work 2 other jobs to make ends meet. Obviously, if my base pay could be increased, it would decrease the chance of burn out, and I wouldn't be struggling so much personally. But I love the students, and I am motivated to work hard for them. I applaud the school for taking the time to ask the lecturers how we are doing.

· The idea of separating freshman teaching from scholarship diminishes everything at the university. Faculty members start to care about the fundamental courses in their field about as much as they do about building maintenance. Students inevitably perceived that their freshman instructor is somehow subordinate. There is less connection between basic instruction and upper division classes. Faculty feel like their only real concern is research, and AYLs feel like their work is not valued. The load of students is simply too high. There is a myth that the required sequence is taught in a "small-group setting". 

· Best gig in the world. I truly love my work and the opportunity offered to me by Santa Clara.

· The current longevity requirement before applying for promotion to senior lecturer (9 years) is too long. A more reasonable length of time would be something like 3 years.

· Other than the academic curse of being a second class citizen in the institution, I love teaching at Santa Clara. I'd like to stay.

· I am in full support of the Jesuit mission. Both of our children have chosen to study at Jesuit Universities. 

· I'm pretty happy in SCU. However, sometimes I feel that as a AYL my voice doesn't really count even though I have been here for many years. I feel we are here just to teach and, if needed, to do more without hardly any compensation

· I love my job very much and respect my colleagues a great deal. I feel supported and respected. The only thing I would appreciate is a bit more money given my experience and expertise in my field.

· The University does excellent work and that is very important to me. The Jesuit mission is key.

· I work here because my spouse is employed in Silicon Valley, and makes enough to support us both. We're here as lecturers because we don't have the opportunity to pursue tenure elsewhere, and SCU exploits that as if the administration has never heard about conscience, compassion or competence.

· I am committed body and soul to this university's mission. My commitment is supported rhetorically by the university community, but not with employment security. I often feel like I am much more committed to the university than it is to me.

· I would welcome the opportunity to teach more and different types of courses.
· I like SCU - I think it is great institution.
· I am Catholic and enjoy 'being' Catholic at SCU as opposed to my having to work at secular colleges where I do not have that experience. My background is good for SCU students; I am able to listen and mentor not only in academics but in regards to their ongoing peer/social pressures of drinking, drugs etc. This allows me great satisfaction in/out of the classroom as I feel I matter both in sound scholarship, and in caring humanity.
· We don't even have a mailbox!
· It would be helpful for adjuncts teaching in evening programs if there was at least one office open during those hours. When problems arise (not frequent admittedly) it would be helpful to have someone to go to, even if just during certain times of the quarter (exams, course evaluations, etc.).
· I'm not aware of any University mission statement.
· My department is a great place to work if one has job security and opportunities to be promoted. The people here are very friendly and respectful. 90% of the tenure-track faculty are willing to give their time and share there interests. Overall, I would love to work here full-time and round the year or minimum 3 quarters every year.
· I love the SCU campus and students. Job security would make the experience here less stressful
· I love the collegiality and inclusiveness of my department. I find evaluations onerous and not very helpful. Sometimes I don't read them because after I've exerted tremendous effort, it stings to be dismissed or unfairly critiqued. Fear of bad student evaluations is a continuing burden especially for a QPT who is essentially graded on them alone, yet often given the most disliked courses.
· SCU administrators have treated me with care, respect and professionalism.
· I would hope, given SCU's mission, that the university will commit to working AGAINST the current American academic tide of outsourcing teaching to non-tenure track and adjunct faculty. So far, I have only seen adjunct faculty increase in my department over the past few years. 
· I enjoyed teaching at SCU but the compensation was not worth the amount of work. Key factors for improving adjunct teaching experience: clear administrative instructions for how to get access to eCampus and email, how to get your class roster, etc. I imagine the other adjunct faculty have day jobs like I do so that I am unable to attend meetings during regular work hours (e.g., with the Dean to discuss teaching improvements).
· Individual senior faculty members can make a lecturer's professional life very difficult. I have been treated very badly by one senior faculty member, yet respectfully by others.
5. Open-Ended Description of Concerns That Should be Addressed
· I think being a senior lecturer has been a perfect position for me. I think the university should try harder to create more senior lecturer and tenure track positions. I have been amazed and disheartened by the waste of time and resources and good will that has resulted from three years of complaints from the contingent faculty, and my sense is that even with all of the changes and support, they are still unhappy. I am also surprised that they did not take advantage of the faculty development money and activities we offered this year -- which seems odd to me. It seems clear that we need to reduce the number of contingent positions.

· Once people reach the level of senior lecturer, there are no more promotion possibilities. I would like to see this changed to a system where upward movement is possible, based on individual performance.

· My concerns are about work load. The university should have clear specifications on how many courses a Senior Lecturer should teach and our salary should not be based on the courses we teach. The university should honor what is written in the Faculty Handbook. Senior Lecturers and Faculty should teach 7 courses and be able to request course release for service.

· The University and departments should work on treating senior lecturers more consistently.

· SCU needs to continue to research hiring practices at benchmark institutions in order to attract the best faculty members possible. Often I feel that the university is behind the times in accepted, equitable hiring and contracting processes. Professional and faculty development support for 3 year lecturers has been outstanding in my 3 years at SCU. The hiring and contracting processes, however, have been unnecessarily messy and debilitating for administrators as well as faculty. Clarity, transparency, clear expectations, a clear vision in terms of attracting and keeping professionally competitive faculty are needed from the administration in this transitional and important time for the university. Renewable lecturers hired by national search need the opportunity to apply for senior lecturer status and conversion to tenure-track positions.

· The conditions for "promotion" to senior lecturer remain very unclear. The "requirements" are fairly clear in terms of years of teaching and expectations of performance and service. The problem is that a candidate may meet the requirements but still be denied promotion. A much clearer policy is needed.

· It's never been clear to me if I'm eligible for a merit pay raise and, if I am, who would make that determination. It's also never been clear to me why I need to reapply for my job every three years, despite stellar peer and student evals. I'm not necessarily saying I disagree with the system, it's just that no one seems to know what the system even is.

· I have to teach too many classes to get by, and that undermines my ability to do research.

· I have a strong record in publication and teaching and have taught undergrad and grad students for over fifteen years, and yet I hold the same rank and compensation as a struggling Ph.D. student who's new to the college classroom. Lecturers at SCU, of whatever professional achievement, are shoe-horned into a category designed to save the university money. This is demeaning and demoralizing. Lecturers at SCU are in a bind: if they want to upgrade their academic performance record through funded research for publication, they're almost always at the bottom of the list for in-house grant support. Several times I was told I could not compete for university grants or, if I could, that I'd lost out since the monies had gone to tenure-stream faculty. Lecturers have to teach a lot in order to make ends meet. More time gets spent in the classroom (including summer sessions) with less possibility of publishing ourselves out of this catch-22. I think we need some honest help from the university with a system of lecturers that matches the overall performance of the person involved rather than a blank classification that admits of no distinctions. Included in this would be more in-house research support for which lecturers, specifically, could compete.

· I like the flexibility that being a lecturer brings. I believe I am a better instructor when I am not weighed down by administrative departmental responsibilities. I think the salary disparity is too great between tenured/tenure stream and lecturers. Either lecturers should be relieved of all administrative duties, or the pay should be increased. But again, all in all, I am happy with the way I have been treated.

· A survey needs to be done comparing pay with other institutions in the Bay area. Currently, we are not paid equally with other schools in the area. In my department, there are not enough full time faculty to spread the administrative work load around. Part time faculty are specifically NOT invited to faculty meetings determining policy and direction of the department. When there are policy changes they rarely filter down to us. The circle needs to widen by listening to the very competent faculty already hired into the department, and by having more tenure level faculty to share the administrative burden. The current 'continuing' faculty do not have broad experience in how other departments operate. 

· It would be nice to convert AYLs to multi-years contracts. The multi-year security will strengthen our ties to the department, the students and the university. In addition it would allow us to finally see SCU as a permanent home.

· I have many concerns but there doesn't seem to be a forum to address them, particularly about job security, evaluation, and compensation. There is no meeting of lecturers within the department or within the school, and conversations with the tenure track faculty involve a conflict of interest. How are tenure-track faculty's teaching evaluated? What is truly confidential on this small campus? Where can we have honest and open conversations about working conditions, job security, etc., without jeopardizing our jobs?

· It is self-evident that all of the universities in the country should simply appoint more tenure-track faculty and not create this abominable system where lecturers are working as if they were tenure track faculty. Lecturers in my opinion should have the same load and salary as faculty members to prevent the university from being tempted to exploit the system. The only difference between faculty members in the tenure-track stream and those not should be the possibility of guaranteed long-term employment with this university. Any other approach cheapens the intellectual life and professional possibilities of all concerned. Santa Clara should adopt this policy, publicize it, and encourage all members of the WASC and AAUP to agree to do the same.

· Inequities in NTT faculty compensation among Colleges and Departments. Having to pay for parking. Need an office where I can speak privately with students. Five in one room is unproductive. 

· I would like to see a higher base salary per course, annual merit increases if warranted by my performance, and COLAs. I already have full medical and dental coverage, so it would seem fair for my SCU income to reflect the fact that I cost the university no premiums on my behalf. I appreciate SCU's assistance in offering subsidized rentals to adjuncts. However, why are adjuncts not eligible for 2-bedroom apartments, as tt faculty are? And why not some help with housing purchases, as for tt faculty, at least for adjuncts who have been teaching here for, say, three or more years?

· My department needs more tenured positions to shoulder the load now carried by non-tenured, non-senior lecturer faculty. Non-tenured, non-senior lecturers are doing the same work as tenured faculty for significantly less pay and job security.

· I am extremely tired of reapplying for a position I have had for more than a decade, and for which I know my department will need me. I have proven myself a valuable member of my department and the university. I believe I should receive a more permanent position here, if I want one. I am not alone in this situation and feel that most of us in this precarious situation should be affirmed and asked to occupy more permanent positions.

· There should be a position of "Adjunct Professor" for lecturers with a Ph.D.

· My concern is the promotion to senior lecturer. I have taught at SCU for many years as a full time lecturer and for the summer program. In addition to providing service work and very time consuming additional assignments for all those years, I managed to be active in research, publishing papers and attending major conferences in order to advance myself professionally. Some sort of promotion to my position is definitely important and rewarding to me. I am now facing another round of application for the one-year position as advertised. I don't know when and how to apply the senior lecturer position. I hope the university procedures to senior lecturer and such promotional opportunity can be easily accessed.

· Over the last several years, whether or not positions would continue have been announced later and later in the quarter - i.e. this information was known and searches would begin early in the year (Jan/Feb), now this information and searches do not get announced until late in the spring quarter (April/May). This puts QPTs and AYLs in precarious positions as to whether to pursue positions at other institutions in good faith or to wait to hear what may happen at SCU with no substantive information on if a position is available and if they are qualified/eligible for renewal. I believe this is one of many factors that continues to add to the problems for non tenure track faculty as well as the departments and students they serve.

· It would be great if the school could help and support finding an inexpensive place near school. It is impossible to rent near school unless you are a full time.

· Housing costs in this area have to be factored in when the university considers employee satisfaction. My hope is that the university can provide more financial or other help for those to whom this is a great burden. 

· Given non-contract service and other non-compensated activities, some AYL faculty can be given the equivalent of tenure with multi-year contract or other confirmation of job safety. Tenure-like processes can be created or tenure-like criteria can be determined. Pay & benefits need not change. Rank need not change. Merely the knowledge that they will have a job next year will have a very large positive impact on morale.

· I am up for renewal and would like to know the factors that will go into a decision about a rehire. For those of us who have many years teaching and highly rated teaching evaluations, and are active in the professional field, I would like to see senior lecturer be offered after six years at SCU. UC Berkeley does not have two categories of lecturers, but does offer "security of employment" after six years -- which is a supportive move. The salary scale should be reexamined and compensated in light of the cost of living in the Bay Area. Parking, for QYL/AYL, particularly those who travel long distances should be compensated. For those of us who are AYL at SCU with some security of employment, and active professionals, it would supportive to have SCU business cards.

· I have to reapply for a job that I do consistently well. Solution: Move toward a de facto renewal or a strong expectation of renewal based on performance. I would like to continue as a contracted part-timer (6 courses a year) but will have to either teach 7 courses or drop to QPT and loss benefits (after reapplying again of course). Both of these options provide undue stress on my family life/responsibilities. I think a 7 course load for instructors is totally unreasonable. Teaching 3 courses in one quarter is inhumane and diminishes students' quality of education. 

· I understand what the administration needs from me--I'm "good value." I supply a need at a low price. That's fine with me. However, I don't have a clue what the department expects, desires, needs from me. The faculty often come across as unfriendly or aloof--there's a specter of entitlement which informs and animates some members more than others. I have reapplied as an AYL, yet I don't even know if there is an interview process like last year's (am I to be interviewed as a new candidate?). I've never known such a hierarchical department--I'm afraid too many tenured faculty are a large part of the problem (they seem to rather enjoy their entitlement, in my opinion). I'd like to teach full time as a lecturer, work on my scholarship; I'm not interested in tenure or a senior lectureship; I'm interested in a secure renewable appointment based on my performance. I do however believe that everyone should have to compete for these positions annually--as many employers know, seniority never fully translates into best value.

· Have fair rates of compensation. Have a structure for secure positions and promotion. Communicate and mentor those through the process. Make sure that people are clear about the requirements and expectations.

· Women faculty at SCU are disproportionately members of the non-tenure stream ranks. This is a situation well within the administration's power to rectify, not by hiring outside people but by promoting inside people. It's a deplorable situation. The fact that the women's faculty group does not acknowledge this (in fact it seems to be in a state of denial about it) and the fact that SCU is misleading future students and their tuition-paying parents about this situation while deliberately not taking steps towards improvement is scandalous. I came here with a very optimistic frame of mind about this university as well as its Jesuit mission. I work here with anything but an optimistic frame of mind with regard to the institution. My excellent teaching is enabled by my ability to relate to my students as entities entirely separate from this institution who have no idea what's going on here in terms of faculty labor. It's not my job to enlighten them or their parents either. The fact that the administration at all levels takes advantage of this and has demonstrated deceit and disrespect in their dealings with me and my peers has caused me to seek employment elsewhere. This is not because "I do not enjoy teaching at Santa Clara" or "it's just not a good fit" or "these jobs are just designed to be temporary anyway." Anyway, I'm just doing what I was told to do before I applied for this job, by the chair who hired me. The chair said in nearly these words, "Well, I hope you applied to Stanford, because we can't offer you any job security here." What would Santa Clara do if the cadre of lecturers exposed the hypocrisy regarding faculty employment that is so deeply entrenched here? I have told my family members and friends not to send their children to Santa Clara, because it is not what is appears to be.

· I understand that [administrator] will not accept anyone becoming a Senior lecturer in [academic unit]. That appears to deny people the chance to receive some benefits that only Senior lecturers can obtain. This policy seems unfair.

· The faculty senate has recently gone out of its way to disenfranchise lecturers by keeping those who teach in the core from voting on the new core. The new provost--who for a very short while was a source of hope--has only served to disappoint. The deans talk in circles about such things as senior lectureships. My senior lecturer application, should I make it that far, will be handed to the deans by an attorney.

· SCU needs to have a transparent process for according appropriate AYLs with some kind of job security. It doesn't have to be tenure, but qualified AYLs should not have to spend so much time and effort worrying about their future. This is needed to be fair to the AYLs but also to build program continuity. I hope WASC identifies this as a challenge for this university, because this is how it looks from my perspective.

· I believe SCU should eliminate QPT positions altogether. I believe QPT positions are unethical and exploitative, because of the low pay, the professional uncertainty, and the lack of critically important benefits, such as retirement and health insurance. SCU should offer, at the barest minimum, one-year, renewable appointments with benefits.
· Opportunities for OPT for accommodating benefits (i.e., student tuition for self or family member by modifying 3 year full-time requirement to 6 QTP, medical, etc.)
· It is very hard for me to plan my schedule from quarter to quarter because of uncertainty in what kind of up coming appointments I will be offered. I would welcome the opportunity to teach more, however the compensation for certain courses is so low that it reduces my teaching of this kind to "hobby" status, because the compensation just pays my expenses and is in no way a "living wage" in Silicon valley today. I teach first and foremost because I enjoy the experience. Also, there are intangible benefits, in that my teaching experience often leads me to new consulting positions. Also, I have had 40 plus years of experience in my field, and teaching provides me a means to "give back" to the young people who are coming up in the field.
· Departments that depend on so many part-time and non-tenured people are at a serious disadvantage. There are short-term financial benefits, but long-term there is lack of departmental stability and curricular cohesiveness, and the students are not well served by the possibility of a faculty "revolving door" policy. How are QPTs supposed to be committed to their student's needs when they are only there "temporarily?" It creates a situation wherein the part-timer is "put upon" to extend themselves administratively and personally to the students and department - leading to resentment. How can you turn down a student's request for additional mentoring, but you do not get anything tangible in return for the time and energy expended. 
· I am retired and teach because I enjoy it and want to give back to the community. The pay is secondary to me however it should cover more of the costs of travel and parking.
· I would be nice to have departmental workshops for all faculty, tenured and lecturers, at least once per year.
· After teaching the same class on a regular basis for 3 or 4 times, I would like to have a commitment to teaching it on an on-going basis.
· I was dropped from spring quarter; I am 'on' the summer schedule. I do a good job but there is always the uncertainty. Where I fully understand the life of an adjunct, and my department (especially the Admin) is better than most places I have worked, I do not have a clue as to future quarters and whether or not I will continue to work. Conversations are nebulous at best; mixed messages. I am appreciated but I would say I think it is because when I am needed they are glad I am there; there is an ethical element to the whole thing that is questionable.
· I would like better communication about the class I teach and what is happening from quarter to quarter. More lead time would be good.
· As a long time adjunct I have taught a variety of subjects within my qualifications. However, it seems that when I do a particular course well I get tasked repeatedly to do that same course over and over. This helps with the "job security" issues, but at the same time it would be enjoyable to have a change now and again (within my skills and competencies of course.)
· Just the uncertainty of the year to year appointment. Would be nice to have multiple year agreement.
· I always feel a little awkward about being part-time, like I'm sort of part of the family but not really. Nothing to be done about that. I'm very happy with the teaching opportunities that SCU provides. I was very pleased that the Dean gathered us recently to discuss things.
· I have loved teaching and I have never argued about the pay/pay scale. In my culture teachers do not negotiate. However, I wish my department recognized and/or rewarded my dedication to work, and my extra efforts by giving me more opportunities to teach. QPT always leaves you wondering what's going to happen next.
· QPTs are almost invisible, are the east fairly evaluated, and have no security at all. I'd like to see each QPT be assigned a mentor in the dept. to help him/her learn of resources and be supported. I think continually applying for the same position is demeaning. We don't get more value from a constant flow of un-oriented people. I fully believe deans, chairs, provosts, etc. at SCU are good and well-intentioned people but some of their actions can have disastrous consequences in the economic lives of lecturers. 
· The University gave me an academic title which was the primary reason I took a cut in pay and accepted the position. Then an administrator took the title away and required participation in a national search. Later another administrator restored title and promised that the title was permanent, only to be subsequently overruled by another administrator, who took it away again. This is not in keeping with the SCU's ideals.
· My position is insecure. I have no idea if I will be teaching here next year. So, I have started looking elsewhere to be sure I have work every quarter.
· I feel like getting support is difficult after hours when I need it most. I don't feel like anyone cares about the effort I put into my class other than my students. When I walk around the department, it seems bare and lifeless. I have offered to assist several professors in research at no cost to them. Only one of their students took me up on the offer. I was expecting a better reception that that. What kind of academic/research institution is that? I also forwarded an academic opportunity to faculty only to be told it wasn't a priority. This needs to change, faculty must be more proactive when opportunities walk in the door.
· There is no interaction or communication between QPT lecturers and the department chair. This lack of communication prevents discussions on how to improve quality of teaching or to allow the QPT lecturers to be more actively engaged with the school and the department.
APPENDIX B: COMPARISON OF SALARY RANGES FOR LECTURERS
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Note: Salaries reflect different academic year periods: Foothill /De Anza (2004-05); CSU and Engineering (2005-06); UC, Business, and A&S Senior Lecturers (2006-07); and A&S AYLs and Renewable Term Lecturers (2007-08).
