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May 7, 2012 
 
We thank Chair Anderson and Vice Chair Powell for the background paper they have prepared for the 
May 8, 2012 University Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction (UCRJ) hearing. Their cover letter lays out a 
number of the important questions that serve as part of the organizing basis for their background paper. 
We are concerned however, that some of their questions and the content in their background paper 
extend to issues and implications well beyond the matter of extending Senate membership to full time 
Health Science Clinical and Adjunct professor series faculty at UCSF. We hope that the specific issues at 
UCSF can be evaluated and acted upon separately from whatever actions are needed to address the 
broader issues. Further, we note here that the background paper would seemingly have us accept that 
the historical Senate positions/interpretations of the various Standing Orders of the Regents and Bylaw 
sections are infallible. Such a perspective ignores that these documents have been amended over time, 
and that even currently prevailing interpretations can be wrong. Complicating matters for UCR&J and the 
Senate is that sections in the SOR and Bylaws pertaining to key issues in establishing Senate 
membership sometimes contain ambiguous, if not contradictory language in defining such things as 
faculties. Perhaps the interpretations may be resolvable by UCR&J. However, others may require 
amendments to the sections, or outside adjudication by the Regents of the meaning. 
 
UCSF Current Situation and Concerns 
 
There are many reasons why UCSF is moving to extend its Senate membership. One of these is that the 
number of full time faculty in the Health Sciences Clinical and Adjunct professor series account for about 
43% of our full time faculty. This is in contrast with the 18% who are in ladder rank titles. The vast majority 
of all full time faculty (1,694 ±) are in the School of Medicine, but the disparity between in distributions of 
senate/non-senate faculty are common in each of the professional schools of dentistry, medicine, nursing, 
and pharmacy. 
 

Faculty Series # at 100% Time % Full Time Faculty 
Ladder 346 18% 
In Residence 418 22% 
Clinical X 344 18% 
HS Clinical 537 28% 
Adjunct Professor 288 15% 
Total 1,933 100% 

 
The growth of non-FTE funded faculty at UCSF is not new. It has been ongoing for at least 40 years as 
the campus as grown its research, teaching, and clinical enterprise. During that period there has been 
virtually no change in the number of Ladder Rank positions. The In Residence and Clinical X faculty titles 
were added at various times over this period, and given Senate status, but only after a struggle within the 
UC Systemwide Academic Senate. This struggle has continued relative to Health Sciences Clinical and 
Adjunct professor series faculty. Among the arguments for inaction expressed in the 2010 Senate 
Membership Task Force report and in discussion at Academic Council meetings have been that these 
faculty do not teach (incorrect for Health Sciences Clinical and many Adjunct professor faculty) or that 
they do not conduct research (incorrect for most of the Adjunct professor faculty), that faculty in these 
series are not vetted to the same degree as Senate faculty, and that they may have no ambitions or 
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expectations for a career in academia. Perhaps the biggest barrier is that the number of Health Sciences 
Clinical and Adjunct professor series faculty is relatively large and growing. This is hardly a moral 
argument for the exclusion of these faculty, but it seems to be an underlying concern for UC Ladder Rank 
faculty. 
 
It is true that a number of junior faculty in the Health Sciences Clinical and Adjunct professor series may 
be testing out life in Academia. It is also true that many are temporarily in these series and will eventually 
move into other series. However, the APM criteria for the various faculty titles allow for imbalance in 
teaching, research or public service activities and that a proportion of faculty are appropriately appointed 
into positions within the Health Sciences Clinical and Adjunct series. UCSF recognizes these titles as 
reflecting important faculty roles on campus, and that shifts of faculty in these positions to In Residence or 
Clinical X series (which require more balance in productivity between research, teaching, and service) 
would disadvantage their potential career advancement. Faculty paid from grants or clinical work usually 
do not have the luxury of taking on roles not covered by their funding source.  
 
Recognizing the concerns summarized, UCSF is planning to extend Senate membership to only 100% 
time Health Sciences Clinical and Adjunct series faculty who have advanced to the rank of Associate or 
higher. This assures that these faculty have been vetted by the Committee on Academic Personnel, and 
that they meet the performance expectations of their departments or programs.  
 
Another reason for extending Senate membership is the substantial disparity between Senate and non-
Senate membership. This is expressed in a number of limitations on rights and privileges, and the 
generally second class citizenship status afforded these faculty. These limitations are usually imposed via 
Senate Bylaws. They include:  
 

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty may not vote on departmental, school, campus and 
UC Systemwide issues related to faculty, including the advancements and promotions of 
departmental colleagues.  

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty may not participate in most Privilege and Tenure 
grievance processes.  

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty may not serve on some Academic Senate 
committees (i.e., Academic Personnel, Privilege & Tenure, Rules & Jurisdiction).  

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty may not serve as Division Officers, Chairs of UCSF 
Academic Senate committees or UCSF Representatives to UC Academic Senate Committees.  

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty may not serve on UC Academic Senate committees 
as At Large members.  

• Adjunct faculty are not permitted to act as the sole Chair for student oversight committees. They 
may only co-chair with an Academic Senate member or serve as a member of the committee.  

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty are excluded from the Mortgage Origination Program 
(MOP) and other funding opportunities providing monetary support for faculty.  

• Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty must request Emeritus status upon retirement.  
 
At UCSF, faculty work side-by-side to teach, conducting research, and providing clinical care without 
regard for academic title. Denial of voting rights and other opportunities contributes to a two-tiered system 
in which Academic Senate faculty titles are perceived as “better” than non-Academic Senate faculty titles. 
This two-tiered system has the appearance and effect of institutional discrimination and needs to be 
corrected. The San Francisco Division Senate has voted to end this discrimination. These actions are 
supported by the Chancellor, Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost, the professional school deans, and 
the campus legal counsel. 
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Planned UCSF Actions 
 
Given that all UCSF faculty are members of faculties of professional schools offering courses at the 
graduate level only (Standing Orders of the Regents 105.1 (a)), and given that the legal opinion we have 
received is that the Academic Senate can determine its membership (SOR 105.1(b)), the UCSF 
Academic Senate has adopted the position that as of July 1, 2012, all full-time UCSF faculty at the 
Associate rank or higher will be included in the San Francisco Division of the Academic Senate. As can 
been seen below, these actions are neither radical nor disruptive to any other University of California 
campus:  
 

• The votes of all 100% time Associate and Full Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty would 
be counted, including votes for departmental actions such as the hiring and promotion of 
colleagues.  

• All UCSF 100% time Associate and Full Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty members 
would be given access to all Privilege and Tenure procedures.  

• The UCSF Academic Senate Committee on Committees would initiate a practice of appointing 
faculty in the Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical series to all UCSF Academic Senate 
committees as members, and when appropriate as Chairs or Vice Chairs and/or UCSF 
Representatives to UC Systemwide Committees.  

• All UCSF 100% time Associate and Full Adjunct faculty will have the opportunity to serve as Chair 
of student oversight committees.  

• All UCSF 100% time Associate and Full Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical Faculty will become 
eligible for the Mortgage Origination Program and other similar faculty financial programs.  

• All UCSF 100% time Associate and Full Adjunct and Health Sciences Clinical faculty would 
automatically receive Emeritus status upon retirement.  
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Thoughts on the Anderson/Powell Background Paper 
 
The comments made here are directed to selected arguments made in the Anderson/Powell Background 
paper. They are not intended as a line-by-line critique. The page references that follow refer to the page 
numbers in the Anderson/Powell paper. 
 
Page 3, end of first paragraph, quoting SOR 105.1(a) – This section includes an extensive listing of 
faculty titles included in the Academic Senate. Among these are Instructors and Instructor in Residence, 
Acting Associate and Full Professor, Full-Time Lecturer (and Senior Lecturer) with the Potential for 
Security of Employment. Anderson/Powell provide their rationale for this listing in the next paragraph on 
this page, remarking that the list includes individuals who meet two criteria: they give instruction in any 
curriculum under the control of the Academic Senate, and they hold one of the listed titles.  
 
How one can say that an Instructor or Acting Professor or Lecturer warrants Senate membership, but that 
full time faculty at the Associate level or higher at UCSF teaching in graduate and professional school 
courses do not? What is it that Anderson/Powell think our faculty do that makes them unworthy for Senate 
membership? Further, how can the quoted sentence from SOR105.1(a) that “Members of the faculties of 
professional schools offering courses at the graduate level only shall be members also of the Academic 
Senate” be ignored as not allowing faculty in these programs to be seen as having equivalent status with 
these other titles? This issue would seem to be resolvable by UCR&J depending on how they interpret 
what often seems to be elastic SOR terminology or whether they are willing to recommend the 
incorporation of more titles into the Bylaws. Is the Academic Senate willing to argue a Senate position that 
the Regentsʼ or the Presidentʼs should bar full time clinical and heath care research and basic science 
faculty from Senate membership? How large a proportion of all full time faculty must a group be before it 
gains enough visibility to warrant eligibility? Or is the problem that this faculty group is too large and 
growing? This would not be a compelling or honorable position for a liberal institution in a democratic 
country. 
 
The bottom of the page 3 and continuing to page 5 raises another issue. This one seems to be based 
on a hypothetical assumption that the clause in SOR 105.1(a): ʻMembers of the faculties of professional 
schools offering courses at the graduate level only…” has been excluded and then build a logic of ʻwhat 
ifʼsʼ after that. What part of the statement are Anderson/Powell challenging? They seem to want specific 
faculty titles to be listed, and yet have no interest in taking advantage of elastic language that would make 
this readily possible without Regental action. Do Anderson/Powell want to recommend additional titles, or 
do they want to continue the discrimination against full time health sciences faculty? Our thoughts are that 
the language being challenged was intended to allow the Senate flexibility in determining its 
membership—this in lieu of having the Senate repeatedly coming to the Regents to approve more eligible 
senate titles. Other SOR sections, such 105.1(b) are pretty clear about delegating decisions on 
membership to the Senate.  
 
Pages 4-5, bottom paragraph. Anderson/Powellʼs reference to SOR 105.1(c) see this as making no 
allowance for faculties of professional schools offering courses at the graduate level in allowing anyone 
but the named faculty titles to vote. By this narrow interpretation In Resident and Clinical X faculty would 
not have a vote, nor would the various other titles like Lecture or Acting Professor. A more likely 
interpretation of the Standing Order is that ʻallʼ Professors, etc. is intended to be encompassing of all the 
various faculty titles. Similar, arguments are raised by Anderson/Powell on page 5 in reference to SOR 
105.2(c) SOR 100.4(c) where they continue to want to have specific lists of Senate eligible faculty titles, 
and where in each case the list offered is less than inclusive of the full listing of 17 given elsewhere in the 
SOR. In spite of the inconsistency, Anderson/Powell continue to want to specifically exclude health 
science faculty. Is the concern about SOR 105.1(a) or that these other sections were not updated and 
edited carefully enough to have consistency between them? 
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Page 6. APM 110-4(4) seems to leave instructors out of the Academic Senate. Beyond that, what is the 
point of the APM discussion on pages 6-10. We are all aware that Adjunct and HS Clinical faculty have 
been excluded from Senate membership by the Senate. The issue for us is that such discrimination is 
unwarranted based on the standards of teaching, research and service performed by full time faculty in 
these titles at UCSF. The position that the Senate cannot correct an error is not a compelling argument or 
a meritorious action for the Academic Senate.  
 
Pages 10-15, Legislative History. We note that the discussion of the legislative history until 1966 
reflects what might be considered a fairly broad meaning of terms like “professors” and “instructors”.  The 
language appears to have been intended and interpreted to be inclusive, rather than exclusive of specific 
faculty titles (other than the issues with the law schools). The tendency toward exclusion (other than to 
law schools) seems to have arisen starting in 1966 with the introduction of specific faculty titles. Does the 
initial listing include all faculty titles at that time, only those outside of the law schools, or only those not 
paid via state funds? Were there any faculty titles for paid full time non-ladder rank faculty? When did 
such titles emerge? The health professions likely relied more on volunteer faculty in 1966 than they do 
now. Is that why Clinical professors (a title still used for volunteer faculty) may have been excluded? Has 
the Senate ever willingly accepted that non-Ladder Rank faculty are legitimate and capable contributors to 
the mission of UC? Has the Academic Senate ever proactively sought expansion of Senate membership? 
How much revenue do non-Ladder Rank faculty need to generate for the UC system before they are 
afforded equal status with the Ladder Rank faculty? Today about half the UC budget comes from health 
sciences, and perhaps as much as 70% of all funds come from sources other than state funding. Yet, the 
Ladder Rank faculty within the Academic Council (as did the 2010 Senate Membership Task Force, of 
which I was a member), seem to close ranks in opposition to Senate membership by the non-Ladder 
Rank faculty as their numbers increase. 
 
Pages 16-22. This section covers a discussion of selected elements of the Senate Bylaws, including 
Anderson/Powell interpretations of Divisional authority. The most salient aspects of this are whether 
Divisions can take actions internal to only themselves (note that our planned action occurs only at UCSF), 
and what options might be taken by a division when, as has been our experience, efforts to resolve the 
Senate membership issue working through the Senate have been blocked. At this point, we have no 
confidence that a Memorial will be acted in a timely manner or that it will be approved by the Assembly.  
 
Anderson/Powell tell us that extensions of Senate eligibility to new faculty titles have always been done by 
Regental action. Is this actually necessary or a consequence of the Senateʼs unwillingness to act by 
itself? From all that weʼve read, including the Anderson/Powell paper, we donʼt think changes in 
membership have to rely only on Regental action. Are Anderson/Powell calling for Regental action here, 
or do they just want to block the initiative altogether? Why hasnʼt the Senate acted before now? The issue 
is not new. If remedial action is taken only by the Regents, why hasnʼt this matter been brought to them 
by the Senate? Working through the Senate on this matter has been unproductive for the several UCSF 
Division chairs (e.g., Larry Pitts, Mary Croughan, and Elena Fuentes-Afflick among the most recent). We 
are prepared to bring the issue to the Regents ourselves, working through the Chancellor should this be 
necessary. 


