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The team evaluated the institution under the 2013 Standards of Accreditation and prepared  

this report containing its collective evaluation for consideration and action by the  
institution and by the WASC Senior College and University Commission (WSCUC).  

The formal action concerning the institution’s status is taken by the Commission and  
is described in a letter from the Commission to the institution. This report and the  

Commission letter are made available to the public by publication on the WSCUC website. 
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SECTION I – OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT 

A. Description of Institution and Accreditation History 

Santa Clara University (SCU), founded in 1851, is a comprehensive Jesuit, Catholic university. As 

part of its tradition, SCU seeks to educate the whole person for a life of service, emphasizing dimensions 

of competence, conscience, and compassion. The University averages 21 students per class and has a 

student:faculty ratio of 11:1. Enrolling approximately 8,600 students (roughly two-thirds undergraduate, 

one-third graduate) and employing over 900 faculty (568 full-time, of which roughly 70% are tenured or 

tenure-track, 119 academic year faculty with less than a full-time appointment, and 229 adjunct faculty 

with a semesterly or quarterly appointment).  

SCU provides a liberal arts core to all undergraduate students, who select from 59 degree 

programs in arts and humanities, business, engineering, mathematics and the natural sciences, and the 

social sciences. SCU also offers 34 Master’s programs in business, counseling psychology, education, 

engineering, law, pastoral ministries, and theology, along with 26 certificate programs in education and 

engineering and 9 doctoral programs in engineering, law, and theology.  

 SCU’s 106-acre main campus is located in Santa Clara, CA. The doctoral theology program, based 

in the (SCU) Jesuit School of Theology, is located offsite in Berkeley, CA. A subset of students in 

Education and in Counseling Psychology take courses in three other offsite locations (Campbell, San 

Jose, and Sunnyvale). SCU also offers several Master’s programs online. SCU broke the gender boundary 

for undergraduate Catholic higher education in California, enrolling women starting in 1961. 

In addition to its College of Arts and Sciences and Jesuit School of Theology, SCU has four 

professional schools: the School of Education and Counseling Psychology, the School of Engineering, the 

Leavey School of Business, and the School of Law. Notably, about half of SCU’s undergraduate 

population identify as students of color, including 18% Latinx, 16% Asian, 3% African American,  

and 7% of mixed race. Graduate students include 29% nonresident alien, 27% white, 19% Asian,  
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13% Latinx, 5% mixed race, and 2% African American. 

The University is guided by “SCU 2020,” a strategic plan with six major goals, an accelerated 

undergraduate enrollment growth plan, a facilities master plan, and a comprehensive campaign. The 

latter is well underway, attaining over $675 million of its billion-dollar goal. Facilities enhancements 

include the ambitious Sobrato Campus for Discovery and Innovation, which is under construction and 

seeks to accelerate collaborative, interdisciplinary learning and discovery in the STEM fields. 

Many key administrators are relatively new in their roles. The current president is in his second 

year, as is the provost. The deans of the Jesuit School of Theology, the College of Arts and Sciences, and 

the School of Engineering have all served in their positions for two years or less, and the institution 

currently has searches underway to hire its first vice president for diversity, equity, and inclusion, and a 

vice president for mission and ministry. 

Joining WASC in 1949, Santa Clara was last reaccredited in 2011 and was scheduled for its next 

review in 2021. This was later changed, through conversations with WASC, to 2020. The 2011 

reaccreditation process tasked SCU to improve in several areas in anticipation of its interim report: 

refining and expanding assessment and program review; promoting inclusive excellence; enhancing 

shared governance and communication; and integrating the Jesuit School of Theology into the wider 

university. The Interim Report Committee commended SCU’s 2014 interim report and described 

continuing needs related to issues from the previous accreditation visit’s findings, especially in the areas 

of shared governance, communication, and inclusive excellence.  

B. Description of Team’s Review Process 

The review team’s process followed the formal guidelines of WASC. An offsite review was 

conducted, resulting in submission of Lines of Inquiry and requests for additional documentation prior 

to the site visit. The site visit was conducted remotely, in accordance with WASC’s revised procedures in 

light of the COVID-19 pandemic. (The term “visit” is used in this report with the understanding that the 
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meetings and observations took place virtually.) During the site visit, two members of the team assessed 

SCU’s offsite location (the Jesuit School of Theology, located in Berkeley, CA) and one team member 

assessed the institution’s distance learning programs. 

The team reviewed SCU’s institutional report and the accompanying appendices, as well as 

documents and websites that included: 

- WSCUC Standards and Compliance with Federal Requirements Worksheets 

- A campus brief that described the self-study process and updates since the preparation of the 

institutional report 

- Messages sent to the confidential email account 

- SCU’s organizational chart 

- Policies relating to decision-making and governance 

- SCU’s strategic map, describing how priorities and responsibilities associated with the strategic plan 

are assigned 

- Enrollment trends and forecasts 

- Descriptions of the faculty constitution 

- Student handbooks 

- Policies concerning expected faculty involvement in assessment activities 

- Minutes of Faculty Senate, Staff Senate, and Student Senate meetings 

- Board of trustee meeting calendars, committee memberships, and minutes 

- Documents relating to institutional statements regarding the values of diversity, equity, and 

inclusion 

- Lists of participants and responsibilities in efforts related to diversity, equity, and inclusion 

- Documents associated with the well-being and learning outcomes of marginalized communities 
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- Curriculum maps and assessment rubrics for program learning outcomes for majors, and for the 

undergraduate and graduate learning goals 

- Documents describing examples of departments that engaged in evidence-based decisions leading 

to changes in curriculum or pedagogical approaches 

- Graduate program assessment plans and schedules 

- Co-curricular/Student Life assessment schedule and resource planning to support these efforts 

- Documents relating to capital planning and long-term infrastructure costs 

- FY2020 budget and budget vs actual reports; updated forecast of five year enrollment 

- Most recent independent auditors’ report and financial statements 

- Summary of student complaints and disposition since the 2014 interim report, broken down by year 

- Data related to post-graduate student and alumni outcomes, disaggregated by student 

characteristics, including instructional modality 

- University housing leases and rental assistance documents 

During the site visit, the team conducted open meetings with SCU students, faculty, and staff. 

Additional meetings were scheduled with select university members, including the following groups and 

individuals: 

- The president and president’s cabinet 

- The board of trustees 

- The associate provost for diversity and inclusion, and the directors of the Office for Diversity and 

Inclusion and the Office for Multicultural Learning 

- Members of the Student Affairs Committee, Faculty Affairs Committee, Staff Affairs Committee, 

Academic Affairs Committee, Research Committee, and University Coordinating Committee 

- The WSCUC Working Group 
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- Deans of the Leavey School of Business, the School of Law, the Jesuit School of Theology, the 

College of Arts and Sciences, the School of Engineering, and the School of Education and Counseling 

Psychology 

- Department chairs 

- Directors of the Centers of Distinction 

- Student Life staff 

- Personnel overseeing assessment and institutional research 

- Members of school advisory boards and the Alumni Association Board of Directors 

- Members of the Faculty Core Committees 

- Administrators and staff overseeing instructional technology 

- Members of the University Assessment Committee 

- Faculty Senate Council 

- Multicultural Center and Rainbow Resource Center Student Leaders 

C. Institution’s Reaccreditation Report and Update: Quality and Rigor of the Report and Supporting 

Evidence 

The review team found that the institutional report included clearly identified opportunities, 

linking each to initiatives that are in progress or in planning. Integration and complementarity of 

initiatives were explored clearly. Campus climate survey and other survey data provided insights and 

direction that new leadership could explore to set initiatives and priorities. Though the report did not 

include all the data the team ultimately needed, the report included helpful, relevant figures and tables 

that supported its findings. The report described the condition of the institution clearly and seemed to 

portray an honest self-assessment, particularly on issues of greatest concern to prior accreditation-

related reviews. The report did not provide sufficient information about the self-study and preparation 
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of the report; however, the team requested additional documentation and found the self-study process 

to have been appropriately inclusive. 

The team was not able to determine from the report what sorts of learning the self-study 

process brought to the institution, though it was observed that the process seemed to generate candid 

and frank institutional reflection. Notably, the institution seems to have lacked sufficient urgency in 

correcting problems identified in the full review that was conducted eight years ago and in the 

subsequent interim review. This is especially evident in areas related to diversity, equity, and inclusion, 

in which the institution seems to have employed a reactive, rather than constructive, approach, as 

seems also to be true for shared governance, transparency, and communication. The review team asked 

for documentation related to instantiating statements of the value of diversity, equity, and inclusion, as 

these tend to be helpful launching points for improving campus climate. However, SCU has not clearly 

established such statements. Similarly, the team was unable to find statements speaking to the value or 

purpose of shared governance and transparent, inclusive communication. Comments on these deficits 

are listed below in appropriate sections of this report. In addition, the institution was not able to provide 

or has not successfully communicated prioritization, goals, benchmarks, and timelines for issues that it 

identified as needing improvement. The team regards these as important ingredients for success. 

SECTION II – EVALUATION OF INSTITUTIONAL ESSAYS 

Component 1: Response to previous Commission actions 

The review team confirmed success in many areas of SCU, joining or adding to those accounted 

by previous WASC review processes. These include a well-established, institutionally-active mission that 

conforms with the WSCUC requirements; a solid strategic plan, and programs and strengths that are 

tightly tied to SCU’s mission; a rock-solid Core Curriculum that is accompanied by excellent assessment 

structure and practice; a healthy integration of co-curricular centers and activities with academic 

offerings and practice; and an impressively successful comprehensive fundraising campaign. The 
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institutional report provided clear details of each of these while also reflectively outlining an 

understanding of the university’s strengths and challenges. The report also provided a comprehensive 

set of useful web links. At times, the report lacked detail or relevant numerical data, and it spoke little of 

the role or actions of the trustees. However, the team noted that the report underscored the 

institution’s commitment to understanding, articulating, and furthering its admirable Jesuit mission. 

SCU has responded in part to previous Commission actions and reviews. The team still found a 

lack of evidence of significant progress in inclusive excellence and in shared governance and in 

transparency, and especially in communication. The team also found some continuing needs in 

assessment of graduate and co-curricular programs. Summaries of the review team’s findings are listed 

here; additional details, including the institution’s efforts and planning, appear in the discussion of 

component 8. 

Inclusive excellence was cited in a recommendation of the last reaccreditation process in 2011, 

and was found to have “modest success” and a “foundation and an initial floor” for further 

improvement in the 2014 interim review. It remains unattained at Santa Clara. Though the university 

has established priorities and processes and has created bodies charged with realizing inclusive 

excellence, significant outcomes have still not been achieved. Planning (e.g., for adding a vice president 

for diversity, equity, and inclusion) remains solid, but the institution does not have any evidence of a 

central foundational statement of, or a commitment to, the value of diversity, equity, and inclusion; 

without these, the university has not communicated its intent comprehensively. The team notes 

optimistically that the president, Rev. Kevin O’Brien, recently declared that Santa Clara must become an 

anti-racist institution. This is a foundational commitment, and many members of the Santa Clara 

community spoke positively and hopefully about it. Father O’Brien’s predecessor also committed to 

support for the vulnerable and marginalized as part of SCU’s mission. Overall, the statement from SCU’s 

“Campus Brief” document, created following the review team’s submission of lines of inquiry, 
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summarizes the situation well: “While SCU has made important strides in the areas of diversity and 

inclusion since the 2011 WASC Reaffirmation and the 2014 Interim Report, its work in improving them is 

an ongoing effort.” The document goes on to list important work conducted in each of SCU’s ten priority 

areas, but it also outlines many areas whose data indicate a lack of significant progress. 

The team found integration of the Jesuit School of Theology (JST) to be partially successful, but 

still a work in progress. The 2014 interim review noted, “It appears that academic integration is on a 

productive course,” and systematic assessment of the School’s programs, called for in the 2011 process, 

have been constructed, though they are not complete. Discussion with the JST faculty, staff, and newly 

appointed dean highlighted the struggles with incorporation due to physical distance, though 

engagement has improved through the provost’s approach to leadership, as well as outreach from 

multiple SCU main campus offices, including the Global Engagement Office and Office of Diversity and 

Inclusion. 

Along with inclusive excellence, the institutional report cited shared governance, transparency, 

and communication as a continuing challenge for SCU. The institutional report cites climate survey data 

indicating that “notable percentages of faculty and staff do not feel included in the [university] decision-

making process.” Again, the institution has taken significant steps to improve in this area, but it has not 

yet realized success. 

In each of the areas cited above, the review team found significant efforts, and many pockets of 

success, but also what we interpreted as a lack of urgency over the last ten years: none of the areas 

have timelines associated with facets of their goals (some do not even present evidence of existence of 

goals), and in many cases, instantiating statements of values associated with success in the areas have 

not been established. 

The review team found some continuing gaps in assessment that the university should rectify. 

Student Services remains largely unassessed, as do some graduate programs (which at times do not 
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directly link goals to mission as well as they might and rely more extensively on requirements for 

professional accreditation) and a small number of undergraduate programs. These concerns noted, the 

team finds assessment to be an overall strength of the university. 

As noted above, SCU hired new leaders in key roles following the interim report and expects to 

continue doing so moving forward. It has also established several new programs, and it cites new areas 

of concern on which it is working. These include strengthening support for student success, and 

compensation and housing for faculty and staff. 

Component 2: Compliance: Review under WSCUC Standards and compliance with federal requirements; 

Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators 

Standard 1 

The team found, subject to Commission review, that SCU has provided sufficient evidence to 

determine compliance with Standard 1. Santa Clara has a well-articulated mission statement: “The 

University pursues its vision by creating an academic community that educates the whole person within 

the Jesuit, Catholic tradition, making student learning our central focus, continuously improving our 

curriculum and co-curriculum, strengthening our scholarship and creative work, and serving the 

communities of which we are a part in Silicon Valley and around the world.”  

(CFR 1.1) The entire university community exhibited a solid understanding not just of the mission, but of 

its impacts. The team was impressed with how many members of the university community “speak 

Ignatian”: many, including students, described a commitment to whole-person learning and an 

awareness of service to a world in need. The review team also found exemplary actions associated with 

mission. For example, faculty get to know students individually and carefully accord their teaching with 

each student’s contextual station. The Centers of Distinction seat their work in mission and partner with 

students and colleagues to deliver actions based in contemplation and intellectual reflection. 

Meanwhile, the university’s educational objectives reflect the mission and contribute to Santa Clara’s 
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success within the context of mission, and individualized school missions align well with the university’s 

mission. (CFRs 1.1, 1.2) 

The institutional report and conversations the team conducted during the site visit indicated 

that the university and its community had genuine and well-informed, honest understanding of Santa 

Clara’s challenges, along with its strengths. The institutional report, and supplementary documents the 

team received following the offsite review, included appropriate data and visual display of quantitative 

information. The development of the report was inclusive and involved faculty and staff, though the 

team found that trustees and students did not actively participate in the self-study process (although 

they were largely informed of the report’s contents). 

Santa Clara’s leadership has a sophisticated understanding of its mission and purpose, its 

strengths and weaknesses, and a wider understanding of higher education and its virtues and 

challenges. This was notably so among the trustees, the president, and the provost.  

The review team agrees with Santa Clara’s self-identified challenges: diversity, equity, and 

inclusion; collaborative, shared governance, transparency, and communication; strengthening 

institutional support for student success; and compensation and housing. (CFR 1.4) The team also found 

some continuing challenges in assessment in student affairs and at the graduate level. (CFR 1.2) 

Issues of communication not only hamper shared governance and transparency at Santa Clara, 

but they also affect other areas. For example, though the team learned of and SCU has documented 

several significant successes in diversity, equity, and inclusion, the institution has not attained 

comprehensive, campus-wide knowledge of those successes. This was so even among the very groups 

who had attained successes; in these cases, a lack of shared information forestalled possibilities for 

collaboration. Communications by the university concerning diversity, equity, and inclusion were 

deemed by many to be reactive to events and issues widely identified by the Santa Clara community, 

with some noting that the university communicated on these issues “only when they have to.” 
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Communication challenges have also allowed confusion or relational challenges to fester, e.g., with 

contingent faculty who have had long-standing concerns about a lack of transparency or uniformity and 

compliance in how faculty can attain the likes of longer term contracts. (CFRs 1.4, 1.6) These and other 

areas are explored more in other sections of this report, including the discussion below of component 8. 

Uniformly, members of the Santa Clara community expressed eagerness for addressing the 

issues it has identified as needing improvement. In accordance with St. Ignatius’s magis, the review 

team’s formal recommendations are intended to assist the institution in guiding coming conversations 

associated with its improvement. 

Final determination of compliance with Standard 1 rests with the Commission. 

Standard 2 

The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that SCU has provided sufficient 

evidence to determine compliance with Standard 2. The academic programs of Santa Clara are 

appropriate in content, standards of achievement, rigor, and nomenclature for the degree level 

awarded. SCU offers 59 undergraduate degrees in five disciplinary clusters, including arts and 

humanities, business, engineering, mathematics and natural sciences, and social science; 34 master’s 

degree programs in business, law, education, engineering, counseling psychology, pastoral ministries, 

and theology; 9 doctoral programs in engineering, law, and theology; and 26 certificate programs in 

education and engineering. Since the most recent accreditation of 2011, SCU established and received 

approval for three new programs: a hybrid Master of Arts in Pastoral Ministries, an online Master of 

Theological Studies, and an online Masters of Business Accreditation. Before the spring of 2020, all 

undergraduate programs and most graduate programs were offered on-site; five master’s degree 

programs were delivered in an online format. In response to the COVID-19 emergency, SCU provided 

instructors, staff, and students with essential resources to ensure a rapid transition of instructional 
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modalities to remote delivery. The faculty exhibited an extraordinary willingness and ability to adapt 

quickly to a new pedagogical environment. (CFR 2.1) 

All SCU undergraduate and graduate degrees are clearly defined in terms of entry-level 

requirements and levels of student achievement necessary for graduation; they are well aligned with 

the university mission. On the SCU website, each school offers a bulletin that includes detailed program 

descriptions, admission standards, tuition and fees information, financial aid offerings, policies and 

procedures, course listings, a description of faculty and staff, and other relevant information, such as 

student and alumni resources. Firmly grounded in the Jesuit educational tradition, the university 

mission, vision, and core values inspire and inform the meaning of degrees at SCU with their central 

focus of educating the whole person. (CFR 2.2) 

The curriculum at Santa Clara University is infused with high-impact practices and delivered by 

enthusiastic faculty who are dedicated to the success of their students. SCU academic programs actively 

involve students in learning, create opportunities to apply knowledge and practice acquired skills and 

dispositions, and challenge students to meet established standards of performance. (CFRs 2.12, 2.13) 

One strength of SCU is that the institution provides a personalized education by incorporating 

pedagogical innovation, technological advances, and high-impact experiential learning in an educational 

environment that supports the Jesuit, Catholic tradition, rigorous inquiry, creativity, ethical decision-

making, and reflective engagement with society. The faculty demonstrate deep commitment to student 

learning and success and provide encouragement and support to all categories of learners. The 

university has an excellent student-faculty ratio of 11 to 1 for undergraduate students. Consequently, 

Santa Clara students have numerous opportunities to receive feedback from the faculty; collaborate 

with faculty on research projects and common good initiatives such as Environmental Justice and the 

Common Good, Racial and Ethnic Justice, Economic Justice, or Gender Justice; and interact in other 
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meaningful ways. Faculty provide academic and career advising, which some students appreciated more 

than the services they received at the Career Center. (CFRs 2.5, 2.12) 

SCU offers a well-designed undergraduate Core Curriculum, which reflects the distinctive nature 

of the institution. The Core Curriculum has three components – Foundations, Explorations, and 

Integrations – which introduce students to university learning and foster the breadth of knowledge, 

habits of mind and heart, and values needed for contemporary life while emphasizing engaged learning, 

critical thinking, and communication. (CFR 2.2a) The Core Curriculum is spread across all four years of 

undergraduate study; additional learning experience in all three competency areas is gained through 

junior- or senior-level major courses. Student learning is enhanced by such high-impact educational 

experiences as service learning, participation in learning communities, faculty-guided research, 

internships, study abroad, and culminating senior experiences. An impressive 91% of SCU students have 

participated in two or more high-impact learning experiences by the time of their graduation; 79% of 

students have completed three or more; and 51% of seniors have completed four or more, with no 

significant race/ethnicity or generational differences in participation. Students and faculty cited two 

transformative components of the Core Curriculum as particularly impactful: the Pathways requirement, 

in which seniors demonstrate their ability to think critically about a problem and draw upon knowledge 

from multiple disciplines in a written essay; and Experiential Learning for Social Justice (ELSJ), which 

cultivates social justice, civic life, and civic engagement. Students also commended the Department of 

Ethnic Studies for offering engaging, life-changing courses and contributing meaningfully to diversity 

efforts on campus. (CFRs 2.5, 2.13) 

The Core Curriculum faculty care deeply about student learning, success, and growth and are 

supported by summer workshops, stipends for developing new core courses, and the IT department’s 

excellent services. Some university committees help the Core, as well; for example, the Assessment 

Committee assists with developing and revising Core course syllabi. The Core Curriculum faculty 
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acknowledged some challenges the program faces, such as the demands it places upon student time. 

The team was pleased to learn that the faculty are envisioning a revised Core Curriculum to address 

these challenges. 

The Core Curriculum, Pathways program, and Centers of Distinction, supplemented by a strong 

co-curricular program, exemplify Santa Clara’s focus on delivering a unique, meaningful, high-value 

educational experience. All university students have sufficient resources conducive to their learning and 

progress, including the services of the Office of Accessible Education, Math Tutoring Center, the HUB 

Writing Center, Drahmann Advising Center, the Library, Campus Ministry, Multicultural Center (MCC) 

and Rainbow Resource Center, peer advisers, and individualized consultations with their faculty 

members and advisers. The MCC serves over 40% of the SCU student population and would likely 

benefit from additional support and a closer collaboration with other campus units and schools, 

including Law, Business, and Engineering graduate programs. This would help create and sustain 

learning environments conducive to the success of minoritized students. Additional collaborations 

between academic programs and student services could help improve the quality of faculty-student 

interactions, which were lower than expected in the 2018 National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE). (CFRs 2.11, 2.13) 

A well-developed infrastructure for assessment of the Core Curriculum and undergraduate 

majors assures continuous program improvement. (CFRs 2.4, 2.6, 2.7) A set of eight undergraduate 

learning goals includes five core competencies (critical thinking, written communication, information 

literacy, quantitative reasoning, and oral communication) and three mission-driven goals (diversity, 

social justice, and ethics); these are complemented by program learning outcomes. Student learning is 

assessed through a combination of direct and indirect methods, including nationally recognized rubrics, 

assessments developed in collaboration with other Catholic schools, discipline-specific tools and exams, 

national and local surveys, and – when appropriate – graduate school placement rates, results of 
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licensing examinations, and professional accreditation standards. The results are shared and widely 

discussed, with multiple examples of SCU “closing the loop.” One example is the Success in Writing, 

Information, and Research Literacy Initiative (SWIRL), which was developed to improve learning 

outcomes for three core competencies and is discussed in more detail below in component 4.  

(CFRs 2.2a, 2.3, 4.1, 4.3) 

Assessment of co-curricular programs is less fully developed, with each unit responsible for 

managing its own process. All units have access to support provided by the Office of Assessment, the 

University Assessment Committee, and external consultants. However, the quality and rigor of 

assessment efforts vary across units and in general are not consonant with the assessment of SCU’s 

undergraduate programs. (CFR 2.11) The university may benefit from committing additional resources 

to co-curricular assessment, and from Student Life programs collaborating on assessment with other 

programs within their division or with Academic Affairs units. The Ignatian Center’s successful 

collaboration with Undergraduate Studies and the Office of Assessment, which included a deep-dive 

analysis and triangulation of various sources of undergraduate service-learning data, may serve as an 

example here. 

Santa Clara graduate programs provide students with various opportunities to build and 

demonstrate competence in their chosen disciplinary fields, while collaborating with peers and faculty 

to enhance their professional development. Almost all graduate academic and co-curricular learning 

experiences take place within each individual program or school. The school missions are well aligned 

with the university mission. Student learning outcomes are established for all programs and reflect the 

mission, vision, and core values of the institution, as well as discipline-specific professional standards. 

(CFR 2.2b) Assessment of these outcomes varies across schools and has not yet fully matured in some 

programs. Programs that prepare students for professions with clearly established performance and 

benchmark standards, such as the Leavey School of Business, appear to be more successful in their 
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program review and assessment efforts. It may be prudent for other programs to develop and 

periodically review their own internal benchmarks for student learning. This may require SCU to commit 

additional resources to the assessment of graduate programs. (CFR 2.11) 

Some faculty also expressed uncertainty regarding the status of contingent faculty and the steps 

needed to obtain contracts offering longer terms of employment; different disciplines and schools are 

perceived as using different standards for the employment, evaluation, and promotion of contingent 

faculty. The university community would benefit from discussion of these issues and establishment of 

clear policies and practices. (CFR 2.8) 

SCU has established expectations for research, scholarship, and creative activity for tenured and 

tenure-track faculty; however, the team observed uncertainty among some faculty concerning these 

expectations, especially given the 2018 shift in Santa Clara’s Carnegie classification to 

“Doctoral/Professional University.” Some faculty noted as well that some research policies and practices 

were not applied consistently, including incentivizing external funding, granting course release for the 

most productive scholars, and offering stipends for switching expertise and developing a new research 

agenda. Additional concerns include a perception of insufficient institutional support for research in 

general and long-term projects in particular, a lack of accountability for tenured faculty who do not 

meet research expectations, and seeming inequities across faculty in research, scholarship, creative 

activity, and service expectations. (CFRs 2.8, 2.9) Most of the faculty at SCU would like to see a strong 

scholarship culture at SCU and are open to collaborating with the administration on this important 

matter.  

Final determination of compliance with Standard 2 rests with the Commission. 

Standard 3 

The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that SCU has provided sufficient 

evidence to determine compliance with Standard 3. The visiting team found that Santa Clara is staffed 
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with well-qualified faculty and staff who have the requisite skills and backgrounds to be successful and 

to enhance the mission of the institution. (CFR 3.1) SCU has demonstrated a commitment to robust 

programming for new faculty orientation; the VITAL program instantiates a faculty learning community, 

workshops and other tools provide essential curricular infrastructure; and Human Resources offers a 

variety of staff specific professional development programs. (CFR 3.2) As noted in the recommendations 

below, SCU continues to struggle with diversity, equity, and inclusion issues related to recruitment and 

retention. 

The university’s business operations are conducted with apparent integrity. Audits are 

conducted on a regular basis. SCU has operated consistently without a deficit and has been agile, 

especially in response to the current challenging environment of the global pandemic. Further details 

regarding the institution’s financial situation are discussed in component 7. (CFR 3.4) 

Santa Clara has invested heavily in IT Infrastructure, which is a critical area that requires 

continued support. Additionally, SCU has two distinct capital plans: one for information technology and 

a second for university operations and facilities management that prioritizes institutional needs. (CFR 

3.5) 

SCU provided evidence that the institution’s leadership operates with integrity, a high level of 

performance, and accountability. (CFR 3.6) The university, which operates under the general oversight 

of the Board of Trustees, has a comprehensive administrative structure, providing clear responsibility 

and lines of accountability for all administrative functions. Board involvement appears appropriate, and 

trustees understand their fiduciary responsibilities. Board members are diverse and have a broad 

knowledge base to draw upon to aid and guide SCU. (CFR 3.9) 

SCU self-identified continuing challenges surrounding transparency of communication and 

shared governance. These challenges were confirmed during the review team’s visit. The president and 
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provost are both relatively new to the institution; their stated willingness to improve listening and 

collaboration suggest to the team that improvement in these critical areas is forthcoming. (CFRs 3.6, 3.7) 

Final determination of compliance with Standard 3 rests with the Commission. 

Standard 4 

The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that SCU has provided sufficient 

evidence to determine compliance with Standard 4. The institution frequently engages in data-driven 

decision making. This is reflected not just in a well-developed system for program review and the 

assessment of student learning – especially at the undergraduate level – but also in analyses of co- and 

extra-curricular challenges facing SCU, such as the high cost of living in the Santa Clara region. (CFRs 4.1, 

4.3) Decisions regarding whether to hire faculty on the tenure track or as adjuncts are based not just on 

financial issues, but on the ability to connect students with cutting-edge practices used in real-world 

settings. School advisory boards provide additional links to the communities to which SCU students will 

contribute after they graduate. (CFRs 4.3, 4.4) 

One area in need of further development is infusing an emphasis on diversity, equity, and 

inclusion throughout the institution’s data gathering and analysis and communication protocols. For 

example, SCU is remarkable in closing the equity gaps that are common at other institutions, but many 

students in marginalized groups do not necessarily view their SCU experience as positive, despite 

achieving high degree completion rates. (CFRs 4.1, 4.7) Some main tools that identify and track issues 

such as these, including the diversity dashboard and the campus climate survey, currently lag because of 

their linkage to reporting of survey results for IPEDS. These pages should reference more recent data.  

When it became evident that the pandemic would significantly impact SCU, financial and 

curricular decisions were made that considered both immediate and long-term outcomes. These 

decisions were appropriately informed by the available data. However, they were rolled out to the 

campus community in a manner that, to some, exemplified SCU’s continuing struggles with shared 
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governance, communication, and transparency. Thus, the institution’s solid quality assurance practices 

can be bolstered by ensuring greater involvement of stakeholders throughout the campus community. 

(CFRs 4.1, 4.5) 

Final determination of compliance with Standard 4 rests with the Commission. 

Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators (IEEI) 

Santa Clara University has established a rigorous, evidence-based program review process for all 

academic programs. All programs have formal program learning outcomes that are included in course 

syllabi and/or posted on the program website. Each program outcome/goal is assessed within a 5-, 6-, or 

8-year cycle. At the undergraduate level, academic departments utilize senior capstones and projects, 

embedded assignments, pre-/post-tests, quizzes, and local and national exams to evaluate student 

learning in their programs. Several departments also use senior exit interviews for this purpose. 

Assessment and program review system at SCU is characterized by faculty ownership and engagement, 

collaboration, resources, and support. Faculty develop program learning outcomes, participate in 

gathering samples of student work from relevant courses, analyze student performance against rubrics 

or other assessment tools, and discuss their data and findings to determine gaps in curriculum, teaching, 

course alignment, course sequencing, and pedagogy, as well as alignment with the professional 

standards when applicable. Upon submitting their reports, all departments and programs receive 

formative feedback from the University Assessment Committee. The schedule for program reviews has 

been established, and Santa Clara is in the process of completing its second complete cycle of academic 

program review. At the graduate level, student learning is evaluated by comprehensive exams, 

evaluations by supervisors, guild exams, and other discipline-specific metrics. Working groups or faculty 

assessment coordinators in collaboration with chairs compile results and present them for discussion at 

faculty meetings. Faculty use results to make changes to the curriculum (e.g., adding electives, changing 

course content) or to address teaching or advising issues. Several new programs have not been assessed 
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yet but their program reviews have been scheduled. Overall, SCU assessment of undergraduate 

programs is rigorous, systematic, and efficient. Assessment of most graduate and co-curricular programs 

is adequate but could benefit from improvements. 

Component 3: Degree Programs: Meaning, quality and integrity of the degrees 

Santa Clara ensures the meaning, quality, and integrity of all the degrees it awards. All SCU 

degrees are well aligned with the university mission, vision, and core values. The university has common 

goals of academic and professional excellence, responsible citizenship, and service to society for their 

undergraduate and graduate students within the conceptual framework of educating the whole person. 

The central tenets that permeate academic and co-curricular programs at various schools, colleges, and 

units within the university are informed by the Jesuit, Catholic tradition and resonate well with the 

societal expectations for education in the current century. 

SCU’s institutional report explains in detail how the larger university’s mission is linked to the 

individualized school missions, and how these shape the meaning of the degrees awarded by each 

school. Five core processes assure the quality and integrity of those degrees: course approval 

procedures; approval of new degree programs; annual assessment of student learning; program review; 

and use of national and local surveys completed by faculty, staff, students, and alumni. All of these 

processes yield the concrete, actionable information required for continuous improvement. 

A thorough process is established for approving new or substantially revised courses and 

academic programs. Guidelines for these processes are revised every three years. New programs are 

required to describe the courses they include as part of the program approval process, and required 

courses must be mapped to program learning outcomes. All new programs are required to have student 

learning outcomes that are reflected in course syllabi. (CFRs 2.4, 4.1) 

All undergraduate and graduate programs regularly assess student learning; programs are 

reviewed every eight years. The university system of assessment and program review is characterized by 
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faculty ownership and engagement, collaboration, and resources and support. SCU faculty develop 

institutional and program learning outcomes, participate in gathering samples of student work from 

relevant courses, analyze student performance against rubrics or other assessment tools, and discuss 

their findings. All academic departments and programs that are not completing program reviews are 

expected to conduct assessments annually and present a summary of their work to their academic dean 

and the Office of Assessment. The Office of Assessment provides training and assists departments and 

programs in designing and implementing assessment methods and tools. The Office of Institutional 

Research helps departments and programs with data analysis. Upon submitting their reports, 

departments and programs receive formative feedback from the University Assessment Committee in a 

standardized reporting form and discuss the provided feedback in “closing the assessment loop” 

conversations.  

Academic program review is rigorous, evidence-based, and includes three key components: the 

production of a self-study report accompanied by a preliminary action plan; a site visit by an external 

review team and resulting report; and refinement of the action plan following the external review and 

discussions with the academic dean. The program review process synthesizes the annual assessment 

results, collects evidence of teaching efficacy, examines pedagogical approaches, scrutinizes the 

operational aspects of the program, provides comparative analyses of programs from peer institutions, 

and includes external evaluations from two disciplinary experts. Santa Clara is in the process of 

completing its second complete cycle of academic program review and demonstrates strong 

participation in assessment across disciplines with more than 90% of academic programs and 

departments completing an assessment activity each year. Overall, SCU assessment of undergraduate 

programs is rigorous, systematic, and efficient, while assessment of most graduate and co-curricular 

programs would benefit from improvements. These improvements depend upon the program and may 

include establishing clear priorities, identifying appropriate benchmarks for those priorities 
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(accompanied by timelines for significant milestones), and regularly assessing progress towards 

established benchmarks and milestones. Allocating sufficient resources for assessment and appointing 

assessment coordinators would also likely benefit co-curricular and graduate program review.  

(CFRs 2.6, 2.7) 

At the university level, Santa Clara regularly administers such national surveys as the NSSE, the 

Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) surveys for incoming first-year (Freshman Survey – TFS) and 

senior students (College Senior Survey – CSS), and the American College Health Association National 

College Health Assessment (NCHA) survey. In general, SCU collects sufficient data through national and 

local instruments for data-driven decision-making at multiple levels; however, these data do not always 

lead to establishing clear strategic priorities and developing feasible implementation plans. For example, 

the Blue Ribbon Commission on Diversity and Inclusion collected a significant amount of data and 

produced a report with 37 recommendations to be used for developing a strategic plan to promote 

diversity and inclusion on campus. Unfortunately, implementation of this plan has been sporadic and 

incomplete. Furthermore, failure to communicate efforts and successes widely has left many in the 

campus community unaware of progress. SCU needs to communicate more effectively its priorities for 

achieving systemic change; identify appropriate benchmarks for those priorities; set timelines related to 

significant milestones; dedicate resources needed to ensure success; regularly assess progress toward 

attaining the desired goals; and communicate progress updates to stakeholders, collecting their 

feedback and making adjustments as needed. (CFRs 2.10, 4.6, 4.7) 

Component 4: Educational Quality: Student learning, core competencies, and standards of performance 

at graduation 

SCU takes the quality of students’ educational experiences seriously. Throughout the 

institutional report, Santa Clara provided examples of how assessment is used to guide curricular, 

pedagogical, and institutional changes to enhance student success. Program review processes are 
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strong, as described elsewhere in this report. SCU also provided clear documentation that highlighted 

how students acquire knowledge and develop higher-order intellectual skills appropriate to the level of 

the degree earned. (CFRs 2.7, 4.3) 

All undergraduate programs have clearly defined learning goals, which include the five WSCUC 

core competencies. In addition, the undergraduate schools have collaboratively added three additional 

goals that align with SCU’s mission, vision, and values for undergraduate education: engagement with 

diverse communities, locally and globally; promotion of a more humane, just, and sustainable world; 

and cultivation of ethics and a life of meaning and purpose. Each undergraduate goal is shaped by 

learning experiences embedded across the curriculum. (CFR 2.3) 

SCU prioritizes authentic assessment of student work; direct and indirect evidence of student 

learning are considered and evaluated as part of the assessment process. Taken as a whole, the 

assessment data demonstrate that the institution’s undergraduate programs ensure the development of 

core competencies. In addition, the institutional report describes several recent student learning 

assessment initiatives that reflect SCU’s commitment to educational excellence. For example, in 2016, a 

cross-disciplinary team launched a university-wide initiative (SWIRL) to promote stronger student 

outcomes in writing, information literacy, and critical thinking. Over the past two years, the SWIRL team 

created two faculty communities of practice and other workshops focused on assessment of student 

learning. Participants engaged in peer feedback and ongoing revision using the National Institute for 

Learning Outcomes Assessment (NILOA) charrette process resources. In addition, the SWIRL team 

created a tool, WRITE, that instructors can utilize to design new assignments or revise existing ones for 

writing-intensive courses. Overall, the SWIRL initiative has entailed an active multi-year inquiry into 

evidence-based practices for improving students’ writing, critical thinking, and information literacy skills. 

Pre/post comparisons of faculty practices suggest SWIRL has been effective in transforming their 

teaching and assessment methods. 
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SCU has also placed a strong assessment focus on oral communication and quantitative 

reasoning. During the 2018-2019 academic year, the institution conducted a university-wide assessment 

of oral communication. That assessment, as well as additional survey data – including findings from  

the 2018 NSSE – resulted in the formation of a partnership with the Office of Assessment and area 

specialists. The purpose of this partnership is to develop professional development programs and 

teaching resources for faculty so they can better support students in the area of oral communication. 

Additionally, the HUB Writing Center was recently expanded to provide increased support for public 

speaking for University students. 

SCU is currently in the process of developing a university-wide instrument that will provide for 

the direct assessment of seniors’ student learning in the area of quantitative reasoning. This effort 

involves a collaboration between the Office of Assessment and a faculty member from the Collaborative 

for Teaching Innovation. As a result of this assessment, SCU aims to obtain more information about 

students’ quantitative reasoning competencies and identify additional opportunities to reinforce that 

learning throughout the upper-division curriculum in the majors and through the Core Curriculum.  

(CFRs 2.2a, 2.3, 2.7) 

As noted above, SCU created three higher-order goals beyond the five WSCUC core 

competencies. Assessment concepts and activities such as data collection through large-scale survey 

programs, including the NSSE, were prominently featured in the institutional report. Based on the 

institution’s active examination of the data, SCU appears to be making significant progress towards 

increased student achievement of each of these goals. (CFR 2.10) 

The Markkula Center for Applied Ethics (MCAE) provides one example of how assessment guides 

continuous educational improvements at SCU. The MCAE is a central university resource, and in 

collaboration with the Office of Assessment it conducted a robust assessment of its educational 

effectiveness during the 2018-2019 academic year. The preliminary results suggest a need for increased 
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ethical programming. Moreover, students, faculty, and staff indicated that they would like greater 

engagement with the MCAE. As the institution continues its work in the area of ethics, the Center should 

consider ways of increasing ethical programming and developing deeper relationships across all 

constituencies. 

The materials examined by the team included comprehensive undergraduate and graduate 

assessment data as evidence of student achievement in the curriculum and the co-curriculum. These 

achievements are grounded in standards developed by faculty, who have ample opportunities for 

professional development in assessment of student learning. As the institutional report acknowledged, 

SCU has faced some challenges with assessment at the graduate level, and the university should 

establish sustainable and systematic assessment processes for their learning outcomes, objectives, and 

goals. This effort should include timelines. (CFRs 2.2b, 2.3, 2.8) 

Based on the institutional report and feedback from all constituencies, the team is confident in 

the quality of the educational offerings at SCU. The team suggests that the institution build on its 

promising work of assessing student learning and enhance its use for program improvement and 

decision-making. Moreover, the team encourages Santa Clara to contemplate ways in which a stronger 

culture of assessment at the graduate level can be developed and maintained. (CFR 2.8) 

Component 5: Student Success: Student learning, retention, and graduation 

Students who attend Santa Clara University graduate at high rates: the 6-year degree 

completion rate for students who enter as first-year students has been rising for the past five years and 

currently is at 90.5%. This exceeds the rate at SCU’s peer institutions. Furthermore, graduation rates 

show little or no evidence of disparities based upon student race/ethnicity or socioeconomic status. 

These high degree completion rates follow from strong retention rates, which have hovered around 95% 

for the critical transition from first to second year for the past five years. These are all laudable statistics, 

and SCU also values the transformations brought about by education as much as graduation rates;  
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a comprehensive set of desired learning outcomes backed by assessment demonstrates that graduates 

leave the institution empowered to “apply their knowledge for the betterment of society.” External 

validation of SCU’s educational goals is provided by the large number of national fellowships received by 

alumni and by strong post-graduation employment figures. The latter evidence similarities across sex 

and across race/ethnicity. (CFR 2.10) 

Completion rates for graduate students are more variable, due in part to lower student 

enrollments in each cohort compared to undergraduate programs. Some graduate students also 

withdraw from their programs for professional reasons; for example, students occasionally leave the 

Master of Theology program early in order to pursue ministerial opportunities in the community. 

Despite these issues, completion rates typically range between 70% and 90% across all master’s 

programs and the JD program. The doctoral program in engineering has much lower completion rates 

(ranging between 15% and 50%), reflecting the tendency of students to leave when a desirable 

employment opportunity becomes available. Program completion rates also tend to be lower in the 

School of Education and Counseling Psychology than in the other schools. The possible reasons for this 

were not explicated by SCU; further investigation and action seems warranted. 

Students who complete graduate programs that satisfy curricular requirements for licensed 

occupations have generally high rates of success in the exams required for those occupations. However, 

some of the students in the teacher education program struggled with the California Subject 

Examination for Teachers. This led SCU to offer exam preparation sessions, which improved pass rates in 

subsequent cohorts. 

Student success is facilitated by providing students with a large number of high impact 

educational opportunities. These range from immersive experiences offered by the Ignatian Center for 

Jesuit Education to paid summer internships provided by the College of Arts and Sciences through the 

REAL program and community-based research projects coordinated by the IDEAS program in the School 
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of Engineering. Students can also access numerous campus resources that promote student success; 

undergraduates noted appreciation of Residence Life, Student Life, and the Multicultural Center.  

(CFRs 2.10, 2.11) 

SCU’s institutional report did not disaggregate student outcomes by generational status. 

Similarly, tools for reporting student success metrics externally, such as the publicly available dashboard 

(“current visualizations”), do not summarize outcomes separately for first- and continuing-generation 

students. (CFR 2.10) Despite this, SCU considers generational status in its assessment and resource 

allocation practices. The NSSE suggests that first-generation students at SCU are just as likely as their 

continuing-generation peers to engage in three or more high-impact practices. However, the campus 

climate survey revealed that first-generation students tend to have a reduced sense of belonging to the 

institution compared to continuing-generation students. In response to this finding, SCU expanded the 

number of students served by the LEAD program, which facilitates “academic success, community 

engagement and vocational exploration” for first-generation students. 

Component 6: Quality Assurance and Improvement: Program review, assessment, use of data and 

evidence 

Santa Clara University has been assessing academic programs for almost 20 years and has 

gained substantial experience in this area over this time. The institution has succeeded in building solid 

assessment infrastructures and engaging faculty and staff in meaningful assessment of student learning 

and program quality, especially at the undergraduate level. Assessment of co-curricular and graduate 

programs still needs to be strengthened. Faculty and staff including associate deans from each academic 

area serve on the University Assessment Committee, which collaborates with the Office of Assessment. 

Members of the University Assessment Committee act as local assessment experts and liaisons, who 

share innovations in assessment with colleagues in their respective units. (CFR 2.4, 4.4) 
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The Office of Assessment is staffed by a director and assistant director, who play key roles in 

leading campus-wide assessment efforts. They facilitate training events, workshops, and individual 

consultations, and they assist academic and non-academic units in developing assessment materials and 

resources. Office staff are committed to ongoing assessment for improvements in student learning and 

program quality. In collaboration with the University Assessment Committee, Office of Assessment staff 

advise the university on assessment-related processes and provide peer feedback on academic 

departments’ annual assessments. During the meetings with the team, SCU faculty and staff from 

different departments and units expressed their deep appreciation for the director and assistant 

director’s continuous support and for efforts to build up the institution’s capacity to conduct assessment 

and program review. (CFR 4.3, 4.4) 

Santa Clara University has established a solid structure in support of the institution’s data 

collection and analysis needs. It has sufficient institutional research capacity to collect, analyze, and 

disseminate data internally and externally. The provost’s division includes: an assistant provost for 

planning and analysis; a vice provost for planning and institutional effectiveness, who manages the 

Office of Assessment; and the Office of Institutional Research, which consists of a director and three 

staff members. While each group has a slightly different focus, they work collaboratively to provide data 

and meaningful analysis to the university community. The IR team’s professionalism and service-

oriented attitude are highly valued. 

Santa Clara periodically engages its multiple constituents, including trustees, faculty, staff, 

students, and others, in institutional reflection based on the examination of data and evidence. 

Throughout the institution, the visiting team found aspiration for improvement and growth, coupled 

with a determination to produce change that will support SCU’s educational goals. In this context, the 

institutional priorities, supported by budgeting and resource planning, need to be clearly articulated and 
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communicated to different stakeholders so that the university community can meaningfully and 

fruitfully collaborate on achieving desired goals. (CFRs 4.6, 4.7) 

Component 7: Sustainability: Financial viability, preparing for the changing higher education 

environment 

Santa Clara University is financially stable, as indicated by a strong balance sheet, unqualified 

independent financial audits, and a Moody’s Rating of Aa3 stable issued in May 2019. The university has 

a strong Consolidated Statement of Financial Position with investments, cash, and cash equivalents of 

approximately $1.3 billion. As of June 30, 2019, SCU has total net assets of approximately $1.8 billion, of 

which $748 million is unrestricted. (CFR 3.4) SCU provided additional evidence of sustainable financial 

management through a discussion of its composite financial index (CFI), reflecting more than just annual 

balanced budgets. 

The university has recognized that it faces challenges in providing the financial resources to 

support its mission and achieve its strategic vision, due both to the enduring concerns regarding the cost 

of living in the Santa Clara region, and the specific concerns generated by the pandemic. In response, 

with support from the trustees, the university developed comprehensive guidelines for budgeting and 

financial management of current operations. The operating budget is under the primary oversight of the 

University Finance Office (UFO). The UFO works with the University Budget Council to engage deans and 

administrators in the development, refinement, and approval of an annual budget that addresses the 

needs of the institution. 

The budget, after approval by the president, is presented to the Board of Trustees for their 

approval. Discussions with the trustees indicated they were very aware of the university’s financial 

situation and how its financial plans were operating. (CFR 3.4) The university engages multiple 

constituencies, including its board, faculty, and staff in the planning processes based upon data and 

evidence. Multiple constituents were able to articulate how the process works and linked those 
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processes to being able to develop plans to align its purposes, mission, and resources to short- and long-

term planning. (CFR 4.6) 

The university was able to clearly articulate its financial realities. An example of this 

understanding is demonstrated through SCU’s budget and development (fundraising) processes and 

efforts. The university develops a current operating budget and a five-year forecast. It also has two 

distinct capital plans: one for information technology and a second for university operations and 

facilities management. 

One of SCU’s more immediate needs has been the construction of the Sobrato Campus for 

Discovery and Innovation, which is a new 270,000 square-foot, state-of-the-art facility for 

transformational STEM education. As the plans for the Sobrano Campus were developed, they were 

informed by a $1 billion, eight year capital campaign that was heavily weighted towards capital projects. 

(CFR 4.7) 

Despite solid operating performance and sound practices and processes, Santa Clara self-

identified financial vulnerabilities caused by a variety of factors: 

- The lack of affordable housing for students, staff and faculty is a significant concern and one of the 

reasons SCU struggles to increase the diversity of its students and employees. Addressing 

accessibility and affordability for students would make Santa Clara’s special experience open to a 

wider berth of future leaders, while doing so for faculty and staff would address the challenges 

imposed by local economies and costs of living, broadening the spectrum of potential recruits and 

assisting with retention of valued colleagues. 

- A high dependence upon student-based revenue, requiring the university to pay close attention to 

enrollment trends and market forces. SCU is looking to grow its undergraduate enrollment over the 

next few years to 5,700 and recognizes the demographic shifts predicted for eligible high-school 

students and related enrollment impacts. Net tuition and fees funded approximately 85% of  
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the 2019-2020 operating budget, while auxiliary revenues associated with the room and board 

accounted for another 8.8%; endowment income provided another 7.7%. The high dependence 

upon student-based revenue sources is a concern and is being targeted by SCU through its 

fundraising efforts. (CFR 3.4) Current donor support for financial aid was approximately  

$171.2 million (see note 2 in the Consolidated Financial Statements). 

- Enrollment management of graduate programs is decentralized, with a number of challenges 

identified by SCU. The Leavey School of Business faces increasing competition from institutions with 

online programs or satellite campuses in Silicon Valley, while the Jesuit School of Theology faces 

competition from other institutions that offer students significant amounts of financial aid. 

Enrollment at the School of Law is in flux as a result of the nationwide shifts in legal education over 

the past decade. To mitigate these challenges, SCU has well defined procedures in place to mitigate 

shortfalls, with the academic unit and university both sharing the burden and jointly managing cost 

saving measures. 

Component 8: Optional essay on institutional specific themes 

SCU’s institutional report included an optional essay that identified four areas for improvement: 

diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI); institutional support for student success; compensation, housing, 

and equity; and collaborative governance (including decision making, transparency, communication, and 

fairness). SCU’s openness in voluntarily acknowledging these issues is commendable, demonstrating 

recognition that the issues have a significant impact on the institution and must be resolved. All are 

“wicked” problems for which multifaceted approaches are required to achieve progress – no simple 

solutions exist. Furthermore, two of these issues (DEI and collaborative governance) were highlighted as 

areas of concern in SCU’s 2014 interim report, demonstrating intransigence. 
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Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) 

 Several metrics exist for gauging progress on improving DEI. One involves determining whether 

SCU’s students, faculty, and staff are becoming more diverse. This requires SCU to select dimensions of 

diversity that are of interest for tracking purposes (such as race/ethnicity, gender, and sexual 

orientation). It also requires students, faculty, and staff to indicate how they identify with these 

dimensions. (CFR 1.4) SCU tracks dimensions required for IPEDS reporting; however, other dimensions, 

such as sexual orientation, are not formally tracked – despite an expressed interest in promoting DEI for 

these dimensions. There is a general perception that diversity along these dimensions has been 

increasing at SCU, but these improvements are little more than anecdotal until a methodology is 

developed for tracking diversity metrics beyond those required by IPEDS. 

The diversity dashboard only shows data through 2017, which risks providing an outdated 

portrait of diversity at SCU. As noted above on Page 20, SCU would be wise to point its diversity 

dashboard users to more recent data. The diversity dashboard exhibits no trend towards an increase in 

racial/ethnic diversity among students or staff. Faculty diversity has improved somewhat, resulting in 

part from the practice of requiring anti-bias training for all faculty search committees and voting 

members. This practice is highly commendable and was applauded by several faculty. However, the 

dashboard suggests that, through 2017, the improvement in faculty racial/ethnic diversity was achieved 

by increasing the percentage of faculty who identify as Asian. Hiring over the last three years has been 

more successful in diversifying the faculty, with roughly one-fourth of the hires being from historically 

underrepresented communities (5% Black, 15% Hispanic, 2% Native American or Alaskan Native, and 2% 

multi-race). During the team’s visit SCU stated that the percentage of Black faculty, while having 

increased, remains below the desired level of 6%. (CFR 3.1) Responding to this and the outrage triggered 

by the killing of George Floyd in June, the Black faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences issued a 

demand for targeted hirings in all colleges. The demand was based in part upon the observation that 
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students can complete their entire SCU education without taking a class taught by a Black faculty 

member, and (when the campus was still open) students could easily walk across campus without 

encountering a Black classmate. 

The lack of significant progress in achieving a diversified faculty is not unique to SCU. Faculty 

demographics at comparable institutions are similar to those at SCU, and the diversity dashboard 

reveals that students and faculty at SCU exhibit slightly more overall racial/ethnic diversity than SCU’s 

benchmark institutions. Still, given the emphasis that SCU has placed upon promoting DEI, the failure to 

achieve larger increases in diversity seems disappointing. SCU positions itself as a leading institution, but 

it is not leading in this area. There is also the question about whether SCU is becoming more diverse in 

areas beyond those tracked by IPEDS. 

In addition to efforts designed to attract more faculty, staff, and students of color, SCU has 

sought to improve DEI by changing policies and practices. This includes forming the Blue Ribbon 

Commission on Diversity and Inclusion, which in 2017 released a report that included a large number of 

important recommendations for institutional practices. However, despite the launching of numerous 

initiatives, staff, faculty, and students at SCU report seeing little evidence of intentional, systemic 

change. Instead, SCU is perceived by many as addressing DEI concerns on an incident-by-incident basis. 

Furthermore, some institutional leaders cited a lack of prioritization. For example, according to one 

member of the community, a task force that followed the Blue Ribbon Commission created “180 pots on 

the stove,” all of which were “heating up,” but none of which had priority or a designated accountable 

party who was identified as such to the campus community. Though SCU has established ten priorities 

and assigned responsible parties to them, many members of its community still believe that the 

institution lacks appropriate focus. 

This perception of SCU as reactive rather than proactive stems in part from a lack of 

coordination among the various campus stakeholders who are attempting to implement changes.  
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A concerted effort, with timelines and benchmarks to judge progress, seems essential to yield the 

desired outcomes. Additionally, sustained efforts to communicate to the campus community the various 

changes that are being implemented have been lacking. These communications should describe not just 

the changes that are being made, but the underlying reasons for these changes. (CFRs 3.6, 3.7) 

SCU already has significant infrastructure in place to support DEI efforts, including resources 

such as the Multicultural Learning Center and the Rainbow Resource Center, professional development 

programs offered by Human Resources, participation in the AAC&U TIDES Institute, and a faculty 

learning community dedicated to promoting equity in the classroom. However, coordination and 

communication appear to be lacking. (CFRs 3.6, 3.7) These deficits may be resolved by successfully hiring 

a vice president for diversity, equity, and inclusion. SCU currently has an Office for Diversity and 

Inclusion and an Office for Multicultural Learning, together with an associate provost for DEI, but DEI 

efforts have nevertheless been hampered by a lack of resources and the failure of SCU to communicate 

DEI as a high priority issue. Indeed, it is remarkable that, despite the long history of DEI issues at SCU, 

the associate provost for DEI only recently became a full-time appointment with standing membership 

in the president's cabinet. Adding a vice president for mission and ministry to the cabinet would most 

likely lead to further progress in addressing DEI issues, given the centrality of social justice to the Jesuit 

mission. 

Campus climate is another metric for gauging progress on DEI issues. SCU administered a 

campus climate survey in 2018 and uncovered a multitude of concerns. Numerous stakeholders noted 

the importance of the campus climate survey and the data provided by the survey. However, the survey 

provides only a single snapshot of the institution. In order to judge whether progress is being made, 

surveys must be administered repeatedly. In light of this, and given the prominence of DEI issues at SCU, 

the team was surprised to learn that the next administration of the campus climate survey is still several 

years away. Annual – or, at least, biennial – administrations would seem more appropriate for an issue 
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that is ostensibly regarded as urgent. SCU should also note that, while average responses made to 

survey questions are important, the responses offered by marginalized students are perhaps of greater 

concern in this case. As one campus employee noted, SCU must remember that the majority experience 

is not shared by every student. 

Institutional support for student success 

As is appropriate for a Jesuit institution, Santa Clara University focuses on developing the whole 

student. Success in achieving this goal requires examining metrics that go well beyond retention and 

degree completion rates. Important data sources for SCU are the NSSE, HERI, and NCSA surveys. These 

reveal that, on some measures, SCU lags behind peer institutes. The institution is actively seeking to 

understand and remediate these outcomes. A variety of factors are involved, including the DEI issues 

discussed above, and competition for classroom space that requires some students to attend classes at 

times that preclude participation in extra- and co-curricular activities. SCU is actively exploring solutions 

to these challenges. (CFRs 4.1, 4.3) The Sobrato Campus for Discovery and Innovation will help to 

alleviate classroom and lab space limitations. A variety of professional development opportunities help 

faculty connect better with their students. The summer COOL program and a year-long ACUE program 

have proven especially popular, equipping faculty with tools to provide inclusive and effective online 

and in-class pedagogy. 

The Ignatian tradition is central to Santa Clara’s mission. A majority of students recognize the 

tradition and its infusion throughout the institution, but the 2018 campus climate survey reveals that 

one quarter of SCU’s undergraduates and one third of SCU’s graduate students do not understand the 

university's mission. Installing a vice president for mission and ministry should help reduce these 

proportions and should provide further support for student success as SCU has chosen to define it.  

(CFRs 1.1, 1.2) 
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Compensation, housing, and equity 

SCU is located in a region with an extremely high cost of living. This has created challenges in 

attracting and retaining new hires, with the institution noting that this affects efforts to increase 

diversity on campus. Solutions include providing employees higher levels of compensation and/or 

subsidizing housing. Equity is a separate issue, stemming from salary disparities that cannot be 

explained by factors such as differences in academic rank; instead, they reflect inequities in initial rates 

of pay or in subsequent raises and may handicap efforts to improve DEI on campus. (CFR 1.4) 

The institutional report outlined plans that were underway to address these issues; however, 

their implementation was slowed or halted by the loss of revenue brought about by the pandemic. This 

has already triggered a 50% reduction in retirement benefits for faculty and staff, and employees have 

been warned that furloughs may be imminent. Staff feel particularly vulnerable to cutbacks. 

Development of faculty housing is contingent upon receiving a favorable rezoning decision from local 

government but, this too, has been impacted by the pandemic. Decisions are being made more 

cautiously by local government, and in the local community, support may be eroding for university 

housing because it generates minimal tax revenues. 

Tension among faculty exists on campus concerning what many faculty regard as a diversion of 

funding away from instructors and towards capital projects and administrative personnel. These 

tensions are likely to increase as budgets become even more constrained. The University Budget 

Committee (UBC) should serve as a space on campus to acknowledge these tensions and take steps to 

reduce them. (CFRs 3.4, 4.5) However, UBC may prove ineffectual in this role due to the lack of trust in 

collaborative governance. Thus, SCU administrators should ensure that faculty and staff feel they are 

involved in responding to the financial challenges ahead. (CFRs 3.7, 3.10) This was not the case for the 

reduction in retirement benefits. Faculty and staff felt that consultation regarding “the 403(b) decision” 

was pro forma. Involving faculty and staff in the discussion earlier would probably have led to the same 
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financial outcome but would have kept intact the respect that employees had for the campus decision-

making process. 

Given these considerations, it is unlikely that SCU will make progress over the short term in 

addressing compensation, housing, and equity concerns. However, SCU must continue to recognize the 

importance of these issues and develop plans – as a community – for resolving them in a feasible 

manner with the resources that are available. 

Collaborative governance 

Shared governance has a varied and at times difficult history at Santa Clara University, as was 

acknowledged in the 2011 and 2014 Commission actions. Separate senates exist for students, for staff, 

and for faculty, along with other standing and ad hoc committees. (CFRs 3.7, 3.10) These function with 

apparent autonomy, exemplified by developments including innovative, cross-disciplinary, faculty-driven 

programs such as Pathways, cross-unit staff collaborations such as an anti-racism workgroup, and the 

approval by student governance of a prison divestment resolution. However, the student, staff, and 

faculty committees charged with governing the institution are also somewhat ensiled from the 

administration. Furthermore, as a member of the WSCUC Working Group commented, the different 

stakeholder groups at SCU each hold unique perspectives and speak with different voices. These could 

not be fully reconciled in the institutional report, suggesting that each group has a different vision for 

the institution. Communication is essential to articulating these disparate visions and distilling the best 

ideas from each. 

Compounding this problem is that faculty and staff representatives are rarely standing members 

or guests at meetings of key administration committees. As a result, faculty, staff, and students often 

learn of decisions after they have already been made, rather than participating in the discussions leading 

to those decisions. (CFRs 3.7, 3.10) This practice excludes participation of important, diverse voices in 

governance, which may lead to suboptimal institutional decisions. Even if the decisions are “correct” or 
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seemingly inevitable (as in the reduction of retirement benefits), denying the participation of key 

stakeholders at appropriately early stages is perceived as poor communication and a lack of 

transparency in decision making. However, the team notes that these problems do not stem solely from 

faculty and staff lacking representation at the administrative table; administrators should also be regular 

guests at staff and faculty meetings. 

Collaborations in governance appear to be improving at Santa Clara, particularly since the arrival 

of Father O’Brien and Provost Kloppenberg. However, further progress is needed. The coming years will 

place significant stress upon staff, faculty, and administrators at SCU, who can respond by coming 

together as a campus community with a common purpose and aims, or by splintering into separate 

fiefdoms, each bent upon protecting their own turf. Communication and transparency in decision-

making are essential to achieving the former outcome and avoiding the latter. (CFR 3.7) The campus 

climate survey and HERI faculty survey – if they are administered at regular intervals – can inform SCU 

about progress in facilitating collaborative governance. Both surveys suggest there is considerable room 

for improvement, with at least half of the surveyed faculty indicating that their voices are not heard by 

the administration. 

Component 9: Reflection and plans for improvement 

As noted in Santa Clara’s institutional report, “The report reflects the considered and 

consultative appraisal of Santa Clara University’s goals, processes, strengths, and challenges.” The 

review team also agrees that “[t]here is much to celebrate at Santa Clara.” As noted at the outset of this 

report, the team found ample evidence of strength in Santa Clara’s mission, along with adherence to 

and coordination of its work with mission in programs, school- and unit-based mission statements, 

curriculum, co-curriculum, and teaching, learning, scholarship, and creative practices and 

accomplishments. The institution’s Core curriculum and its assessment, along with assessment of its 

undergraduate program, most of its graduate programs, and some of its co-curricular programs, are 
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exemplary. The institution’s leaders, including its trustees, president, and provost, are sophisticated and 

experienced. All members of the university community, from its trustees and advisory boards to faculty, 

staff, and students, exhibit a capacity and notable zeal for continuous improvement. These and other 

commendations are listed in section IV. 

The team agrees that the institutional report “reflected institutional challenges and described 

efforts being taken to address these challenges.” There are pockets of attainment and small victories in 

the main areas of concern, especially diversity, equity, and inclusion. However, there is also a history of 

a seeming lack of urgency, and consequently a lack of systemic progress, in addressing the main 

concerns identified by the institutional report and by WASC-related findings of the last ten years. The 

team also found that persistent communication issues interfered with Santa Clara’s ability to implement 

collaborative solutions for other problem areas. An overarching concern is a beguiling lack of specific 

goal-setting and well-communicated prioritization, accompanied by the absence of benchmarks and 

timelines that could help the institution attain its goals. Section IV lists steps that the team believes can 

rectify SCU’s recurring and forthcoming challenges. 

SECTION III – OTHER TOPICS (such as Substantive Change) 

The team did not identify other issues requiring consideration. 

SECTION IV – FINDINGS, COMMENDATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The team commends Santa Clara University for the following: 

- The entire review was characterized by engagement in authentic reflection of people across 

constituencies. This was evident not only during the self-study process and production of the 

institutional report, but also during the visit. The identification of strengths and weaknesses was 

candid and straightforward. 

- Santa Clara exemplifies its Jesuit mission. All members of the university community – students, 

faculty, staff, trustees, and advisory boards – are well versed in mission and “speak Ignatian.” 
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Students, faculty, and administrators provided ample examples of and dedication to cura personalis, 

to living lives for and with others, and to an understanding that each person is born with immutable 

dignity. Faculty get acquainted with individual students and carefully accord their teaching with each 

students’ contextual station. The Centers of Distinction seat their work in mission and partner with 

students and colleagues to deliver actions based in contemplation and intellectual reflection. 

- Santa Clara has a clear purpose and mission. The academic programs of the institution seem to be 

appropriate in content and standards of achievement. The university mission is aligned with 

individualized school missions. Student learning outcomes are mission-driven; they reflect the vision 

and core values of the institution and are established for all programs. Co-curricular programs are 

appropriately designed to reinforce the goals of the academic, including professional, programs. 

- Santa Clara is committed to installing forward-thinking leaders who will position the institution to 

address current areas of concern and future challenges. The recent hires for president and provost 

join highly capable board members and a strong cabinet. The forthcoming appointments of a vice 

president for diversity, equity, and inclusion, and a vice president for mission and ministry, are 

eagerly anticipated by the campus community; their arrival will complement and further strengthen 

the university administration’s skill set. 

- The curriculum at Santa Clara is infused with high-impact practices and is delivered by enthusiastic 

faculty who are dedicated to the success of their students. The emphasis at Santa Clara on retaining 

and graduating students is impressive. The narrowing of success gaps for historically 

underrepresented students is especially noteworthy, as is the positive impact the institution has on 

its students. The Core curriculum, Pathways program, and Centers of Distinction are supplemented 

by a strong co-curricular program and exemplify Santa Clara’s focus on delivering a unique, 

meaningful, high-value educational experience. A well-developed infrastructure for assessing 

student learning, particularly for undergraduates, assures continuous improvement of programs. 
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- The institution’s response to the COVID-19 emergency was comprehensive and effective. Santa 

Clara provided instructors, staff, and students with essential resources to ensure a rapid transition 

of instructional modalities from reliance on face-to-face methods to complete reliance on remote 

delivery. Academic Technology was instrumental in ensuring the success of this transition by 

providing essential just-in-time training and professional development opportunities for faculty. The 

faculty, in turn, exhibited an extraordinary willingness and ability to pivot and adapt quickly to a 

challenging, new pedagogical environment. 

- Santa Clara’s financial position is strong. Its pre-COVID operating performance and outlook are solid, 

as evidenced by Moody’s report. The institution took swift action to mitigate the immediate 

financial impact of the pandemic. Intermediate-term planning appears to support long-term 

sustainability and viability in the face of considerable uncertainty in the nation’s economic outlook. 

The team identified the following recommendations: 

- Santa Clara’s ambitions have repeatedly brought about notable successes, but progress is not always 

tracked in a manner that facilitates institutional reflection and strategic planning. (CFRs 4.1, 4.2, 4.6) 

The team recommends that major initiatives – including those undertaken to address the issues of 

the following recommendations – establish well-communicated priorities; articulate clear goals; and 

identify appropriate benchmarks for those priorities, accompanied by timelines related to significant 

milestones; and regularly assess progress toward attaining the desired goals. Communication of 

progress to stakeholders is essential to this process. 

- Santa Clara acknowledges the need to address issues relating to diversity, equity, and inclusion, as 

demonstrated by Father O’Brien’s declaration that Santa Clara will become an anti-racist institution. 

However, as myriad members of the campus community can attest, little systemic progress is being 

made on these issues, which have challenged the institution for more than a decade. (CFRs 1.4, 2.10, 

3.1; WSCUC Equity and Inclusion Policy) Where progress has been made, a lack of communication of 
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efforts and successes has kept some members of the community unaware of progress and has 

limited collaboration. Accordingly, the team recommends that Santa Clara takes the following six 

actions: 

(1) Successfully complete the hiring of the vice president for diversity, equity, and inclusion, as a 

matter of urgency, and charge the vice president with overseeing coordination and communication 

of all efforts that aim to improve the campus climate. 

(2) Forge clear and well-communicated foundational statements and policies that articulate the 

institution’s commitment to inclusive excellence. 

- (3) Promote priorities and articulate goals for achieving systemic change; delineate expected or 

desired timelines for achieving appropriate markers; communicate lines of accountability; and 

dedicate resources needed to ensure success. 

(4) Ensure timely gathering of relevant data needed to judge progress. 

(5) Provide appropriate support to students, staff, and faculty who identify as members of 

marginalized groups. 

(6) Communicate progress and setbacks regularly to the campus community in an authentic manner 

that facilitates engaged dialogue with all stakeholders. 

- Santa Clara’s institutional culture fails to promote transparency of operations and collaborative 

decision-making. The team recommends that steps be taken to correct this dysfunction, which has a 

long history at the institution and interferes with effective shared governance practices. (CFRs 1.7, 

3.7, 3,10, 4.6) Part of the problem stems from a lack of strong and frequently employed channels of 

communication between administration and faculty regarding critical operational issues. Many 

parties expressed hope concerning the president’s and provost’s approach to listening and 

collaboration, but that hope was often tempered by memory or concern stemming from 

disappointments of the past. The team observes that numerous options exist for facilitating better 
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communication; these include allowing faculty to regularly attend key administrative meetings and 

administrators to regularly attend key faculty meetings, or by founding other regular meetings 

between faculty and administrative executive groups. 

- The team recommends that Santa Clara commit sufficient resources to the assessment of co-

curricular programs and graduate programs, to ensure rigor that is consonant with that of 

assessment of the institution’s undergraduate programs. (CFR 2.11) The team also recommends that 

greater use be made of assessment data at levels above the program or department, including for 

strategic planning purposes at the institutional level and for forecasting resource needs. (CFR 4.3) 

- The team observed uncertainty among some faculty concerning expectations for research, 

scholarship, creative activity, and service. (CFRs 2.8, 2.9) This uncertainty should be addressed by 

engaging faculty in dialogues that address their concerns. These include: 

(1) Determining whether the 2018 shift in Santa Clara’s Carnegie classification to 

“Doctoral/Professional University” has implications for expectations of faculty. 

(2) Addressing a perceived lack of accountability for faculty who do not meet expectations (e.g., 

after attaining tenure), and perceived inequities across faculty in research, scholarship, creative 

activity, and service expectations. 

(3) Regularizing how contingent faculty are assigned to their official status, and clarifying what steps 

are needed to obtain contracts offering longer terms of employment. 

- The team recommends that Santa Clara continue to explore and implement methods that aim to 

improve accessibility and affordability for students, and for faculty and staff. (CFRs 1.4, 1.6) 

Addressing accessibility and affordability for students would make Santa Clara’s special experience 

open to a wider berth of future leaders, and doing so for faculty and staff will address the challenges 

imposed by local economies and costs of living, broadening the spectrum of potential recruits and 

assisting with retention of valued colleagues.  
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APPENDICES 
 
A. Federal Compliance Forms  
 
1 - CREDIT HOUR AND PROGRAM LENGTH REVIEW FORM 
 

Material 
Reviewed 

Questions/Comments (Please enter findings and recommendations in the Comments 
sections as appropriate.) 

Policy on credit hour Is this policy easily accessible?       YES     NO 
If so, where is the policy located? 
Comments: The credit hour policy is posted online at www.scu.edu/provost/policies-
and-procedures/academic-policies/ and in the Undergraduate Bulletin at 
www.scu.edu/bulletin/undergraduate/chapter-
8/AcademicProgramPoliciesandRegulations.html 
 Academic work at Santa Clara University is measured by credit unit. A unit of credit 
represents that amount of time and effort both within and outside of formal settings 
that a student devotes to a particular class. At the undergraduate level, one unit of 
credit represents approximately three hours of work per week per term by the student, 
including time engaged in class and time committed to class preparation, studying, and 
assigned projects. 
 A unit of credit for laboratory courses, independent study, internships, practica, and 
study abroad is awarded on the same basis as for a lecture course: One unit of credit 
represents approximately three hours of work per week per term by the student. At the 
graduate level, course credit is determined by the college or school and is consistent 
with practices in the disciplines. 

Process(es)/ periodic 
review of credit hour 

Does the institution have a procedure for periodic review of credit hour assignments to 
ensure that they are accurate and reliable (for example, through program review, new 
course approval process, periodic audits) ?       YES     NO 
 
If so, does the institution adhere to this procedure?       YES     NO 
 
Comments: Credit units are reviewed as part of the Academic Affairs Committee 
approval process. 
 

Schedule of  on-
ground courses 
showing when they 
meet 

Does this schedule show that on-ground courses meet for the prescribed number of 
hours?  
   YES     NO 
Comments: 

Sample syllabi or 
equivalent for online 
and hybrid courses 
Please review at least 
1 - 2 from each degree 
level. 
 

How many syllabi were reviewed? 4 
What kind of courses (online or hybrid or both)? Both 
What degree level(s)?   AA/AS      BA/BS      MA      Doctoral 

What discipline(s)? English, Environmental Studies, History, Pastoral Ministries 

Does this material show that students are doing the equivalent amount of work to the 
prescribed hours to warrant the credit awarded?       YES     NO 
Comments: 
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Sample syllabi or 
equivalent for other 
kinds of courses that 
do not meet for the 
prescribed hours (e.g., 
internships, labs, 
clinical,  independent 
study, accelerated) 
Please review at least 
1 - 2 from each degree 
level. 

How many syllabi were reviewed? 2 
What kinds of courses? Traditional 
What degree level(s)?     AA/AS       BA/BS       MA      Doctoral 

What discipline(s)? Chemistry, Pastoral Ministries 

Does this material show that students are doing the equivalent amount of work to the 
prescribed hours to warrant the credit awarded?       YES     NO 
Comments: 

Sample program 
information (catalog, 
website, or other 
program materials) 

How many programs were reviewed? 4 
What kinds of programs were reviewed? Traditional, Hybrid, Online 
What degree level(s)?     AA/AS       BA/BS       MA       Doctoral 

What discipline(s)? Economics, Electrical Engineering, MBA, Psychology 

Does this material show that the programs offered at the institution are of a generally 
acceptable length?       YES     NO 
Comments: 

 
Review Completed By: Eric Klein 
Date: October 9, 2020 
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2 - MARKETING AND RECRUITMENT REVIEW FORM  
 
Under federal regulation*, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s 
recruiting and admissions practices.  
  

Material 
Reviewed 

Questions and Comments: Please enter findings and recommendations in the comment 
section of this table as appropriate. 

**Federal 
regulations 

Does the institution follow federal regulations on recruiting students?       YES     NO 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 

Degree 
completion 
and cost 

Does the institution provide information about the typical length of time to degree? 
  YES     NO 

Does the institution provide information about the overall cost of the degree? 
  YES     NO 

Comments: Information about degree completion and cost is at:  
https://www.scu.edu/provost/institutional-effectiveness/assessment/the-santa-clara-
story/ 
https://www.scu.edu/bursar/tuition/ 
https://www.scu.edu/admission/undergraduate/choosing-scu/graduate-outcomes/survey-
of-recent-graduates/ 
https://www.scu.edu/institutional-research/data/student-outcomes/ 

Careers and 
employment 

Does the institution provide information about the kinds of jobs for which its graduates are 
qualified, as applicable?       YES     NO 
Does the institution provide information about the employment of its graduates, as 
applicable? 
   YES     NO 

 Comments: Relevant information is at 
https://www.scu.edu/provost/institutional-effectiveness/assessment/the-santa-clara-
story/#d.en.526229 

*§602.16(a)(1)(vii) 
 
**Section 487 (a)(20) of the Higher Education Act (HEA) prohibits Title IV eligible institutions from 
providing incentive compensation to employees or third party entities for their success in securing 
student enrollments. Incentive compensation includes commissions, bonus payments, merit salary 
adjustments, and promotion decisions based solely on success in enrolling students. These regulations 
do not apply to the recruitment of international students residing in foreign countries who are not 
eligible to receive Federal financial aid.  
 
Review Completed By: Katy Roig 
Date: October 20, 2020 
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3 - STUDENT COMPLAINTS REVIEW FORM 
 
Under federal regulation*, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s student 
complaints policies, procedures, and records.  
  

Material 
Reviewed 

Questions/Comments (Please enter findings and recommendations in the 
comment section of this column as appropriate.) 

Policy on student 
complaints 

Does the institution have a policy or formal procedure for student complaints? 
  YES     NO 

If so, is the policy or procedure easily accessible? Is so, where? 
Comments: The Santa Clara website includes links to university resources 
specific to each type of complaint at https://www.scu.edu/student-right-to-
know-act/student-consumer-complaint-process/ . Additional relevant 
information is provided in the Student Handbook. 

Process(es)/ procedure Does the institution have a procedure for addressing student complaints? 
  YES     NO 

If so, please describe briefly: 
If so, does the institution adhere to this procedure?       YES     NO 
Comments: The procedures that are followed depend upon the nature of the 
complaint. A particular university official or office is responsible for each type 
of complaint that students can file. 

Records Does the institution maintain records of student complaints? 
  YES     NO 

If so, where? 
Does the institution have an effective way of tracking and monitoring student 
complaints over time?       YES     NO 
If so, please describe briefly:  
Comments: The office responsible for each type of complaint maintains a 
record of complaints and resolutions. Given the small number of complaints 
that have been filed, formal analyses are not required. No trends are evident 
in the complaints. 

*§602-16(1)(1)(ix) 
See also WASC Senior College and University Commission’s Complaints and Third Party Comment Policy. 

 
Review Completed By: Harold Stanislaw 
Date: October 20, 2020 
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4 – TRANSFER CREDIT POLICY REVIEW FORM 
 
Under federal regulations*, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s 
recruiting and admissions practices accordingly.  
 

Material 
Reviewed 

Questions/Comments (Please enter findings and recommendations in the comment 
section of this column as appropriate.) 

Transfer Credit 
Policy(s) 

Does the institution have a policy or formal procedure for receiving transfer credit? 
  YES     NO 

If so, is the policy publicly available?       YES     NO 
If so, where? 
Does the policy(s) include a statement of the criteria established by the institution 
regarding the transfer of credit earned at another institution of higher education?     

  YES     NO 
Comments: Santa Clara’s Transfer of Credit Policy is clear and publicly available at 
https://www.scu.edu/registrar/transfercredit/ 
 

*§602.24(e): Transfer of credit policies. The accrediting agency must confirm, as part of its review for 
renewal of accreditation, that the institution has transfer of credit policies that-- 
 

(1) Are publicly disclosed in accordance with 668.43(a)(11); and 
 

(2) Include a statement of the criteria established by the institution regarding the transfer of 
credit earned at another institution of higher education. 

 
See also WASC Senior College and University Commission’s Transfer of Credit Policy. 
 
Review Completed By: Eric Klein 
Date: October 9, 2020 
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B. Off-Campus Locations Review 
 
Institution: Santa Clara University 
Type of Visit: Reaffirmation 
Name of reviewer: Katy Roig 
Dates of review: October 6-9, 2020 
 
1. Site Name and Address  

 
Jesuit School of Theology 
Santa Clara University – Berkley Campus 
1735 Le Roy Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94709 
  

2. Background Information (number of programs offered at this site; degree levels; FTE of faculty and 
enrollment; brief history at this site; designation as a branch campus standalone location, or satellite 
location by WSCUC) 
  
In 2009, the Jesuit School of Theology at Berkeley became integrated as a graduate school of Santa 
Clara University. Under this arrangement, the School remains in Berkeley and is known as the Jesuit 
School of Theology of Santa Clara University (JST-SCU, or JST). JST offers the following programs: 
 
Graduate Degree Programs: 
·       Master of Divinity 
·       Master of Arts 
·       Combined Master of Divinity and Master of Arts 
·       Master of Theological Studies (on campus and online tracks) 
·       Master of Theology 
  
Ecclesiastical Degree Programs: 
·       Bachelor of Sacred Theology 
·       Licentiate in Sacred Theology 
·       Doctorate in Sacred Theology 
  
In Fall 2019, student headcount was 109 (123.06 FTE). The FY2019-20 faculty headcount was 25 
(18.88 FTE). 
  

3. Nature of the Review (material examined and persons/committees interviewed) 
 
Two meetings were conducted during the virtual site visit. One was with faculty, staff, and 
administrators from the Jesuit School of Theology; the other was a one-on-one meeting with the 
newly appointed dean. Materials reviewed were incorporated as part of the overall Santa Clara 
institutional report and submitted documentation.  
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Lines of Inquiry 
  

Observations and Findings Follow-up 
Required 

For a recently approved site. Has the 
institution followed up on the 
recommendations from the substantive 
change committee that approved this new 
site? 

Not applicable   

Fit with Mission. How does the institution 
conceive of this and other off-campus sites 
relative to its mission, operations, and 
administrative structure? How is the site 
planned and operationalized? (CFRs 1.2, 
3.1, 3.5, 4.1) 

SCU’s mission is firmly grounded in 
the Jesuit educational tradition and 
each school, including JST, draws 
upon the central tenets of mission, 
vision, and value to make them 
their own. Observation of site plan 
and operations could not be 
performed due to the virtual nature 
of the visit. 

  

Connection to the Institution. How visible 
and deep is the presence of the institution 
at the off-campus site? In what ways does 
the institution integrate off-campus 
students into the life and culture of the 
institution? (CFRs 1.2, 2.10) 

Discussion with the JST faculty, 
staff, and dean highlighted the 
struggles with incorporation due to 
physical distance. However, 
engagement has improved through 
the provost’s approach to 
leadership, as well as outreach from 
multiple SCU main campus offices, 
including the Global Engagement 
Office and Office of Diversity and 
Inclusion. 

  

Quality of the Learning Site. How does the 
physical environment foster learning and 
faculty-student contact? What kind of 
oversight ensures that the off-campus site 
is well managed? (CFRs 1.8, 2.1, 2.5, 3.1, 
3.5) 

The physical environment could not 
be observed due to the virtual 
nature of the visit. 
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Student Support Services. What is the site's 
capacity for providing advising, counseling, 
library, computing services and other 
appropriate student services? Or how are 
these otherwise provided? What do data 
show about the effectiveness of these 
services? (CFRs 2.11-2.13, 3.6, 3.7) 

JST is part of a unique "Holy Hill" 
experience and is one of the nine 
schools and centers that comprise 
the interreligious and ecumenical 
Graduate Theological Union (GTU). 
JST students have access to a wide 
array of theological resources. They 
may take courses at any of the GTU 
schools, interact with other GTU 
students in their JST classes, and 
utilize GTU's Flora Lamson Hewlett 
Library, which is one of the most 
comprehensive theological libraries 
in the country. 

  

Faculty. Who teaches the courses, e.g., 
full-time, part-time, adjunct? In what ways 
does the institution ensure that off-
campus faculty is involved in the academic 
oversight of the programs at this site? 
How do these faculty members participate 
in curriculum development and 
assessment of student learning? (CFRs 2.4, 
3.1-3.4, 4.6) 

44% of the faculty are full-time 
tenured or tenure track; the 
remainder are a mix of non-tenure 
track and quarterly or semester 
instructors. JST’s process for course 
approval follows all other graduate 
programs with requirements for 
development of learning outcomes, 
a full syllabus, and broad 
consultation with faculty in the 
program. Similarly, assessment of 
student learning follows the same 
process as all graduate programs at 
SCU. 

  

Curriculum and Delivery. Who designs the 
programs and courses at this site? How 
are they approved and evaluated? Are the 
programs and courses comparable in 
content, outcomes and quality to those on 
the main campus? (CFR 2.1-2.3, 4.6) 

Consistent with all graduate 
programs at SCU, program and 
course design, including approval 
and evaluation, follow the 
guidelines developed by the 
Academic Affairs Committee. 
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Retention and Graduation. What data on 
retention and graduation are collected on 
students enrolled at this off-campus site? 
What do these data show? What 
disparities are evident? Are rates 
comparable to programs at the main 
campus? If any concerns exist, how are 
these being addressed? (CFRs 2.6, 2.10) 

Retention and graduation data are 
managed in the same manner as on-
site graduate programs. Completion 
rates for Master of Divinity students 
have varied between 71% and 96% 
over the past eight cohorts, with 
completion rates above 90% for the 
past two cohorts. Students in the 
Master of Theology program have 
completed their program with rates 
between 71% and 100% over the 
same time period. The Master of 
Theological Studies program 
completion rates vary between 50% 
and 85%. This variation results from 
two factors: the number of program 
participants is quite small, so one 
withdrawal heavily impacts 
completion rates; and some 
students leave the program prior to 
completion in order to pursue 
ministerial work. 

  

Student Learning. How does the institution 
assess student learning at off-campus 
sites? Is this process comparable to that 
used on the main campus? What are the 
results of student learning assessment? 
How do these compare with learning 
results from the main campus? (CFRs 2.6, 
4.6, 4.7)  

Systematic assessment of JST’s 
programs was called for in the 2011 
review. As noted in the team’s 
report, this work is in progress but 
not completed. SCU has a clear 
process for JST that is being applied 
and used consistently. 

  

Quality Assurance Processes: How are the 
institution’s quality assurance processes 
designed or modified to cover off-campus 
sites? What evidence is provided that off-
campus programs and courses are 
educationally effective? (CFRs 4.4-4.8) 

As noted above, systematic 
assessment of JST’s programs is 
under development. 
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C. Distance Education Review 
  
Institution: Santa Clara University 
Type of Visit: Reaffirmation 
Name of reviewer: Eric Klein 
Dates of review: October 6-9, 2020 
 
1. Programs and courses reviewed (please list) 

  
Master in Business Administration 
Master in Legal Studies 
Master in Marketing 

  
2. Background Information (number of programs offered by distance education; degree levels; FTE 

enrollment in distance education courses/programs; history of offering distance education; 
percentage growth in distance education offerings and enrollment; platform, formats, and/or 
delivery method) 

  
SCU has five master’s degree programs that are currently offered online: 
  
Master in Business Administration (launched in winter 2018) – 150 students 
Master in Finance and Analytics (launching in fall 2020)  
Master in Legal Studies (launched in fall 2019) – 8 students 
Master in Marketing (launched in fall 2019) – 30 students 
Master of Theological Studies (launched in fall 2016) – 10 students 
  
SCU also has one hybrid program in Pastoral Ministries. In addition, the Applied Markkula Center 
for Applied Ethics offers two free Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) to the public on the 
Canvas.net platform (Course 1 – Business Ethics for the Real World; Course 2 – Ethics for 
Managers). 
  
Overall, the university provides a variety of educational technology tools and offers a wide range 
of online courses to meet the needs of students using the Canvas learning management system. 

 
3. Nature of the review (material examined and persons/committees interviewed) 
  

During the site visit, meetings were conducted with faculty who teach online, as well as staff 
who support academic technology. Various materials were reviewed, including institutional 
research and assessment data. 
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Lines of Inquiry (refer to relevant CFRs 
to assure comprehensive 

consideration) 

Observations and Findings Follow-up 
Required  

Fit with Mission. How does the 
institution conceive of distance 
learning relative to its mission, 
operations, and administrative 
structure? How are distance education 
offerings planned, funded, and 
operationalized? 

The institution’s online education 
efforts are strongly aligned with 
its mission and strategic priorities. 
Investments in infrastructure, 
processes, and support for online 
education offerings are 
appropriate. 

  

Connection to the Institution. How are 
distance education students integrated 
into the life and culture of the 
institution? 

SCU is committed to integrating 
online learners into the life and 
culture of the institution. The 
institution continues to 
collaborate and invest in 
technologies that will ensure 
online students are engaged. 

  

Quality of the DE Infrastructure. Are 
the learning platform and academic 
infrastructure of the site conducive to 
learning and interaction between 
faculty and students and among 
students? Is the technology adequately 
supported? Are there back-ups? 

During the site visit, students, 
faculty, and staff expressed high 
levels of satisfaction with the 
learning management system and 
the educational technology 
resources that are provided. 
Moreover, the institution is 
committed to providing training 
and professional development to 
enhance teaching and learning in 
the online modality. 

  

Student Support Services: What is the 
institution’s capacity for providing 
advising, counseling, library, computing 
services, academic support and other 
services appropriate to distance 
modality? What do data show about 
the effectiveness of the services? 

The institution has demonstrated 
a strong commitment to providing 
essential academic and student 
support services to online 
students. Students expressed a 
high level of satisfaction with the 
support that has been provided. 
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Faculty. Who teaches the courses, e.g., 
full-time, part-time, adjunct? Do they 
teach only online courses? In what 
ways does the institution ensure that 
distance learning faculty are oriented, 
supported, and integrated 
appropriately into the academic life of 
the institution? How are faculty 
involved in curriculum development 
and assessment of student learning? 
How are faculty trained and supported 
to teach in this modality? 

All faculty teaching undergraduate 
online courses complete a 
professional development 
program offered by Academic 
Technology that prepares them to 
be effective in the online teaching 
and learning environment. 

  

Curriculum and Delivery. Who designs 
the distance education programs and 
courses? How are they approved and 
evaluated? Are the programs and 
courses comparable in content, 
outcomes and quality to on-ground 
offerings? (Submit credit hour report.) 

Faculty are responsible for the 
curriculum. Strong collaborations 
exist across campus to ensure 
high-quality curriculum and 
delivery, including collaborations 
with Faculty Development, 
Academic Technology, and the 
Office of Assessment. 

  

Retention and Graduation. What data 
on retention and graduation are 
collected on students taking online 
courses and programs? What do these 
data show? What disparities are 
evident? Are rates comparable to on-
ground programs and to other 
institutions’ online offerings? If any 
concerns exist, how are these being 
addressed? 

SCU is highly focused on student 
success in the online modality, 
with a particularly strong focus on 
retention and graduation. As the 
online programs mature, the 
institution is encouraged to 
disaggregate the retention and 
graduation data in order to 
compare the online rates to the 
on-ground rates, analyze and 
discuss any differences that 
emerge, and close any gaps by 
making appropriate changes. 
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Student Learning. How does the 
institution assess student learning for 
online programs and courses? Is this 
process comparable to that used in on-
ground courses? What are the results 
of student learning assessment? How 
do these compare with learning results 
of on-ground students, if applicable, or 
with other online offerings? 

Course level analysis is built into 
each school’s regular assessment 
process, and assessment 
protocols are designed primarily 
by the faculty. While the online 
programs are relatively new, the 
institution appears to have sound 
assessment processes for online 
teaching and learning. 

  

Contracts with Vendors. Are there any 
arrangements with outside vendors 
concerning the infrastructure, delivery, 
development, or instruction of 
courses? If so, do these comport with 
the policy on Contracts with 
Unaccredited Organizations? 

SCU faculty and staff expressed 
positive feedback regarding the 
relationship with the vendor 
(Everspring) that helped 
implement several of the online 
offerings. SCU faculty drive the 
design and development of online 
courses, and SCU faculty (full-time 
and part-time) teach the courses. 

  

Quality Assurance Processes: How are 
the institution’s quality assurance 
processes designed or modified to 
cover distance education? What 
evidence is provided that distance 
education programs and courses are 
educationally effective? 

The institution has strong quality 
assurance processes and takes a 
thoughtful approach in ensuring 
the quality of the distance 
education programs and courses 
that are offered. 

  

  


