
 
 
 
 
 
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 
 
April 14, 2021 
 
TO:  Thomas Smith, Interim Provost & Executive Vice Provost  
   

Ken Baerenklau, Associate Provost 
 
FROM: Jason Stajich, Division Chair 
 
 
RE: Penultimate draft of the next UCR strategic plan: Future Fluent 
 
Dear Tom and Ken: 
 
I write to provide the consultative responses to the penultimate draft of the next UCR strategic 
plan – Executive Council’s as well as those received from standing Senate committees and 
college and school faculty executive committees. 
 
The Executive Council met with Interim Provost Smith and Associate Provost Baerenklau on 
March 8 to discuss the proposed Strategic Plan: Future Fluent. This was followed by an 
additional discussion at the meeting of the Executive Council on April 12. 
 
The committee reports detail the concerns raised by faculty review of the current plan draft. 
There are several aspects that members were concerned about and these can be classified around 
the process to produce the draft plan, the specifics of the content around achievable and 
measurable goals, and the structure of the document which needs a more simplified introduction 
to the main takeaway points. 
 
Process concerns: 
The plan was developed using a top-down approach and lacked sufficient input from 
departments and colleges. This is particularly problematic for strategic goals that need to align 
with research goals and planning for campus graduate and undergraduate student growth. 
 
While the membership of the six Strategic Planning committees reflected campus membership, it 
is not a substitute for the consultation process of gathering feedback. There is concern that the 
timeline from draft release to the anticipated final version is not sufficient to allow input from 
campus members, acknowledging that consultation is gathered during a pandemic. 
 
The discussions did acknowledge the different perspectives on the purpose and implementation 
of the strategic plan. Many members agreed that it should guide decision making and goals that 
can be communicated among the campus units and to potential outside donors and partners.  
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The draft plan states that “Deans, directors, and vice chancellors will develop unit-level 
implementation plans in 2021 that support the campus strategic plan and include specific, short-
term goals, tactics, and deadlines, as well as metrics for measuring progress”.  
This is welcomed and provides a way for priorities to be debated and interwoven at the locus of 
the research and teaching missions. However, the role and extent of shared governance in 
developing these unit-specific plans is unclear. In addition, the integration of unit-specific 
strategic plans with the campus plan is undefined.  
 
Content concerns: 
The lack of specificity and accountability metrics or goals in the document remained a consistent 
concern.  
 
A point was raised that the strategic planning process was framed around the campus budget 
model since units are where decision making about priorities is assigned. While budgets require 
us to be grounded in reality, the ability to develop a campus plan that aligns our values and 
aspirational goals, and emphasis on the current strengths should be independent of the particulars 
of a campus budget model. 
 
Structure concerns: 
The document needs to have the ability to be skimmed and read in parts which would benefit 
from simpler introduction points.  
 
Some committees and members were not positive about the title “Future Fluent” 
 
Additional comments: 
An admitted constraint in the development of the plan is the framing necessitated by the campus 
budget. Since funding is allocated to individual units, few central decisions are made on strategic 
initiatives around hiring areas or campus investments. This is mirrored in a strategic plan without 
the resources to implement initiatives from a view atop of the campus hierarchy. Thus, no goals 
are presented because they cannot be.  
 
It is important that campus communities are consulted and can offer their feedback on a campus 
defining proposal. We appreciate the opportunity to comment from the Executive Council but 
also note substantial comments received from CNAS and BCOE department chairs. It is 
important these concerns are considered in a future draft - as the previous letters from CNAS 
FEC and the BCOE+CNAS chairs letter did not receive a response yet, we expect this will still 
be addressed in responses forthcoming. It may be tempting to dismiss comments that are strongly 
objecting to the draft plan as a loud minority, but their opinions do reflect a substantial number 
of department chairs representing a large proportion of the departments in the colleges.  
 
 
 



COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

From: Frederick Wilhelm, Chair  
Committee on Academic Freedom 

Re: Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

The UCR Senate Committee on Academic Freedom reviewed the Academic Planning: Draft 
Strategic Plan and did not find any eminent concerns regarding Academic Freedom.   

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

From: Yinsheng Wang, Chair  
Committee on Academic Personnel 

Re: Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

CAP discussed the Draft Strategic Plan, and would like to comment on the following 
aspects:  

• Goals vs. details. While a number of ambitious goals were outlined in the draft
strategic plan, it lacks detailed, well-conceived details about how to achieve these
goals.

• Growth of research expenditure. CAP commended the goal of achieving
“Distinctive, Transformative Research and Scholarship” and the objective of
growing research expenditure to $300 million a year by 2030.  In order to achieve
these, CAP felt that the campus needs to invest more heavily in research
infrastructure and staff support to better enable faculty to secure extramural
funding.

• Fundamental research. In the Draft Strategic Plan, there is no mention of
fundamental research, which is essential to the health and growth of a research
university like ours.

• Grant activity and merit/promotion process. The current merit and promotion
process does not provide adequate incentives to encourage faculty to secure
extramural funding.  This is particularly true for training grants and center grants.
These types of grants benefit greatly the campus community, but it takes a lot of
time and efforts for faculty to put them together. Moreover, highly competitive
extramural grants secured by junior faculty should be considered as peer
recognition and be given credit during merit and promotion process.

• Growth of graduate program. CAP felt that the plan for growing M.A./M.S.
programs while maintaining the proportion of Ph. D. students steady is inconsistent
with the strategic goal of elevating research stature and prestige of our university.
It’s also difficult to increase substantially research expenditure without
significantly growing the Ph. D. program.

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

February 25, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Stefano Vidussi, Chair
Committee on Educational Policy 

RE: UCR Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Educational Policy reviewed the UCR draft Strategic Plan at their February 19, 
2021 meeting.  The Committee cannot endorse the draft Strategic Plan as it is currently written as 
the draft does not include specific, concrete benchmarks that explain how the proposed goals of 
the draft document will be achieved and implemented.  Concern was noted by the Committee that 
many of the draft Strategic Plan’s goals are vague, which allows for unclear interpretations and no 
guidance for implementation.  The Committee recommends that an implementation plan be 
developed to document how the broad goals presented in the draft Strategic Plan will be achieved 
and how success will be evaluated.   

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON CHARGES 

February 26, 2021 

TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

FR: Richard Smith 
Chair, Committee on Charges  

Re: [Campus Review] Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Charges has reviewed the draft Strategic Plan.  While not directly within the 
purview of the Charges Committee, it was noted that the draft plan is so general and lacking of 
detail on concrete steps that the campus is going to undertake to reach the goals that are stated. A 
suggestion was made to redo the strategic plan to identify clear goals and state how to reach them. 

Academic Senate 



April 4, 2021 

TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division of the Academic Senate 

FROM: Lucille Chia, Chair  
CHASS Executive Committee 

RE:   Penultimate Draft of “Future Fluent: University of California, Riverside Strategic 
Plan, February 2021 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 As Chair of the CHASS Executive Committee, I want to explain why this memo is slightly later 
than the Senate office deadline. Because of the size of CHASS and the diversity of its 
constituent departments and programs, it seems important that these units have the 
opportunity to voice their views, not on the needs of their own department/unit, but on how 
the strategic plan should address in helping to strengthen CHASS as a school (e.g., ways of 
collaborating among its departments as well as with other units on campus; recognition of the 
distinctive educational and research goals of various CHASS units and how to determine growth 
in departments, etc.) 

In addition, given that one of reasons for the widespread dissatisfaction voiced by other 
schools and individual faculty members has to do with the vagueness of the draft, the CHASS EC 
thought useful to ask if each department/program submit its own strategic plan that can then 
be combined and put forward by CHASS to be incorporated into a campus-wide strategic plan.  

Below are summaries of comments from the departments that had a chance to reply by 
the Senate office’s deadline for this memo, but I invited those departments and programs that 
did not have the time yet to deliberate on the draft to continue sending their comments to the 
CHASS EC, so we can compile an addendum to this memo. As one person pointed out, “I can 
only speak for myself in offering the opinion that EVERY unit (academic depts., colleges, and 
support units) on campus should have had the opportunity to submit brief (1-2 pages) 
statements outlining strategic goals at the start of the process. The work of the university 
happens in these units, and to ignore these units in the planning process is to disempower the 
very groups that do the heavy lifting.”

College of Humanities, Arts, and 
Social Sciences 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
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Marlan and Rosemary Bourns College of Engineering 
446 Winston Chung Hall 

900 University Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92521 

March 4, 2021 

TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Academic Senate 

FROM: Philip Brisk, Chair 
BCOE Executive Committee 

RE: “Future Fluent” Strategic Plan Draft Report 

Dear Jason, 

The BCOE Executive Committee reviewed the campus Future Fluent Strategic Plan Draft Report; the 
Committee also solicited feedback from the Departments. Responses from the Department of Chemical and 
Environmental Engineering and the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering are attached; 
feedback from other Departments has been integrated into this letter.  

The Executive Committee has also seen the rather harshly-worded feedback provided by the CNAS 
Executive Committee to the University Administration. The BCOE Executive Committee concurs with the 
conclusions of the CNAS Executive Committee: the Draft Report is not acceptable, and it would be a 
detriment and embarrassment to the University to move forward with this document. 

The Future Fluent Strategic Plan Draft Report does not even attempt to articulate a strategic vision. It 
is at best a high-level vision statement, and at worst high-minded feel-good bloviation. The flaws are obvious 
when compared side-by-side with its predecessor, UCR 2020: The Path to Preeminence, which clearly 
articulates Strategic Goals and explicitly-stated Strategies to achieve each goal, backed by (once-again) 
explicitly-stated priorities and/or criteria that could guide the implementation.  

The Future Fluent plan offers none of this. It is not a strategic plan; and the process that produced it is 
fundamentally flawed. The BCOE Executive Committee is aware that at least one subcommittee report 
(Thriving Campus Community) featured explicitly stated Strategic Goals, with specific Recommendations 
and Target Metrics for each of them. The Committee explicitly is strongly opposed to whatever internal 
process aggregated the subcommittee reports and stripped them of their strategic content.  

While the CNAS Executive Committee has called for an explicit reboot of the strategic planning process, the 
BCOE Executive Committee would like to propose an alternative: the subcommittee reports could provide a 
reasonable starting point, assuming that there is some commonality in terms of how their strategic 
recommendations are articulated. For example, all subcommittee reports could be rewritten to have the same 
style and structure as the Thriving Campus Community report in terms of Strategic Goals, Recommendations, 
and Target Metrics, if they don’t already share these common features.  

The purpose of a strategic plan is to allow the campus to understand and assess its priorities. An effective 
plan will integrate vision, strategic, and operational components backed by sufficient substance (UCR 2020: 
The Path to Preeminence did so with aplomb).  Guidance and prioritization are needed for 2-, 5-, and 10-
year periods to provide a substantive framework for campus-level decision-making. The Future Fluent 
Strategic Plan Draft Report lacks this information, which the BCOE Executive Committee considers to be 
absolutely essential to the achievement of an effective plan. 



The Future Fluent Strategic Plan Draft Report is effectively content-free. The BCOE Executive Committee 
considers this to be an unacceptable risk. The plan is so general that it could be used to justify practically 
anything and everything under the sun. As a result, future decision-makers and constituencies will have free 
reign to interpret the plan as they see fit in support of whatever agenda they may have. This is precisely why 
the missing strategic component is so important.  

The BCOE Executive Committee was quite surprised that the Future Fluent Strategic Plan Draft Report did 
not link either to the 2020 Strategic Plan or the most significant events that have occurred on campus since 
the 2020 plan was approved. The starting point for a strategic plan should be a discussion that explains past 
decisions and their assumptions, and explains the position and trajectory of the campus as it embarks on the 
next plan. There is no mention of the now-concluded cluster hiring effort, which was the single biggest 
activity that occurred on campus over the past 6-7 years; there is no discussion of the constructiuon of MRB 
and its associated cost to campus; and there is mention of how campus has responded and continues to 
respond to the COVID-19 pandemic. What lessons have we learned? How can we move forward? We can’t 
guide our successors and future decision-makers without imparting some wisdom. A planning document that 
is effectively memoryless does them a major disservice.   

In retrospect, it is clear to the BCOE Executive Committee that the circumstances under which the Future 
Fluent planning process unfolded were not conducive to effective planning, and likely contributed to some, 
if not all, of the weaknesses in the Draft Report.  The position of Provost/EVC has undergone consistent 
churn in recent years, which is particularly concerning; in retrospect, it may have been unwise to engage in 
this effort under and Interim Provost/EVC. A Provost/EVC needs to be heavily involved in strategic 
decisions, especially those involving academics; this is in many respects the heart of what is missing in the 
current draft.  

The COVID-19 pandemic and the State budget cut that followed created further uncertainty about the 
viability of UCR’s present trajectory. The recent across-the-board budget cuts imposed within campus were 
notably the opposite of “strategic,” and hurt growing Colleges like BCOE. While leaving the 2020 Strategic 
Plan in place runs the risk of having it become stale, it’s likewise fair to argue that the key strategic decisions 
enacted over the past 10 years did not adhere to its vision. None of these factors can justify moving forward 
with an ultimately flawed Strategic Plan.  

If the objective of the Future Fluent Strategic Plan is to guide decision-making through 2035, the parameters 
that characterize the outcome are important as goals; however, those parameters alone are insufficient. 
Operational plans backed by coupling of resources is where strategic decision-making is made. There is a 
balance between a wishlist of everything that UCR would like to do, and meaningful prioritization. An 
effective strategic plan must identify priorities in order to be effective; this is best achieved through 
quantitative and metric-based approaches; notably, these approaches were present in the 2020 Plan and 
the Thriving Campus Community draft reports!  

The COVID-19 pandemic has taught us that strategic decision making requires a short- term and strongly-
operational basis. Short- and medium-term non-emergency decision making should be guided by SWOT 
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) Analysis or similar. And there needs to be a clear, yet 
synergistic, delineation between vision, strategic planning, and operational planning.  

The Committee would like to provide some suggestions for things that are missing from the Future Fluent 
Strategic Plan Draft Report, in the hopes that these suggestions will guide future revisions. This list is 
necessary, but non-exhaustive: 

• The plan need to include a continuous improvement process that will be carried out by campus
stakeholders at appropriate intervals:

o How is success defined? What metrics will be used to assess success?



o What is an appropriate shared governance process to intervene when success is not
achieved?

o How will the plan be updated to reflect successes?
o How can the plan evolve in the face of presently unforeseen circumstances and

opportunities?
• A framework for overall campus decision-making is lacking:

o Which decisions will be made centrally, both by administration and the Senate, and what
decisions will be deferred to the Colleges?

o How will the Colleges be funded and how will resources be allocated?
o What metrics will be used to guide these decisions?
o What metrics will be used to assess success of the strategic decision-making process?
o When failures occur, will there be an equitable process to air grievances, reallocate

resources, and recalibrate the decision-making process?
• The plan needs to be coupled to a budget statement and a financial operations component. UCR has

failed to do this in the past and present, and clearly this approach has not worked and is not working:
o The plan needs to clearly articulate the strengths and weaknesses of the RCM budget

model. The budget model provides perverse incentives and correcting those incentives
must be integral to the plan.

o A framework is needed to either recalibrate the RCM model or replace it.

Unfortunately, the title of the plan will need to change: as per CNAS’ commentary, the pun “Future Effluent,” 
for better or for worse, will forever be associated with the current title.  

In terms of the contents of the plan itself, many BCOE constituencies were quite frustrated. For example, the 
2020 plan “selected the criteria of the Association of American Universities (AAU) as a benchmark because 
… the criteria used to judge AAU membership represent a valid measurement of what it is to be an 
academically excellent research university.” Within the timeline of the 2020 Plan, UCSC was accepted into 
the AAU, while UCR, apparently, didn’t even try. The Future Fluent plan lacks a substantive AAU focus, 
while claiming that UCR has met the metrics; this is not an acceptable proxy or excuse of failing to achieve 
membership.  

In fact, the Future Fluent Draft Report places greater emphasis on membership in the Association of Public 
Land-grant Universities (APLU) in comparison to AAU. Here, there are target metrics such as aiming for 
APLU awards with specific dates. It is unfortunate that there is no commitment to applying for AAU 
membership by a specific date.  

The APLU/AAU dichotomy, in turn, speaks to a more general concern with the Future Fluent Draft Report, 
and the apparent general strategy that has plagued UCR in recent years: undergraduate education is always 
prioritized, while graduate education and research are treated as second-class citizens.  

Graduate education is particularly important for BCOE. One of the few statements regarding graduate 
enrollment (which is also one of the few legitimately strategic statements in the Draft) occurs on Page 9:   

“Graduate students currently comprise around 14% of our total enrollment at UCR. While PhD 
enrollments (9%) are similar to our sibling UC campuses, Masters enrollments (4%) are much 
lower. By 2030, we plan to double the proportion of Masters enrollments while maintaining a stable 
proportion of PhD students, thereby raising our total graduate enrollment to 18%.”   

It is important to note that MS students are not uniformly distributed across the Colleges and School; BCOE 
(and SOBA) disproportionately enroll the most MS students. The report should explicitly recognize that 
much of the projected 4% growth in MS enrollment is expected to come from these two schools; moreover, 



given a projected number of M graduate students enrolled by 2030, it is expected that N MS students will 
need to be enrolled per year to meet that goal. A subsequent implementation plan should make a clear 
commitment of the resources, staff, etc. that campus will provide to achieve that goal with clear metrics. If 
the campus is unable or unwilling to provide these resources, then the metric cannot be achieved.  

The CNAS letter to the Administration described adverse treatment of a frustrated student representative on 
one of the planning subcommittees. While the BCOE Executive Committee knows nothing more about the 
specifics of this situation, we are concerned about the power dynamics that may have been involved, as well 
as the overall lack of collegiality. This student’s complaints are in alignment with some of the major findings 
of the recent Faculty Climate Survey with respect to campus administrators’ lack of consultation with faculty, 
especially the anecdotes listed in Section 2.1.2. While it is not possible to discern if this situation contributed 
to the flaws in that the Committee has identified in the Strategic Plan Draft Report, the Committee feels quite 
strongly that any plan that is to move forward must be produced under a process that is fair and equitable.  



Department of Chemical and Environmental Engineering :  
Comments on UCR’s Strategic Plan “Future Fluent” 

1. The title of the plan is very unfortunate. It should be revised to better indicate the intent of
the strategic plan for the campus. (it is likely to be read as “effluent” or “fluid” --  neither
of which has a positive connotation).

2. The Foreword (p3) is generic, applying to any of the hundred or so research universities in
the US. It includes current buzz words, such as “world-class research”, “community
engagement” and “diverse backgrounds”. Less buzzwords and a better sense of how the
plan is going to be used to guide the UCR campus in terms of areas for growth and areas
for reduction in activities (some disciplines have run their course).

3. The Introduction (p4) could usefully point to some metrics of UCR accomplishments. For
example, a leading institution in graduating Hispanic students, a leading institution in plant
sciences that has supported growth of California agriculture etc. The Sidebar on how many
people were involved in drafting the plan is irrelevant (some might be impressed by 100,
others shocked by how few).

4. Mission, Vision Statement.

1. UCRs mission is not to transform lives, it is to educate and provide knowledge.
This may subsequently transform lives, but the order in the Strategic Plan is
backwards.

2. Core values. The role of the University in society has been the subject of much
discussion over the past 100 years. It is clear that its main role is not to serve as the
engine for social change and justice. UCR’s core values need to reflect the prime
objectives of the university and reflect this in the core values statement.

5. Institutional Goals. The statements in this section are far too general and do not reflect
UCR’s current strengths and how growth might be based on these areas.

1. How is UCR preparing students for jobs in society? Surely this is more important
than many of the other “thematic areas” described on p7.

2. The objectives of the US medical enterprise may not correspond to those of society.
A more pressing societal challenge might be to provide access to healthcare rather
than developing new biomedical technologies.

6. Inclusive excellence in graduate education. The assumption here appears to be that
graduate education is a more significant undertaking for underrepresented students than is
undergraduate education. Shouldn’t U/G education be #1 priority and then graduate
education in certain fields be a secondary priority. Does the job market require graduate
training in all areas? This is true in only a few areas in the sciences and engineering, but
not in the humanities.

7. Section II. Learning Environment. This is a discussion of “how” and not “why”, i.e., it is
part of an execution plan not a strategic plan. The strategic and implementation strategies
could be included in an overall document, but the strategic plan needs to be first clearly
laid out.



8. Section III. Welcoming, inclusive … community. How is this part of a strategic plan ? it is
certainly a component of a operational plan. This section reads like a testimony to “happy
clapping”.

9. Section IV. Advancing the public good. The role of the university in society needs to be
clearly delineated before UCR’s strategic plan involves extensive social “engineering”.
UCR can provide the knowledge and background for society to make decisions, but it
should not presuppose the answers and make the decisions for society. Examples in the
document include “we commit to being a powerful advocate for social progress …  and
effect positive change”. Whose definition of social progress applies?

10. Equitable economic development (p17). There is no indication in this section what makes
the approach described “equitable”.

11. Sustainably Pursuing Goals.  This is part of an operational plan, not a strategic plan.



Response to campus strategic plan 

The faculty in the Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE) department discussed the 
strategic plan in the faculty meeting on Feb 10, 2021. There were many concerns about the 
plan, especially with respect to research and graduate student support, which are enumerated 
below. We begin with a brief background of ECE research that places our feedback in context. 
ECE research has three broad pillars: 

a) Signals, systems and machine intelligence (SSMI), which includes topics like control,
machine intelligence, robotics, signal processing, smart grid, wireless communication; it
is sometimes referred to as information sciences;

b) Nano-materials and devices (NMD), which includes low-dimensional materials,
nanotechnologies, phononics, spintronics, and thermal fields with applications in
electronics, sensors, computer technologies and energy conversion;

c) Computer Engineering (CEN), which includes electronic design automation, embedded
and real-time systems, computer architecture, data center scale systems, and computer
system security.

ECE research is funded by NSF Directorates of Computer and Information Sciences and 
Engineering (CISE) and Engineering (ENG), and similar units in other funding agencies. All ECE 
faculty maintain active research groups and are PIs on highly visible research projects. ECE 
faculty lead campus research centers like CE-CERT, WCGEC, CRIS and POEM. According to 
the report by RED, ECE received extramural awards of about $7.8M in 2020; considering 
related research at the centers, particularly CE-CERT, we anticipate ECE’s research awards to 
be close to $9M. 

Overall, the faculty felt that the strategic plan draft lacked an understanding of ECE-related, and 
more broadly, engineering-related research. The following are specific points of feedback: 

1. The theme of Enabling a globally-connected economy (page 8) does represent many of
the ECE research areas. The theme of Mitigating and adapting to climate change also
addresses some aspects of ECE with relation to the NMD area. However, it was felt that
the impact of electronics, computing and communication in shaping the future of society,
commerce and defense, and the fact that UCR has core strengths in these areas was
relatively weakly represented in this draft. The draft does not distinguish between
investment in fundamental research in these areas vs those that are focused on specific
applications. (Some suggestions at the end of this response.)

2. Related to the above, there is discussion about improving core facilities, but no specifics
are provided as to what these facilities should be (e.g., microscopy, nanofab, robotics)
and what the vision is for the development of such facilities. The report has details about
developing a museum, but no such details about how to develop corresponding facilities
for excellence in engineering research.

3. The portion about AAU status was especially weak, with no vision provided on how the
goal would be reached, what the steps are, and what actions campus will take.

4. While the goal of increasing graduate students is laudable, it is not backed up with
specifics of how that would be achieved. The goal of increasing graduate students,
especially MS students, requires engineering to play a pivotal role (as is evidenced by



many other schools with large graduate student populations). However, this is not 
emphasized in the report. 

5. Overall, the UCR strategic plan seemed to provide a compilation of bullet points
highlighting aspirational goals in different areas, without going into specific action items
on how to accomplish these goals. Further, none of these bullet point items seemed to
cohesively integrated together. It is unclear what role this document will play when UCR
wants to create new major initiatives, such as starting new departments or research
areas, hiring additional faculty, positioning itself better within the UC, etc.

Suggestions for bullets 3 and 4 in Selected Areas of Research (page 8): 

- Mitigating and adapting to climate change: Deepening our understanding of the natural
environment and how human activity impacts it. Protecting, recovering, and enhancing
environmental quality and agricultural productivity. Developing clean technologies and
energy sources. Advancing environmental sustainability. Creating and ensuring
sustainable supply chains.

- Enabling globally-connected & information economies: Advancing basic and applied
research in electronic materials, devices, computing and communication systems that
power the digital world. Mobilizing innovative uses of automation, robotics, artificial
intelligence, machine learning, data science, embedded systems, and logistics to
support and grow the economy. Securing and protecting information systems.
Understanding the effects of social-networks and the democratization of information on
society.
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Even as this memo uses many quotes from particular departments or individuals, they 
actually reflect the opinions expressed throughout CHASS as members of the EC have heard or 
read. This memo has chosen the most trenchant expressions of these widespread views.  

I begin with the positive comments, which have been strikingly few and qualified: 
--The Psychology department “was generally supportive of the goals articulated 

in the document but felt that the document offered too little in the way of a specific action plan 
or mention of resources needed to support such plans.” 

--Prof. Steven Brint lauds the intended partnering with Riverside community and 
government bodies, such as the California Air Resources Board, Chambers of Commerce, City of 
Riverside, and Riverside County “to bring a clean technology park to Riverside, establishing a 
center that advances sustainability, innovation, and social inclusion.”  Also, engaging “with local 
business and government leaders to sustainably develop the University Avenue corridor with 
mixed-use residential and commercial spaces that foster collaboration and innovation between 
UCR and the surrounding community.” 

--On the other hand, the English Department notes that “the emptiness of the 
language of community engagement which seems to lack a specific vision for how the concerns 
of the community/ies of Riverside and beyond might be engaged in our research agendas. We 
note that the Carnegie language leaves community engagement “elective” and wonder what 
teeth such a declaration may have.” 

What is missing from this draft of the strategic plan caused much dismay. Let us first 
enumerate points that concern the whole campus, and then CHASS. 

Campus-wide concerns 
First, this draft could have been far more substantive, providing meat for discussion and 
debate, if it had included many more of the specific suggestions and advice provided by the 
committees on whose hard work this draft is based. Instead, the draft lacks clear direction and 
reads like an oddly decontextualized document in many ways, with little clear sense of where 
UCR is going to or coming from. It is, at best, more of a value statement, or even one of wishful 
thinking or one that will not openly admit problems confronting the school. 

As the English Department commented the draft is 
neither a plan nor strategic. In the overall view of the faculty, it is 
a catalog of aspirational language with little substance. It seems 
to follow the lines of UCR self-promotion and public relations 
messaging rather than seriously considering what UCR will need 
to do over the next decade or so to maintain and improve its 
capacity to fulfill it mission with regard both to the student body, 
graduate and undergraduate, and to the Riverside and Inland 
Empire community.  Its tone is that of a marketing document and 
faculty were disturbed by its entrepreneurial rather than 
educational language. Given both the challenges that UCR faces, 
in terms of budget and plant, and the potentials it embodies, in 
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terms both of its increasingly reputed faculty and its remarkable 
student body, the Strategic Plan falls far short of what might have 
been expected. 

The Religious Studies Department observes that 

The draft does not seem to address, or even substantively 
acknowledge, the existing inequities at UCR. By touting 
accomplishments and evading the acknowledgment of failures 
(not all groups of students do in fact thrive in UCR's climate, nor 
do all faculty or staff), and by determining to "avoid complacency" 
(p. 13), the strategic plan gives the impression of a university 
where everything is wonderful for under-represented and 
minoritized students, staff, and faculty. . . 

Retention is listed as part of one of the five types of 
sustainability, but in the expanded points below [p. 18] there is no 
reference to retention whatsoever; addressing chronic 
understaffing, which would be an excellent area in which to begin 
(but not stop) addressing this theme, is instead treated as a 
problem of more hiring and more automation. 

Several groups also noted that the draft does not mention shared governance, a 
cherished UC tradition that increasingly seems to be honored in the breach. This draft itself may 
be exemplifying this trend: surely more details from the input of the subcommittees listed 
(Appendix B, pp. 26-32) would have made this a more substantive draft.  

In contrast, it is alarmingly revealing that the authors of the draft think of the students 
(and other groups?) as “customers” (p. 18: “designing and implementing efficient, integrated, 
customer-centric [italics added for emphasis] processes. . .”).   

What else is missing from the draft? 
--no mention of the library or ITS, a strange and alarming omission for any 

university aspiring to excellence in teaching and research, and even for the UCR administration 
that seems so set on promoting online classes. 

--no mention of the previous Strategic Plan 
Several groups, including the EC, noted the current plan does not mention the previous 

Strategic Plan (“UCR 20--20: The Path to Pre-Eminence”), perhaps revealing an odd and 
dangerous amnesia, both the good and bad points of the previous strategic plan could have 
provided the new one some valuable lessons. Professor Steve Brint wrote that the current 
strategic plan shares some problems with the previous one: no implementation plan, nobody 
responsible for implementation, no timeline, no resources allocated for implementation. These 
are crucial points, even if the current plan purports to be a “high-level” plan, too lofty to discuss 
specific details. At a time when the campus is undergoing an across the board 11% cut, honest, 
realistic, and detailed (to some extent) assessment of the resources needed and where they will 
come from surely should have been include: could it be that the authors of the strategic plan, 
faced with uncertain future conditions, understandably but inexcusably shied away from 
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grappling with these issues and thus styled this draft as a high-level plan? In short, the draft 
does not provide a sufficiently detailed plan for how UCR should proceed, and nor does it not 
look to the past for clues on what worked and what did not. 

CHASS concerns 
In the draft strategic plan, the terms “arts” (pp. 6, 10, 15, 25 twice, 33) and “humanities” (pp. 6, 
24) are mentioned only in aspirational context, and “social sciences” does even appear in the
plan. It seems that all the schools of UCR are aggrieved by the dearth of mention in the draft,
and again, the authors of the document might argue that it is a high-level plan not overly
concerned with details. But this in itself is a huge problem. As Prof. Brint points out, “The report
shows little understanding (or concern) for what we do well as a university and how we can
build on these strengths [italics added for emphasis].”

 The Religious Studies Department points out that “The one gesture to the humanities 
and arts is a single sentence that is remarkably unimaginative and that points not to the 
majority of CHASS faculty who teach and do creative work and research in these fields but 
rather to others whose work we should "foreground." Historically marginalized groups become 
the objects of research here, not the subjects, and the humanities and arts basically disappear - 
virtually guaranteeing a further attenuation of funding for those fields as the university 
strategically places its resources elsewhere.” 

The English Department’s critical remarks include: 

--the lack of serious attention to what arts-based research 
entails and how it should be supported and represented. The 
almost complete absence of specific language on the contribution 
of the arts to student education, beyond the statutory reference 
to a “creativity” that seems more a euphemism for 
entrepreneurialism is striking. 

--Likewise, the absence of any attention to the educational 
and research role played by the traditions of critique and 
interpretation that the humanities disciplines have historically 
furthered leaves a huge segment of CHASS virtually unconsidered 
in the current draft of the Strategic Plan. 

--the insufficiency of the language with regard to diversity 
and inclusivity, which comes across as a lucky accident of UCR’s 
demography rather than a product of an historical labor of 
desegregation that is far from complete. Faculty are concerned 
that once again the labor of diversification—notoriously sustained 
by CHASS to an outsize extent—will fall on the shoulders of BIPOC  
faculty without proper resources or recognition. 

In short, the draft says nothing substantive about CHASS, UCR’s largest and most diverse 
school, and one that is essential in defining our school as a university, not just a collection of 
units competing for funds and the administration’s favor as the school/program most likely to 
attract revenue and students, regardless of pedagogical and scholarly excellence.  
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Appendix 
Given the overwhelmingly critical response from groups and individuals in CHASS, perhaps this 
plan should be scrapped and a new one be written. But If we wish to amend rather than scrap 
this draft of the strategic plan—a choice that seems unlikely given such campus-wide 
criticism—the Philosophy Department has offered additions or modifications to the wording 
that may prove significant: 

Suggested additions to draft Strategic Plan in red 
p. 5:

Mission 
Instead of ‘The University of California, Riverside will transform the lives of the 
diverse people of California and the world through the discovery, translation, and 
preservation of knowledge, thereby enriching our shared future,’ we suggest 
making the ‘discovery, translation, and preservation of knowledge’ the principal 
aim as follows: 
The University of California, Riverside is dedicated to the discovery, translation, 
and preservation of knowledge, there by transforming the lives of the diverse 
people of California and the world, and enriching our shared future. 

Core Values… 
The Greater Good: We are dedicated to advancing the public interest and 
fostering the common good, building on our historical and enduring 
commitment to underserved populations, and informed by a broad, 
scholarly understanding of ethics, values, culture, and the human condition. 

p. 6, §1.1
…Our scholarship in the humanities and arts expands our understanding of the human 
identity and experience, supports reflection on basic values, and adds meaning to our 
existence. 

p. 7, §1.1 – add new bullet point:
• Commit resources to units, projects, and faculty that contribute to understanding

the ethical and cultural consequences of scientific research, fostering collaboration
and communication between faculty in science and technology and faculty in the
arts and humanities.

p. 7, §2, bullet 2
• Living healthier, and longer, and better: Addressing the most pressing

challenges in neuroscience, cognition, aging, mental health, substance abuse,
nutrition, and the social determinants of health. Developing and harnessing new
biomedical technologies to discover, develop, and deploy new therapeutics.
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Challenging presuppositions about and expanding our conception of the nature of 
human well-being and the possible forms of human flourishing. 

p. 8, §2, bullet 4
Enabling a globally-connected economy: Mobilizing innovative uses of automation, robotics,
artificial intelligence, machine learning, data science, embedded systems, and logistics to
support and grow the economy. Securing and protecting information systems. Creating
and ensuring sustainable supply chains.  Exploring and critiquing the social, cultural,
epistemic, and ethical consequences of new technologies.



COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Heidi Brevik-Zender, Chair 
Committee on International Education 

Re: Campus Review: Future Fluent: University of California, Riverside Strategic Plan, 
February 2021 Draft 

The Academic Senate Committee on International Education has reviewed the document “Future 
Fluent: University of California, Riverside Strategic Plan, February 2021 Draft” and offers the 
following feedback: 

1. The Committee endorses the draft plan’s support for a strong international presence in
university undergraduate, graduate, faculty, and research communities.

2. The Committee recommends greater prioritization and institutional support for Education
Abroad in the university’s strategic plan.  For some students, study in a new country,
international research opportunities or international internships, all of which are forms of
education abroad, are the most transformative parts of an undergraduate educational
experience. These experiences have been shown to support the university’s broader
mission and goals for students, including decreased time-to-degree, undergraduate
research productivity, student satisfaction, and student success beyond graduation.

Academic Senate 
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Sarah Miller

Subject: FW: Your Chance to Provide Feedback on the Strategic Plan Draft "Future Fluent"

To Whom It May Concern: 

The CNAS Executive Committee recently discussed the Future Fluent strategic plan as contained in the PDF file (UCR 
Strategic Plan ‐ Penultimate Draft.pdf).  Although we greatly appreciate the efforts of the "100 UCR campus and 
community members [who] have worked to develop a strategic plan," we conclude that the current draft falls far short 
of the mark.  In brief, the current draft is largely vacuous, platitudinous, lacks specifics, and would do more harm to UCR 
than good. 

Our committee had lengthy discussions, which I will attempt to summarize here.  Many of the comments were rather 
harsh, but I will resist the temptation to sanitize them.  For example, it was suggested that the report should instead be 
named "Future Effluent."  Another wrote:  "It’s a vision document without a vision.  It’s written by people with no deep 
or meaningful understanding of the institution they lead." 

From here on, I will present the comments in semi‐random order, as follows: 

We heard multiple reports of feedback having been given to the working groups that was entirely ignored.  These 
instances included a student who was placed on the committee without consultation, and became so disturbed by the 
lack of receptivity to their comments that they resigned. 

Some of our faculty noted that they did attend the town halls, but that the answers to questions/suggestions seemed to 
be the same at all times:  "We will look into that..." ‐‐ even to the very obvious questions.  They concluded that the 
feedback was not taken seriously or even considered. 

Apparently, some earlier drafts of the report contained specifics, but these could not gain a consensus, and what 
appears to have emerged is a type of lowest common denominator. 

The document is very generic, with many catchy sentences, but no action plan and inadequate highlighting of UCR’s 
existing strengths. 

Pablum. 

Page 5 could just be removed ‐‐ it really says nothing. 

The phrase "inclusive excellence" is used in a way that implies no real understanding of what it means.  It needs to be 
more than a slogan in this document. 

Although UCR's status as a land‐grant institution sets us apart from most of the other UCs, this special status is scarcely 
mentioned and we see no discussion concerning how it could or should inform our future plans or be leveraged for 
success. 

Although UCR has great strengths in the life sciences (biological sciences) ‐‐  separate from the biomedical sciences ‐‐ 
this is mentioned nowhere in the draft. 

Ditto for the agricultural sciences, which are scarcely mentioned. 

Our strengths in chemistry and physics are scarcely mentioned. 
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Statements such as the following are far too generic to be of any use, and instead come across as somewhat 
embarrassing:  "Our applied research leverages this foundation and addresses such critical challenges as climate change, 
disease, sustainable growth, and social disparities. Our scholarship in the humanities and arts expands our 
understanding of the human identity and experience and adds meaning to our existence." 

A similar criticism applies to this:  "UCR’s future research enterprise will build on excellence in basic and applied research 
and creative activity across disciplines." 

These types of statements also suggest that UCR has no clear plans to focus our efforts or target particular areas in 
which we might be able to stand out in comparison with other institutions, especially our sister UC campuses.  The lack 
of specifics does not reflect well on our vision (or lack thereof). 

In this context, we were pleased to see one specific, new initiative: 
"Partner with the California Air Resources Board, Chambers of Commerce, City of Riverside, and Riverside County to 
bring a clean technology park to Riverside, establishing a center that advances sustainability, innovation, and social 
inclusion." 

We noted some puzzling statements, such as "Develop non‐traditional alternatives to the one‐on‐one apprenticeship 
model of doctoral education."  Where did this come from?  Would this be trying to solve some unstated problem with 
our current model? 

We did note these statements of goals regarding subjects that involve CNAS: 
"Living healthier and longer: Addressing the most pressing challenges in neuroscience, cognition, aging, mental health, 
substance abuse, nutrition, and the social determinants of health. Developing and harnessing new biomedical 
technologies to discover, develop, and deploy new therapeutics." 
"Mitigating and adapting to climate change: Deepening our understanding of the natural environment and how human 
activity impacts it. Protecting, recovering, and enhancing environmental quality and agricultural productivity. Developing 
clean technologies and energy sources. Advancing environmental sustainability." 
However, the lack of any specifics regarding HOW we might do these things serves to undercut the lofty 
goals.  Platitudes do not a strategic plan make. 

The document makes one passing reference to interdisciplinary research but no mention of interdisciplinary graduate 
programs, which are suffering at present due to the current funding models. 

With respect to process, we would have thought that it might have started with a call to all campus departments to, say, 
make suggestions for five things they would like to see in a strategic plan.  These suggestions could then have been 
categorized and funneled into a set of goals or objectives.  We see no evidence that departments were ever consulted 
directly during the process, which sells short our many talented faculty, staff, and students, as well as the value of the 
departmental structure, which is, after all, where the rubber meets the road for research, teaching, and service.  

In closing, one of our faculty referred us to a passage here: 
https://presidentialhistory.com/2011/08/hardings‐pompous‐phrases.html 
"... an army of pompous phrases moving over the landscape in search of an idea; sometimes these meandering words 
would actually capture a straggling thought and bear it triumphantly as a prisoner in their midst, until it died of servitude 
and overwork." 

Given the foregoing criticisms and others not listed here, we call for this draft to be scrapped and the entire process 
to be rebooted. 

Respectfully, 
Theodore Garland, Jr. 
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Chair, CNAS Executive Committee 



COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

March 4, 2021 

To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From:  Richard Seto, Chair 
Committee on Committees 

Re:    [Campus Review] Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Committees (CoC) has reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan, with 
some members having objections to the Strategic Plan.  However, the Committee 
determined this to be outside their purview and therefore chose not to provide further 
comment. 

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON DIVERSITY, EQUITY, & INCLUSION 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

From: Xuan Liu, Chair  
Committee on Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion 

Re: Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

CoDEI reviewed the Future Fluent Strategic Plan Draft. The Committee was pleased to see that 
DEI issues were considered in the plan. The Committee was split regarding several details: some 
Committee members feel that the Strategic Plan Draft is appropriate; others feel that the Strategic 
Plan lacks key strategic elements/structure, such as objectives, target metrics, success criteria, etc., 
and, as a consequence, the draft stands poorly in comparison to UCR's previous 2020 Strategic 
Plan. 

Academic Senate 



February 19, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From:  Hai Che, Chair 
Committee on Research 

Re: 20-21. CR. Draft Strategic Plan 

The committee reviewed the draft strategic plan and noted that 1. The plan was too general given the 
current COVID impact on research and 2. The plan needs to be accompanied by statistics and case 
samples that show how these plans can convert into meaningful changes. 

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON COURSES 

March 17, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Ming Lee Tang, Chair 
Committee on Courses 

Re: Strategic Plan Draft 

The Committee on Courses reviewed the draft Strategic Plan for UCR at their March 10, 
2021 meeting based on their charge of courses and instruction.  The Committee noted 
concern that the strategic plan does not include a plan to increase resources and the hiring 
of staff and faculty to support many of the plan’s proposed actions including the growth of 
online teaching and remote learning experiences, increase of student enrollment, and 
growth of Masters programs.  The Committee recognizes that the strategic plan is an 
aspirational document but also notes the importance of a tangible commitment to achieve 
the recommended plan.  Lastly, the Committee recommends that the strategic plan be 
updated to provide clarification and the rationale for the recommended growth of Masters 
programs and how it will benefit the campus.   

Academic Senate  



COMMITTEE ON DISTINGUISHED CAMPUS SERVICE 

February 18, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Georgia Warnke
Chair, Committee on Distinguished Campus Service 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Distinguished Campus Service reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan. The 
document raised various concerns for members of the committee. However, overall the Committee 
finds the review item outside of its purview. Committee members will provide feedback via their 
respective departments.   

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON DISTINGUISHED TEACHING 

March 1, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Susan Straight 
Chair, Committee on Distinguished Teaching 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Distinguished Teaching reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan. The Committee 
approves of the report with no further comments. 

Academic Senate



COMMITTEE ON FACULTY RESEARCH LECTURER 

March 1, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: David Reznick
Chair, Committee on Faculty Research Lecturer 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Faculty Research Lecturer reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan. Overall, the 
Committee approves of the report. However, the report could be stronger in regard to our growth 
in research. UCR should strive to be amongst the top 20-40 research universities. Masters 
programs are currently being prioritized on campus, but we need to make sure that it is not at the 
cost of lowering strong research-oriented PhD programs.  

Furthermore, much time and effort is put by many faculty members in the sciences, engineering, 
and other areas to generate research funds. However, this is not significantly incentivized in 
academic personnel cases. This should be rewarded again in order to expand research activities 
and generate more funds. 

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE  

March 8, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich 
Riverside Division Academic Senate 

From: Patricia Morton, Chair  
Committee on Faculty Welfare 

Re: [Campus Review] Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Faculty Welfare met on February 16, 2021 to discuss the Draft Strategic Plan. 
The CFW finds the length of time allowed for review of such a potentially important document to 
be completely inadequate. 

CFW does not find the plan to be adequate in envisioning a direction for UCR’s future or 
addressing the challenges for our campus. There is no detailed list of strategic goals, such as were 
present in the last strategic plan, and that can be used as benchmarks for attainment over the next 
20 years. Without such benchmarks, we cannot gauge the success or failure of the plan. Shared 
governance is not mentioned once in the entire report. 

Overall the strategic plan is quite weak with respect to research and doctoral education. The plan 
says that we would like to increase research expenditures from $163 million to $300 million, 
however, the plan is to maintain the same level of PhD enrollments -- 9%. We should emphasize 
training sought-after PhDs as an effective way to establish a strong reputation as a research 
institution, rather than prioritize M.A./M.S programs. To achieve this goal, CFW believes the 
campus needs to invest in research infrastructure and staff support for extramural funding. 

We see few substantive suggestions or recommendations as to how this vision is to be implemented 
and what benchmarks might be defined to show the campus community that progress is being 
made. 

Academic Senate 



GRADUATE COUNCIL 

March 26, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Amanda Lucia, Chair
Graduate Council 

Re: [Campus Review] Report Review: Draft Strategic Plan 

Graduate Council reviewed the draft strategic plan at their March 18, 2021 meeting. The 
Council focused their review on the plan’s effect on graduate students. Members noted 
that graduate students are vital for achieving the University’s research and teaching 
missions and that the growth of graduate programs cannot occur without competitive 
funding. Members were concerned with the plan’s vague language regarding graduate 
placement and recommends that the administration consult with Graduate Division to 
further develop the content of the plan. Graduate Council noted that ITS needs more 
resources and funding to develop many of the resources for graduate students. Graduate 
Council recommends that programs be mentioned in tandem with departments to reflect 
the many graduate programs administered by interdisciplinary academic programs.   

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON SCHOLARSHIPS & HONORS 

February 24, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Elizabeth Davis
Chair, Committee on Scholarships & Honors 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Scholarships & Honors reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan. The Committee 
approves of the report with no further comments. 

Academic Senate 



February 19, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From:  Alejandra Dubcovsky, Chair 
Committee on Library and Information Technology 

RE: Campus Review: Draft Strategic Plan 

The committee discussed the report at length. There were many concerns. First, the report seemed less 
like a strategic plan and more like a "value statement." It was an oddly decontextualized document 
missing critical data about UCR's baseline: where UCR was moving from and where it was moving to. 
Second, the stakeholders seem entirely absent from this document. Third and specifically relating to the 
LIT committee, we discussed how this very aspirational document made no mention of the Library or 
ITS. This was shocking and deeply saddening. As we have been teaching remotely and relying extensively 
on the work and resources of the Library, ITS, and XCITE, it was very troubling to imagine a "future 
fluent" in which these pillars of our university would not even be mentioned. The report emphasizes 
UCR's transformative research. This research is not possible without the Library or ITS. In short, there 
was no sense how all the "good" the document hoped to promote was going to be executed. 

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS 

February 25, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Thomas Perring 
Chair, Committee on Memorial Resolutions 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Strategic Plan. The members of the 
Memorial Resolution Committee also have received the document as individual faculty members 
and have provided feedback if they so wished.  The document presents a number of important 
issues, however we feel that these issues are outside the scope of our Committee's main focus, 
therefore we do not have a collective opinion to offer. 

Academic Senate 



PLANNING & BUDGET 

April 2, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Katherine Kinney, Chair 
Committee on Planning and Budget 

RE: [Campus Review] Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

Planning & Budget discussed the draft Strategic Plan at their March 30, 2021 meeting. The 
committee discussed the Sustainable Infrastructure, Operations, and Finance report section 
of the Strategic Plan, which is linked on page 35.  This report does not mention any issues 
with the current budget model. Furthermore, the committee felt that the report consisted of 
many vague statements and would have liked to see more metrics and measurable outcomes. 
The report felt inadequate to the crisis that the committee is hearing from multiple units 
through the various Dean meetings. The committee felt there was disconnect between who is 
setting the financial vision for UCR and who is deciding who gets funding.  

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON PREPARATORY EDUCATION 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Jingsong Zhang, Chair 
Committee on Preparatory Education 

Re: Campus Review: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Preparatory Education reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan and offer the 
following comments:  

1) pp. 8-9: "Become a Nationally Recognized Model for Inclusive Excellence in Graduate
Education": this requires adequately funding graduate programs to make us competitive with
other UCs, state R1s, and Ivy League programs. Where will the money for this come from?

2) pp. 11-12: "Leverage Technology to Increase Educational Access": the first item on this
agenda is "expanding high-quality online instruction." The concern is that this is really an effort
to replace f2f instruction with online, which is cheaper, and less effective. It actually runs
counter to the previous imperative of building campus community by "making our large campus
feel intimate and personal." How will that be achieved if resources flow away from physical
classrooms to online instruction?

3) p. 16: "Provide Leadership on Pressing Societal Issues": one of these is "racial justice." This
needs to be related to the task force on campus safety. It also needs to be related to the previous
goal, "Make Campus-Community Boundaries More Permeable."

4) p. 18-19: all of the budget items underneath "sustainably pursuing our goals" are a variety of
streamlining existing systems, but they do not address chronic understaffing and underfunding. If
UCR has a hope of realizing the grand dreams outlined in this document, it needs to change the
UC governance structure whereby the wealthier campuses vote to withhold adequate resources
from UCR and from UCM, the campuses that serve BIPOC.

5) p. 20: "Ensuring Accountability": how are we going to hold the system-level funding
accountable to us -- our students, staff, and faculty? That is missing from this document.

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON PHYSICAL RESOURCES PLANNING 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Ben Bishin, Chair 
Committee on Physical Resources Planning 

Re: Campus Review: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Physical Resources Planning has reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan and offers 
the following feedback: 

The Committee expressed concerns about the lack of specifics in the Strategic Plan broadly 
speaking.  With respect to our Committee’s charge, it seems clear the plan has potentially 
profound implications for physical infrastructure.  Given the very general nature of the Plan, 
however, it is difficult to be specific about what these will be.  There are potentially large 
implications from dramatically expanding on-line education, building relationships (and 
presumably infrastructure) to support an increased focus on community outreach, serving the 
public interest, increasing and supporting interdisciplinary research, renewed emphasis on 
environmental sustainability, and so on.   

There are several specific references to the physical resources needed to support the strategic 
plan, with some details provided in the attachments provided by the Sustainable 
Infrastructure Working Group (particularly Appendix D of the strategic plan). 

Committee members felt strongly that as part of the Physical Resource Sustainability 
Subcommittee report (point 11 as part of “safe facilities") and Appendix B, the issue of air 
quality in campus buildings (i.e., issues of ventilation, air filters, fans etc.) both with respect to 
the current pandemic and more broadly given the university location on a central highway artery 
and hence an area with high levels of air pollution should be addressed. Both retrofitting of 
buildings with the appropriate technology based on current research and integration of the 
relevant technology in current and future construction seems relevant. 

In sum, the plan has significant and potentially very large implications for physical resources. 
These issues need substantially more detail, and the precise implications are difficult to assess 
given the ambiguous nature of the Plan.   Several members feel that the strategic plan needs a re-
visioning which would allow us to make more specific recommendations. 

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGE & TENURE 

March 1, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Roya Zandi, Chair 
Committee on Privilege & Tenure 

Re: [Campus Review] Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

On Friday February 19 the Privilege and Tenure Committee discussed the Strategic Plan Draft, 
“Future Fluent.” The committee felt that most of the draft’s contents falls outside of the 
committee’s purview, with the exception of two crucial areas:  

1. The Privilege and Tenure Committee would like to underline the importance of communication
and collegiality to our campus, as these are key aspects of many of the committee’s cases. The
Strategic Plan Draft should emphasize the importance of both areas by committing to resources
and training that allow the campus community to develop and maintain high standards of effective
and courteous communication and exemplary standards of collegiality.

2. The Strategic Plan Draft discusses the importance of acquiring, keeping and maintaining data
for strategic decision-making. The Privilege and Tenure Committee relies on the existence of
quality data to conduct its work and therefore concurs.

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON RULES AND JURISDICTION 

February 25, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Nael Abu-Ghazaleh 
Chair, Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Rules and Jurisdiction reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan and finds the review 
item outside of its purview. Therefore, the Committee declines to opine on this item. 

Academic Senate 



March 8th, 2021 

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

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

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

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

SOM FEC Response to the Draft Strategic Plan – “Future Fluent” 

 Dear Jason, 

The SOM Faculty Executive Committee is grateful to the committee for their efforts in creating a draft 

strategic plan. We were pleased to see that the weaknesses in UCR infrastructure for supporting larger 

research grants was acknowledged and that efforts (unspecified) will be made to rectify this. However, 

there are substantial concerns with this draft. The document is vague and contains too much ‘corporate-

speak’ that sound pretty but doesn’t really offer any clarity. The document as a whole does not make clear 

what it hopes to achieve and how to achieve it as it lacks specifics regarding implementation and financial 

support for different goals. Given the decentralized budget model, any strategic plan will require greater 

input and ‘buy-in’ from various schools and units. If the document is an aspirational one and thus 

intentionally leaves out specifics of how various goals will be reached, then it should make that abundantly 

clear on page 1. 

 While the plan emphasizes that UCR will support research in all areas, it also emphasizes certain areas of 

prioritization to exploit perceived key strengths. The statement (page 18) that budget priorities will be 

aligned with the strategic plan likely renders these competing research goals incompatible. There is a 

danger that research on campus will become: i) too applied to align with 4 designated priority areas, and ii) 

this will lead to hemorrhage of researchers, and iii) lack of recruitment in other fields that do not directly 

align with the 4 research priority areas. This will reduce the intellectual and disciplinary diversity of the 

campus. This may also reduce innovation by constraining the faculty to predetermined areas. 



Yours sincerely, 

Declan F. McCole, Ph.D. 
Chair, Faculty Executive Committee 
School of Medicine 
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School of Public Policy 
University of California, Riverside 
INTS 4133 | 900 University Ave  
Riverside, CA 92521 

TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

FR: Richard M. Carpiano, Chair 
Executive Committee, School of Public Policy 

RE: [Campus Review] Academic Planning: Draft Strategic Plan 

Date: March 4, 2021 

The Executive Committee of the School of Public Policy reviewed the document “Academic 
Planning: Draft Strategic Plan.” While members expressed that the document does a good job in 
articulating general aspiration (e.g., the four institutional goals), several significant concerns and 
limitations were also raised. These five items (of broad and specific focus) are detailed below.   

Broad Issues: 

1. There are almost no actionable recommendations—the “nuts and bolts” of policies that could
change to advance the aspirations.

2. (Related to the prior point) There is not much content that critically examines why we
currently do not meet those aspirations. For example, if we are not currently reaching our
aspirations for equity and inclusion, what are the systemic reasons for that? The same is true
for almost all of the other aspirations that the draft plan mentions—the lack of masters
programs, the lack of professional development support for grad students, the lack of support
for extramural funding, the lack of connections with the community, etc. Therefore, in a
sense, writing this document as a set of general aspirations glosses over the systemic
problems that are the root causes, and that makes it hard to develop actionable solutions.

3. There seems to be a lot of subcommittees and these committees require a lot of service from
faculty and staff. Is it possible to reduce those?

Specific Issues: 

4. Regarding online education, the document advances this instructional approach but does not
engage honestly with its significant weaknesses.

a. It does not mention the considerable evidence—and everyone’s experience during
COVID-19—that online education is of lower quality than in-person education.

b. It advocates for online education on the grounds of access, but does not acknowledge
how online education compromises students’ performance and learning. As such, this

http://www.spp.ucr.edu/
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lack of consideration directly contradicts the plan’s commitment to diversity and 
equity in education. 

5. The document is devoid of any consideration of social class, economic inequality, or poverty.
Indeed, the words “social class,” “socio-economic,” “poverty,” and “inequality” do not even
appear in the entire text once. There is no serious way to address equity and diversity without
addressing poverty, social class, and socio-economic disadvantage. The university appears to
think we address this solely by addressing racial equity—but while race and class are almost
always correlated, they are not the same and it is inappropriate to substitute one for the other.
Moreover, despite ongoing pride and rhetoric about first generation students, UCR devotes
almost zero resources to the study of social class, poverty, and economic inequality. There
are only a very few faculty on campus studying or teaching about poverty and UCR has
decidedly not invested in faculty searches in this area. Indeed, UCR offered zero
undergraduate or graduate courses with “poverty” in the title until 2016 and now has only
two. All of this undermines the stated goals of the plan. We offer two specific examples:

a. Institutional Goal I.2 (page 7) reads:

Fostering an equitable society: Addressing systemic social and racial 
disparities in such areas as health, education, the economy, and freedom from 
violence and oppression. Developing innovative, socially sustainable public 
programs and policies. Foregrounding social, cultural, literary, artistic, and 
other intellectual contributions from historically marginalized groups.  

Note how there is no explicit mention of social class, poverty, or economic inequality. 
Also, imagine this plank existing without any consideration of growing and 
supporting faculty teaching and studying racial-ethnic inequalities. 

b. Section IV.3 (page 16) reads “Identifying relevant foci and groups working on key
issues such as basic needs, housing, food security, environmental quality, education,
workforce development, political representation, health, racial justice, and others”
and Section IV.4 (page 17) refers to “equitable economic development.”

Frankly, UCR cannot do this without a substantial increase in faculty with expertise
in poverty, social class, and economic inequality. UCR does not have more than a
couple of faculty with expertise on basic needs, housing, and food security, for
example.

In sum, any serious engagement on these issues is impossible without greater investment in 
faculty studying and teaching about poverty, social class and economic inequality. 

Thank you very much for your attention to these issues. 
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Sincerely, 

Richard M. Carpiano, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
Professor of Public Policy and Sociology 



COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS 

March 4, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From: Sheldon Tan, Chair 
Committee on Undergraduate Admissions 

Re: Campus Review – Draft Strategic Plan 

The Committee on Undergraduate Admissions reviewed the Draft Strategic Plan and did not have 
any concerns as it relates to the Committee’s charge of undergraduate admissions.  

Academic Senate 



COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY EXTENSION 

February 22, 2021 

To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
Riverside Division 

From:  Maryjo Brounce, Chair 
Committee on University Extension 

Re: Draft Strategic Plan 

In February this Committee was tasked with reading and responding to the draft strategic 
plan. Having no regular meeting scheduled during the review period, the Committee on 
University Extension (UNEX) discussed the plan via email. The Committee on 
University Extension notes that this plan did not include UNEX, so in detail, commenting 
on the plan is beyond this Committee’s charge.  

Academic Senate 




