
 
 
 
 

SANTA CRUZ: OFFICE OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE 
 

COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH 
MINUTES 

May 23, 2017 
 
Present: Steve Whittaker (chair), Fernando Leiva, Longzhi Lin, Ahmet Ali Yanik, Daniel Oliver (GSR)  
 
Absent: Grace Peña Delgado, Todd Lowe 
 
Announcements 
Chair Whittaker debriefed the Senate Executive Committee, Academic Senate, and UCORP meeting. He shared that 
Graduate Council would like to join the committee in writing to the CP/EVC about the committee’s budget reduction. Lastly, 
the Office of Research has reschedule the IMS closure review.  
 
Systemwide Review: Proposed Revised APM 285, 210-3, 133, 740 
The committee reviewed the proposed revisions to the Academic Personnel Manual to clarify the Lecturer Security of 
Employment (LSOE) faculty position. It was unclear to the committee, the Office of the President’s justification to change 
the title from LSOE to “teaching professor”. The proposed LSOE role seems parallel to the “Professorial” track; it, therefore, 
would be useful if the precise motivation for the change of title from LSOE to Teaching Professor was articulated. All UC 
faculty have clear teaching duties, would the change of title from LSOE lead existing faculty or students’ parents signal that 
regular faculty are less concerned with teaching. The committee raised concerns about the Chancellor’s ability to establish a 
quota for the LSOE position it may have implications for already-limited FTE resources. Members are concerned that 
shifting resources to LSOE appointments may reduce funding for more standard appointments and may also direct resources 
away from research funding.  
 
The evaluation criteria within the “Instructions to Review Committees That Advise on Actions Concerning the Teaching 
Professor Series” now contain two additional requirements compared with the existing LSOE criteria. These involve teaching 
innovation and scholarly achievement. We are concerned about the “development of particularly effective strategies for the 
educating…development of innovative instructional units, materials, and resources…innovative teaching techniques (APM 
210-3 d.(1)).” Members noted the criteria shifts the focus from teaching to innovation; the sense of the committee was that 
changing these criteria might bias evaluations towards innovation at the cost of overall teaching quality. It might also bias 
towards teaching approaches that favor technology or follow fads in the absence of strong teaching theory or clear ways to 
evaluate the effectiveness of these new educational methods. Furthermore, there may be issues of academic freedom as focus 
on innovation might prevent faculty from teaching in the manner they deem appropriate. Also, such a focus might require 
new resources which would need to be equally accessible to all teaching professors. Given these issues, it might be fairer to 
persist with existing LSOE criteria and evaluate based on teaching alone. 
 
Members noted it would be helpful to further expand on the definition of “professional and scholarly activities in pedagogy 
and/or in the underlying discipline” in the Teaching Professor role. The proposed change seems to create a contradiction; the 
original LSOE role is intended to “meet the long-term instructional needs of the University which cannot be best fulfilled by 
an appointee in the ladder-rank professorial series.” Further elaboration is needed about what is meant by ‘scholarly activities 
in pedagogy’. Are these research activities? If so then it should be made clear how they are distinguished from expectations 
for regular faculty. Such clarification is critical if new Teaching faculty are to be successful in their new roles.  
 
In regards to the implementation of this policy, members would like to ensure there is adequate communication around a 
detailed implementation plan for local campuses as new appointments in the Teaching Professor series may substantially 
affect current LSOEs. In particular, members are concerned about raising implicit expectations for existing LSOEs to meet 
these new evaluation criteria.  
 
Systemwide Review: Draft Electronic Information Security Policy Review 
The committee discussed the Office of the President’s revised policy on electronic security information in the context of its 
affect to faculty and their research data. The hierarchical protection level classification seems reasonable, though, members 
believe there should be more clarity and guidance on the type of institutional information that could potentially be classify in 
each level. The committee suggested providing examples so that responsible individual, such as researchers can adhere to the 
policy and act appropriately to manage the risk.  
 
The committee strongly recommends the ability to identify available options employees have to address the potential security 
risk, which may include tools from the University of California, local campuses, or managed by the individual. To ensure 
standardization, it would be useful to provide information of the available electronic information security tool, mapped to the 
protection levels and proactively train and advise employees on the tools available. Distribution of this information should 
not be limited to UC employees and should extend to graduate and undergraduate students. The Office of the President may 
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also consider being explicit if researchers and graduate students will fall within the scope of this policy, which could be 
address by including this information in the graduate student’s research design information packet.  
 
The committee agrees policy should be set to ensure the campus adheres to electronic security and be proactive in the risk 
management, however the outlined sanctions and breach cost responsibility are unsettling. We urge in the implementation of 
this new policy there will be extensive training and resources devoted to the campuses to assist in complying with the policy, 
along with notifying employees of the possible violation and sanction ramification. Members are apprehensive about the 
possibility of the draft policy hindering grants from the federal government, such as the National Institute for Health or 
National Science Foundation, and would like to caution against this.  
 
Members raised concerns that in complying with the draft policy, it will open the privacy of the research data and request that 
the policy detail the definition of standard data or non-standard and approaches to safeguarding such records. Faculty 
conducting research must abide to funding agencies data management plan, would this be a helpful analogy to use in 
reviewing the draft of the policy? The Office of Research’s Office of Sponsored Projects could potentially assist with data 
security in addition to the grant support already provided. The committee highly urges the consideration of using the current 
network responsible for electronic information security (e.g. Office of Research, Office for Sponsored Projects, Data 
Management Plans) and advise against creating more bureaucracy. 
 
Review Graduate Council’s Graduate Growth Report 
Committee members were interested in discussing the Graduate Council’s Subcommittee on Graduate Growth Report and 
briefly discussed the implications of re-benching for the campus and the campus’ effort to increase graduate students has not 
seem successful. Members will continue their discussion of graduate growth at the next meeting. 


