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         February 6, 2014 

 

AIMÉE DORR, PROVOST 

STEVEN BECKWITH, VICE PRESIDENT, 

RESEARCH & GRADUATE STUDIES 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

 

Re: CNSI Review 

 

Dear Aimée and Steve: 

 

The Academic Council discussed the external review of CNSI in the spring of 2011, but no 

subsequent action was taken. Because some divisions were not consulted by their administrations 

and also wanted an opportunity to comment on UCORP's assessment, we extended the comment 

period to the fall. Council received letters from the Santa Barbara and Los Angeles divisions and 

asked me to forward them to you, along with UCORP’s comments, for the record.  

 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Bill Jacob, Chair 

Academic Council 

 

 

Cc:  Academic Council 

Martha Winnacker, Senate Executive Director 
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UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH POLICY (UCORP) Assembly of the Academic Senate 
Mike Kleeman, Chair 1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
mjkleeman@ucdavis.edu   Oakland, CA 94607-5200 
 Phone: (510) 987-9466 
 Fax: (510) 763-0309  
 
 May 16, 2013  
 
ROBERT POWELL, CHAIR 
ACADEMIC COUNCIL 
 
RE: Academic Review of the California NanoSystems Institute (CNSI), a California Institute for 
Science and Innovation (Cal ISI)  
 
Dear Bob, 
 
The University Committee on Research Policy (UCORP) has met and discussed the academic review of the 
California NanoSystems Institute (CNSI), one of the four California Institutes for Science and Innovation 
(Cal ISIs).  UCORP provides general comments on the external review in the following sections as well as 
several comments from a system-wide perspective in the final section of the present letter.   

 

CNSI Review Protocol: 

UCORP finds the external review protocol to be comprehensive and complete when evaluating CNSI as an 
individual research unit. The review protocol clearly outlined that programs must do more than excellent 
research with efficient management in order to be considered successful in the UC system.  The external 
review protocol notes that successful programs need to develop unique research opportunities, seed 
institutional innovation, realize efficiencies through shared facilities and information, and to achieve state-
wide impact on the economy.  These criteria are similar to those used by the UC Portfolio Review Group in 
its assessment of all centrally funded research programs.   

 

CNSI Review Recommendations: 

The external review is supportive of CNSI, noting the numerous dimensions where the program has 
excelled.  The two recommendations for change that are clear in the external review report are that (1) the 
two CNSI campuses should collaborate more fully, and (2) UCOP should investigate barriers to stronger 
collaboration between the two campuses and between UC and industry (with respect to IP). UCORP finds 
the first of these recommendations to be particularly relevant given the funding streams environment and 
the criteria for collaboration between 3 campuses or 2 campuses and 1 national laboratory in order to meet 
the definition of a centrally-funded Multicampus Research Unit (MRU) in the UC system. The CNSI 
external report indicates that the current CNSI leadership has dramatically improved collaboration, and 
UCORP hopes this positive trajectory will be maintained.  UCORP notes that the second of these 
recommendations reflects a persistent tension between UC and industry and is not a unique issue for CNSI.   
The external review report did not take advantage of the opportunity to comment on how CNSI might adapt 
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to the current budget climate around the entire UC system and around centrally-funded research programs 
in specific. More comment on this issue would have been beneficial for CNSI as it contemplates the next 
stage of its evolution.  

As a final note, UCORP feels that the external review report would have been clearer and more effective if 
it had been organized into sections including "Findings", "Comments" and "Recommendations". 

 

CNSI Review Process: 

UCORP notes that the CNSI review process did not follow the standard protocol outlined in the 
Compendium.  The standard protocol states that there should be a unified response to the external report 
from the Chancellors in coordination with the Institute Directors.  UCORP questions why this response is 
absent in the CNSI review.  Furthermore, the external review report itself does not indicate how long or 
how often the review panel interacted with the CNSI directorate or even how many times the panel met. At 
the very least, an agenda of the panel meetings would have been useful to evaluate the adequacy of the 
review process. 

 

Other Comments: 

UCORP notes that CNSI has benefited greatly from an injection of funds from both UCOP and the two (to 
different extents) campuses.  What is not clear is how much this infusion of funding has done to make 
CNSI unique. UCORP members wonder if UCLA and UCSB have unique features that make them 
particularly deserving of central funding, or if similar programs could evolve if supported at other UC 
campuses when funding becomes available.  Nano-based research (nanoscience and nanotechnology) is an 
intense area of research at all of the UCs and even CSUs in many departments and they would all benefit if 
such research could be supported more widely.   

 

UCORP strongly supports the principle of a competitive grants process (e.g. MRPI and Lab Fees 
competitions, etc.) for central UCOP funding rather than non-competed support in which success is based 
on external reviews with no comparison of alternatives. UCORP does acknowledge that the UCOP funding 
for CNSI arose under unique and necessary circumstances. Looking to the future, UCORP wonders if a 
case should be made for a competitive grants program around nano-science activities to stimulate research 
and industrial collaboration at all ten UC campuses.  CNSI does not currently fit the definition of a 
centrally-funded research entity in the UC system since it involves only 2 campuses 

 

The external review report notes that CNSI has existed as two separate campus entities for most of its life 
and encourages greater future collaboration.  UCORP believes this issue merits amplification.  The external 
review report and the CNSI Director report both highlighted inter-departmental collaboration, but not as 
much collaboration between campuses. The CNSI Directors’ report explicitly points out that completely 
independent (and redundant) accounting and administration was established at UCLA and UCSB because 
of “differing campus cultures”. This replication of administrative functions is not a best practice in the 
current era of diminished resources. All of the Cal ISIs are challenged to some degree with establishing 
efficient collaborations between campuses, and UCORP fully supports increased collaboration between 
CNSI campuses in the future.  CNSI should also consider adding more campuses to its program 

 



The CNSI external review report indicates that the "modest" investments made in CNSI are leveraged by 
external funds to an extent "never seen before".  The return on investment certainly appears large based on 
the information presented to the external review committee.  UCORP feels that it would have been useful 
for the panel to analyze how much of the reported external funding was actually leveraged by CNSI vs. 
how much funding would have been secured by the UCLA and UCSB faculty independently of CNSI.  
UCORP notes that some of the other Cal ISIs included approximate calculations to quantify these metrics, 
and this is considered a best practice moving forward. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Mike Kleeman, Chair 
UCORP 
 
cc: UCORP 
 Steve Beckwith, Vice President, Office of Research and Graduate Studies 
 Martha Winnacker, Executive Director, Systemwide Academic Senate 
 
 
 
  































UCLA Academic Senate  

 
 
 
 
December 4, 2013 
 
William Jacob 
Chair UC Academic Council 
 
RE:  Review of the California NanoSystems Institute (CNSI) 
 
Dear Bill, 
 
The UCLA Academic Senate’s Executive Board appreciates the opportunity to opine on the 
University Committee on Research Policy (UCORP) review of the MRU review of the California 
NanoSystems Institute which included UCLA as one of the participating campuses.  Although the 
external review of CNSI was supportive of this collaborative effort and provides directions for 
future development, concerns remain about the overall MRU evaluation process. As affirmed in 
the discussions at the Academic Council this past spring, there must be fundamental changes to 
the MRU review process if it is to be a valid evaluation mechanism.  From a divisional Senate 
perspective, we would like to use this opportunity to make recommendations regarding the review 
process for MRUs. 
 

1. We note that The Compendium does not specifically outline a means for divisional 
Senate input into the review process of MRUs, leaving it by default to the discretion of 
either the Chair of the Academic Council or the Vice Chancellor for Research to solicit 
such input late in the process.  This is a serious lacuna in the process and does not mirror 
the process of establishing an MRU, in which the divisional Senate is consulted. As a 
result, Immediate Past Chair Sarna was concerned about the Academic Council’s support 
for the report from UCORP without any discussion by the Divisional Senate. 

2. The Compendium is also silent as to what should be included in an MRU review.  By 
what metrics—academic, research portfolio, fiscal health, etc.—is the MRU being 
evaluated?     Absent some form of standardized metrics, we worry the MRU reviews in 
general will vary in content and form so much as to make meaningful review of them 
impossible. We hope that the Academic Council can suggest changes in the review 
process so that the review criteria area will evaluate the academic aspects of the MRU 
more clearly. 

3. In its current form, the review of the CNSI has no description of its own review process 
or metrics for success.  Such information would have been crucial in interpreting the 
recommendations. The Executive Board also noted the long lag time from the completion 
of the review and the evaluation by UCORP.   

4. We appreciate that each MRU has its own unique history which should be provided as 
part of the review materials.  For example, if the State Legislature earmarked funding for 
an MRU, this should be made explicit in the report as this would be important 
information from the Councils on Planning and Budget, for example. 

5. Finally, a number of UCORPs concerns included in review of the CNSI reflected 
dissatisfaction with the MRU process, in general, rather than the CNSI review. These are 
important issues but don’t appear to be central to evaluation of this collaboration between 
UCLA and Santa Barbara. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

http://senate.universityofcalifornia.edu/underreview/Compendiumrevised.pdf


 
 
Jan Reiff 
Chair, UCLA Academic Senate 
 
CC: Martha Kendall Winnacker, Executive Director, Academic Senate 
 Linda Mohr, Interim CAO, UCLA Academic Senate 
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January 13, 2014 
 
 
RE:  Review of UC Committee on Research Policy (UCORP) May 16, 2013 letter regarding the     
“Academic Review of the California NanoSystems Institute (CNSI), a California Institute for Science and 
Innovation (Cal ISI)” 
 
 
Dear Bill, 
 
As you know, UCORP wrote a memo last May in response to the Academic Review of the California 
NanoSytems Iniative (CNSI) and UCLA and UCSB were provided an opportunity to comment on the 
UCORP letter. At UCSB the Council on Research and Instructional Resources and the Council on 
Planning and Budget commented on the UCORP memo. I apologize for the delay in our Divisional 
response. 
 
Council on Research and Instructional Resources 
 
The Council on Research and Instructional Resources (CRIR) has followed the CNSI review process 
over the last several years, and CRIR also reviewed the Academic Review Report. CRIR met with the 
current director of the UCSB CNSI, Professor Craig Hawker, and discussed the Academic Review 
Report, the May 16, 2013 UCORP letter regarding the Academic Review, the CNSI response to the 
report and the June 3, 2013 letter from the UCLA and UCSB Chancellors regarding the report. CRIR 
also spoke with Director Craig Hawker regarding the current status of CNSI and its collaborations. 
Having the benefit of this background, CRIR is concerned that UCORP, in their May 16 2013 letter, 
seems to underplay many of the significantly positive aspects of the CNSI as identified both by the 
Academic Review Report and through internal reviews. 
 
CRIR writes that:   

“CNSI is an extraordinary resource to both UCSB and the UC system at large. It has further 
enabled the interdisciplinary collaboration for which our campus is well known, provides access 
to a broad spectrum of capabilities in support of many different UC campuses, and enables the 
pursuit of the external funding opportunities of a scale normally outside our ability to address.  
As an investment, CNSI has paid significant dividends with the Institute for Collaborative 
Biotechnologies, perhaps one of the most broadly visible and noteworthy of those funding 
opportunities. CNSI has an extraordinary record of leveraging funds and building collaborations 
within the UC and with industry partners, with an impact far beyond the UCSB Campus.  For 
example, one of the largest users of the CNSI facilities are the faculty of UC Merced. 
 
We appreciate the independent concerns raised by UCORP but our hope, as a Council, is that 
the independent Academic Review is given its due weight and that any policy changes being 
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considered will take into consideration the fact that CNSI at UCSB has been incredibly 
successful in enabling transformative and collaborative research of significance to both the UC 
System and the world.” 

 
Council on Planning and Budget 
 
The Council on Planning and Budget (CPB) write that we “recognize the many outstanding 
achievements of CNSI.  However, as noted by the letter of Robert Power (May 16, 2013) a number of 
administrative features of the UCSB and UCLA collaboration could be strengthened.  We endorse the 
reviewers’ call for a more integrated, cooperative relationship between the two campuses.  CNSI is not 
a traditional MRU, but given its unique initial funding and relatively modest continued state investment, 
we do not see that opening up competition for research funds in the area of nanotechnology in the UC 
system would create greater benefits.  CPB suggests that CNSI reach out to researchers within the UC 
System in collaborative efforts consistent with central UCOP funding.”  
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Kum-Kum Bhavnani, Chair 
Santa Barbara Division 
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