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To: UW-L Faculty Senate

From: Jeff C. Bryan, Chair, Research and Grants Committee

Re: 2010-11 Final Report

The faculty Research and Grants Committee had a very busy 2010-11 year.  For the second year in a row, application numbers were up significantly.  This year, 47 applications were received, a 27% increase over last year.  In keeping with past practice, the committee personally interviewed each applicant to better assess the quality of his or her proposal.  The committee strongly feels this is an important part of the application process given the wide diversity of expertise represented by the proposals.  This meant the committee needed six two-hour meetings squeezed into the final weeks of fall semester just to interview all of the applicants.

The applications are broken down into Colleges in the table below.  This is followed by the number and percentage of funded proposals.

	College
	# Submitted
	# Funded
	% Funded

	CBA
	3
	0
	0

	CLS
	24
	17
	71%

	SAH
	20
	16
	80%

	total
	47
	33
	70%


While some parochial bias may be suggested by the percentages above, the committee strongly felt that funding decisions were made on the quality of the proposal, without regard to College, Department, or seniority of the PI. 

The 47 proposals received requested a total of $447,670, while $230,000 was initially budgeted.  After the committee’s initial funding decisions were made, additional funding was provided by the Provost, boosting the total allocated to $256,026.  While this is likely a record amount, it still left 16 proposals unfunded.  All of the 16 were junior faculty and 12 of the 16 were in their 1st or 2nd year at UW-L.  If this grant program is to continue to serve as a significant opportunity for junior faculty to initiate their scholarship, the funding levels need to be increased even more, at least over the next few years.

The 2007-8 Research and Grants committee recommended that the faculty compensation on its grants be changed from 1/9 of salary to a stipend of $5000.  This recommendation was made to allow more proposals to be funded, and it seems to be working.  It has been in effect for the past three years.  The Faculty Senate, concerned that it has never approved this change, asked that another formal recommendation be drafted by the committee this year.  However, it is not clear this is necessary.  The bylaws state that the committee is responsible for “Apportioning institutional funds for research and informing grant recipients of their awards.”  It would seem that the nature of the apportionment is up to the Research and Grants committee and does not require Senate approval.  This year’s committee has recommended that the stipend be increased by 3% (to the nearest dollar) on an annual basis.

The committee also discussed its procedures for evaluating and selecting proposals for funding.  The committee decided to continue to interview all PI’s, despite the significant time commitment, because of the need to more clearly understand the nature of such diverse scholarship.  The committee also decided to use a two-tiered evaluation system next year.  The first round of committee balloting will be used to separate the proposals into three groups, 

those definitely funded, those definitely not funded and those remaining.  Those remaining will be subject to a second round of voting (a day or two later), after which the committee will re-convene to discuss funding.  It was felt by several on the committee that there are always outstanding, and occasionally very poor proposals, and that the difficulty is deciding the exact ranking of those in the middle.  This approach would allow for greater focus on, and presumably better assessment of, those proposals.  Again, these changes do not require Faculty Senate approval, as they are part of the committee’s responsibility to establish “procedures for evaluating and ranking research proposals.”
The committee also considered its policy of funding researchers only twice in a three year period.  After some discussion, it was decided to leave this policy as is.  As part of this discussion, the committee decided to change the application form to ask the PI to briefly describe the results of any previous faculty Research Grant funding. This would allow some level of assessment of productivity from previous funding.  The current form asks only if they had received funding and to list the project title and funding years.

The committee also had a rather frank discussion of its biases and influences when making funding decisions.  As mentioned above, the interview can introduce bias as those that are more enthusiastic or have greater oral clarity sometimes seem to be favored.  Issues such as applied vs. basic, and undergraduate involvement also appeared to have some influence with some members.  In the end, the committee felt the risk of introducing bias from the interview was worth taking because of the greater understanding the oral presentations provide.  While it is unlikely the committee could ever be entirely objective, there was consensus that subtle biases and influences are, to a certain extent, cancelled out by the diversity of the committee’s composition.

Finally the committee discussed whether more specific guidelines should be established for equipment requests.  Should such requests be disallowed, or limited by a dollar or percentage amount? While equipment requests tend to vary from discipline to discipline, and even within disciplines, it was the consensus of the committee that specific guidelines concerning equipment would not be prudent.
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