APPROVED Minutes

Research and Scholarship Subcommittee of Shared Campus Governance
September 28, 2015, 1 - 3pm

EduE 142

Approved October 19, 2015

Present: Aydin Durgunoglu (Chair; CEHSP), Matt Andrews (SCSE), Joellyn Rock (SFA),
David Beard (Vice-chair; Grad Council), Carlos Carranza-Torres (Grad Council), Euan Reavie
(NRRI), Valerie Brady (MN SeaGrant), Shixing Wen (Library), Kevin Wu (ITSS), Paul Kiprof
(Interim Director of Research Administration),

Absent: TBD (LLO), Jill Doerfler (CLA), Jon L. Pierce (LSBE),
Guest: Marc Seigar, Faculty Council Chair

1. Welcome new member, Carlos Carranza-Torres, replacing Julie Ernst as Graduate
Council representative to R&S subcommittee. LLO representative to replace Nigel Wattrus
TBD.

2. Marc Seigar (Faculty Council) Centers for Excellence update.

Marc reported on a meeting he and Faculty Council Vice-chair Molly Harney had with
University President Kaler over the summer to discuss ways UMD can get back on track
budget-wise. They proposed the idea of getting System support for “centers for excellence”,
highlighting areas across colleges in which UMD excels. They mentioned areas such as:
work in the sciences, social sciences, environment, museums/collections, early education
Pres. Kaler endorsed this idea, as it’s along the lines of his “Grand Challenges” and
“MNDrive”. Faculty Council wants to form task forces with representation from Colleges,
governance committees, and research institutes to determine areas of excellence that
would be a good fit for UMD.

Discussion with R&S members included the following:

e What exists now? Need to find those who are doing interdisciplinary work already, and
bolster that.

e Whatis a “center”? Need to define it, or use a different word. There are 60+ “centers” on
campus - too many. “Center”, “institute” imply physical locations. Need a term that
focuses on the interconnection of people from a range of disciplines working on one
theme. “Area” of excellence is suggested as an alternative. Themes need to be
consolidated to reach a critical mass in order to receive central funding.

e What will these “centers” do? Plan events, provide expertise, other?

e Possible themes: Water research (Twin Ports Freshwater Folk might have ideas for



collaboration topics), sustainable development, mining
¢ What can R&S do? Appoint a member to serve on a task force, promote idea among
colleagues.

3. Discussion of Minutes from September 14, 2015 meeting.
Motion to approve the minutes of the September 14 meeting without corrections by David,
seconded by Matt; all in favor.

4. The process for the ICR fund grants (peer review guidelines, questions that came up,

notification at the end).

Four applications have been received so far. Discussion of questions that have been coming

in included:

e Would arequest from a term faculty member for a course buyout receive the same
consideration as that from a tenured faculty member, since research is not a part of
their contract? Answer: Yes, all eligible applicants will receive the same consideration.

¢ Financial need will be a factor. Career advancement (e.g., preparing for P&T) will not.
Start-up funds, grant in aid, moving costs, etc., must be listed in the application.

e Can applications for both types of funding be submitted? Answer: No, can apply for
only one type of funding. [NOTE: In response to receipt of multiple applications from
one person, a suggestion to advise peer review committee members that,

“If one researcher submits multiple proposals, those additional proposals will be considered
once all the proposals are evaluated”, but not include this language in the second CFP was made
by Aydin.
This suggestion was endorsed by a majority of subcommittee members in an email vote
subsequent to today’s meeting.

¢ Funding caps will be firm.

e Summer supplement budget question — what should be listed? Answer: Budget must
specify what will be done in that time, accounting for all hours.

A suggestion was made to set up a FAQ for the next round.

A proposal to have the award announcements come from the R&S Subcommittee as a

whole, in the form of a letter, rather than from the chairs of each committee, was approved
by all.

Guidelines for Peer Reviewers. Aydin shared her draft of a message to peer review
committee members, which included the list of criteria generated at the September 14
meeting for committees to consider, organized around the themes of Merit and Need.

Discussion included:



e Suggestion to assign a lower priority to “applicability of proposal to mission of
college/unit” under Merit criteria.

e Should applicants be told what criteria are? Since 4 applications have already been
submitted without benefit of this knowledge, it was agreed that the criteria should not
be formally released, but verbally is ok. Concern was expressed by one member about
setting criteria after proposals have been received. Another member suggested that
criteria be included with the CFP for next year.

A question was raised about whether or not R&S subcommittee members are eligible to
apply to the EVCAA R&S program. Some felt that this would be a conflict of interest because
R&S members would have insider knowledge of the program and also the criteria for
evaluation. A suggestion was made that releasing the criteria would remove that particular
concern. It was also suggested that it be made known that R&S members are ineligible to
apply, in order to address the conflict of interest question. [NOTE: The following motion,
was made subsequent to the meeting via email by Aydin, and seconded by Carlos, and was
approved by a majority vote. This restriction will be included in the second call for
proposals.

“The EVCAA Research and Scholarship (R&S) Program has been under discussion since its first
articulation during the March 28, 2014 meeting of the R&S Committee. Therefore past and
current R&S Committee members who were involved in the planning and shaping of the
program are ineligible to apply during this first implementation of the program.”]

Meeting was adjourned at 2:30pm

Next scheduled meeting - October 12, 2015

Minutes submitted by Kim Habig, Graduate Office



