





Shelby McIntyre, Chair – University Research Committee
2003-04 Year-End Report


1. What issues did your committee address this year?

a) The Teaching Scholar Newsletter and the continuing contributions to it by the members of the committee
b) The Faculty-Student Research Assistance Program: (Initiation, implementation, and assessment).
c) The trends and progress of external funding for faculty research (Linda Campbell reports)
d) The need for and ways to achieve more PR for faculty research
e) A list of 100 ways to encourage and foster faculty research
f) An elevator-speech and then article on “Why Foster Faculty Research” intended to improve the articulation of why this aspect of University life should receive more and continuing emphasis.
g) The faculty research colloquium which was proposed last year and implemented this year.
h) Ways to increase faculty attendance at the research colloquium.
i) Ways to increase faculty application for outside funding through the Sponsored Projects Office
j) Selection of annual faculty award for “Sustained Excellence over 25 years +” and for “Recent Excellence (over last 5 years)”.
k) Approval of individual funding requests for the FSRAP program for the coming year.
a) We addressed the continuing contributions of the URC members to the Teaching Scholar newsletter. Last year June Carbone and Bob Numan contributed articles regarding how to foster greater levels of faculty research at Santa Clara. This year Shelby McIntyre and the committee drafted an ‘elevator’ speech and then short article addressing the question “Why Should Santa Clara University foster faculty research?” This article was later published in the Spring Quarter edition of the Teaching Scholar. In the coming year, Nancy Unger, the new Chair of the committee will continue the tradition by developing an article for the Teaching Scholar.
b) A good deal of time was spent on issues regarding the Faculty Student Research Assistant Program (FSRAP) which is a program founded out of the URC last year and executed this year. In a nutshell, 18 faculty were paired with work-study students in the fall quarter of 2003 to pursue that faculty’s research project. The students continued in that assignment for the entire year after a short training session in the Fall. An set of assessment tools (e.g., set of questionnaires, one for the student and one for the faculty) were developed by Lara Honos-Web (of the committee) and reviewed by the committee. In the Spring quarter near the end of the program, the assessment was executed. Then the results were analyzed and a report generated. The findings are very positive on both sides of the pairings. Attached is a list of the questions and the average response. The program appears to embody very well the ideal of the ‘teacher-scholar’ model that SCU is trying to foster. The program also leverages the meager resources ($17K/yr) devoted to it because of the use of work-study students who are largely paid with funds from outside of the university.

2. What issues are pending for the upcoming year?

a. Should there be a program to bring in Post-Doc researchers from other universities (suggested by Sukhmander Singh of Engineering)
b. A proposal to establish a rotating fellowship specifically to fund faculty teaching release for the purpose of writing. This is in response to the fact that currently university funding is for expenses, but does not allow for buying faculty time from teaching.
c. How can there be more PR generated for the faculty research that is done. It is felt that there should be more effort directed at getting media coverage for research in terms of news releases and stories that that tie into current events. There is a need to work more directly and effectively with the university communications office. 

3. In your opinion, how well did governance work this year (if possible, provide specific examples of successes and failures, as relevant)?

d. This committee reports to Diane Jonte-Pace in her role as Associate vice Provost for Faculty Development.
e. Even though I was newly appointed to the committee, I was asked to serve as the chair of the committee and agreed to taking that position. However, in retrospect I now feel strongly that the chair of the committee should have served on it for at least one year. 
f. Having Linda Campbell and Diane Jonte-Pace act as the ‘institutional memory’ for the committee worked very well. They helped define the specific tasks and roles of the committee which otherwise would not have been clear, as our role seemed to be evolving over the year. Since the Research Committee is technically not a ‘university policy committee,’ the governance questions may not be of much relevance. Nevertheless, the suggestions here are offered for consideration with regard to the functioning of the committee.
g. The committee members were all very positive and attendance at the meetings was excellence. Linda Campbell helped in organizing the meeting times and rooms.
h. The makeup of the committee was interesting with members from Engineering (Nam Lin), Chemistry (Mike Carrasco), Modern Languages (Tonia Riviello), Religious Studies (Diane Jonte-Pace – ex officio), English (John Hawley), Sponsored Projects (Linda Campbell – ex officio), History (Nancy Unger), and Counseling Psychology (Lara Honos-Webb). Such a committee certainly encompasses the view of faculty research as being scholarship rather than research of the ‘scientific method’ type.

4. Do you have any suggestions to improve the governance process?

a. Have the committee elect the chair for the next year from among its returning members.
b. Establish an opening task for the committee of determining its charter for the year, and probably amended from the charter of the year prior.
c. Document a simple procedure for determining the annual faculty awards
d. Give the committee a clearer charter in terms of reviewing funding of faculty research, both of the FSRAP program and other university research grants.

5. How were committee decisions reached, and were all committee members happy with this approach?

Decisions were reached by discussion and general consensus on most issues. However, with regard to the selection of faculty research awards, a series of votes was used. There was some confusion as to how this had been done in the past and apparently there had been various approaches used. In one year, a great deal of effort was said to have been expended on the process; even with letters from referees outside the University being solicited (almost like a R&T process). This seems unwarranted. Also, the nomination of individuals allows for them to be easily brought up again in the following year. This year the votes were very, very close in some instances.


