2015-2016 College Research Committee Final Report

Members:  Jay Amicangelo, Chair (SCI), Mike Brown (BUS), Varun Gupta (BUS), Matt Levy (HSS), Tom Noyes (HSS), Mohammad Rasouli (ENG), Alicyn Rhoades (ENG), John Steffen (SCI)
Overview: The committee had four charges for the 2015-2015 academic year and these consisted of two standing charges and two non-standing charges.   The committee met six times over the course of the 2015-2016 academic year to work on the charges.

Charge 1. 

Background:   A standing charge of the committee is to review sabbatical leave applications and recommend individuals for sabbatical.

Status:  The committee reviewed 13 sabbatical leave applications and provided the college administration with individual recommendations for each application.  The discussion surrounding whether an application should be recommended, focused on the specifics of the plan of work during the leave period, whether that work necessitated a leave, and the productivity of the faculty member in the years prior to the leave period.


Recommendations:  As can be seen below, one of our other charges (Charge 3) was to develop a set of criteria for future committees to use to evaluate sabbatical applications.  This charge was accomplished and the recommendation is that future chairs distribute this document to the committee members before they begin reviewing sabbatical applications.
Charge 2.

Background:  A standing charge of the committee is to review nominations for and select recipients of the Council of Fellows Faculty Research Award and Council of Fellows Excellence in Outreach Award.  


Status:  The committee reviewed the award nominations and then selected this year’s recipients at the meeting on April 27.


Recommendations:  We do have a recommendation with regard to this charge and this has to do with possibly developing a specific procedure for future committees to follow when evaluating and deciding upon the award winners.  One of the difficulties is the short timeline given between when the committee receives the nominations and when the decisions need to be made.  During the discussion of this year’s nominations, many committee members expressed concern that there was not enough time to read the nominations, then meet to discuss the nominees, and then to have one final meeting to decide upon the award winners.  This is enumerated below as a future charge.
Charge 3.

Background:  A charge given to this committee for the 2015-2016 year was to develop a set of criteria for guidance on how to rank sabbatical applications for all members of the committee to follow.

Status:  This charge was worked on during the spring semester a set of criteria was developed based on the discussion of the committee at several of the committee meetings during the spring.  The committee decided to create two categories of criteria when evaluating sabbatical applications: primary and secondary criteria.  The primary criteria generally consist of questions related to the proposed work to be done during the sabbatical leave and the application itself and the secondary criteria generally consist of questions related to the scholarly record of the candidate.

Recommendations:  The committee believes that in order for the review criteria that was developed to be effective there needs to be some mechanism by which this document and other knowledge related to the operation of the committee are transferred to the future chairs of this committee each year.  This is enumerated below as a future charge to develop a specific Research Committee Procedures and Guidelines document.
Charge 4.

Background: The final charge for the 2015-2016 year was to develop a list of people or administrative positions to contact for information from Digital Measures for both Charges 1 and 2.   The committee will work with the appropriate Administrative Assistants to develop Digital Measure reports containing only material needed to review for faculty awards.

Status:  This initial part of this charge was addressed at the first fall meeting on October 12.  The appropriate staff assistants were identified and this list is given below.  The second part of the charge dealing with developing the award specific Digital Measures reports for the Faculty Research and faculty Outreach award nominations was worked on during several meetings early in the spring semester.  The specific categories from Digital Measures for each of these award reports were identified by the committee and the Chair worked with Amy Wittman to get these reports created by the appropriate Digital Measures staff at University Park.  This was completed before the deadlines in which the nomination materials had to be sent to the Chancellor’s Office from each of the Schools and these reports were implemented for the 2016 award nominations.  The Research Award report worked as expected, however, there was a problem with the Outreach Award report.  For the Outreach Award nominations it was discovered that not all of the appropriate service related outreach was being captured by the report.  It was determined that this was because the categories that the committee had chosen for the report were the ones within the Digital Measure heading of service that is “External to PSU” and because each faculty member is generally responsible for entering their own information in Digital Measures, the Outreach report was dependent on the faculty member entering their outreach events under “External to PSU”.  Since not all faculty had done this, some of the appropriate service outreach information did not come through in the report.  As a workaround, the Chair asked each of the school administrative assistants to generate a separate report for each nominee that contained their complete service section from Digital Measures and this was included as part of the nomination materials for each nominee.
Chancellor’s Office:  Rhonda Steg

School of Business:  Roberta Peters

School of Engineering:  Kristy Bunce

School of Humanities and Social Sciences:  Tina Rapp

School of Science:  Amy Wittman


Recommendations:  The committee decided that the Digital Measures Outreach Award report needs to be modified to include the complete Service section from Digital Measures for each nominee.   The current Chair will work with Amy Wittman to ensure that this gets completed before the start of the 2016-2017 academic year.
Future Charges.


All 2015-2016 charges given to the committee were completed and at the last meeting of the year on April 27, the committee discussed possible future committee charges for the 2016-2017 academic year.  The following is the list of the possible future charges.
1. Given that one of the committees charges this year was to develop criteria for evaluating sabbatical applications, the committee believes that in order for these criteria to be useful for committees in the future, there needs to be a mechanism by which this document, as well as other knowledge related to the operation of the committee are transferred to the future chairs each year.  To this end, the committee feels that a future charge for the committee could be to develop a specific “Research Committee Procedures and Guidelines” document that would contain the sabbatical review criteria, as well as, information for the Chair regarding the timelines, deadlines, and any other important information that is relevant to the operation of the committee.  This could then become a “living document” that can be updated as needed and would give some institutional memory regarding the operations of this committee.
2. As mentioned above in relation to Charge 2, the committee was concerned that the short timeline given between when the committee receives the nominations and when the decisions need to be made about award winners does not give enough time for a significant discussion of the nominees qualifications before making the final decision.  The committee feels that the timeline related to these awards needs to be adjusted to allow more time for the committee to read the nominations and then to have a meeting just to discuss the nominees before the final meeting to decide on the award winners.  Related to this the committee felt that it would be beneficial for the 2016-2017 committee to develop a set of specific procedures (timelines, number of meetings, etc.) and guidelines (criteria) for future committees to follow when evaluating and deciding upon the award winners.  This document once completed could be part of the “Research Committee Procedures and Guidelines” document described as Future Charge 1.
3. Similar to how the committee developed specific Digital Measure reports for the Faculty Research and Faculty Outreach awards, the committee feels that it would be useful to have a specific Digital Measures Behrend Sabbatical Application CV report.  One thing that the committee noticed when reviewing sabbatical applications is that some faculty submitted their own personal version of their CV while others used the full “University Dossier” or the “Vita” reports from Digital Measures.  The committee feels that it would be beneficial when evaluating the sabbatical applications that the CV’s submitted by the sabbatical applicants are all consistent with one another and one way to do this is to create a specific Behrend Sabbatical Application CV report.  This would entail looking over all of the Digital Measures categories, deciding on the categories that the committee feels should be in the report, and then working with one of the administrative assistants listed above in Charge 4 to get the report created.
4. As described in Charge 4, the committee was able to have the specific Digital Measures reports for the Faculty Research and faculty Outreach award nominations created this year, however, some information that was not evident on the award reports was information that is usually given on the Promotion and Tenure Dossiers, such as the “Rank and Date of Initial Appointment to the University” and  the years of any “Promotions”.  This information would be useful and so perhaps the committee could look into creating an Award Nomination Cover Page that contains some of this type of biographical information that is not captured in the Digital Measures award reports.
5. It was also discussed during the meeting to decide the award winners that it might be useful to have a short statement about the Faculty Research Award nominees that is written by the Chairperson of the nominees department, with the idea that this person could provide some additional insight into the research activities of the nominee given that the Department Chairperson is generally in the same scholarly field as the nominee.  The charge would be to have the research committee investigate the feasibility of this being done within all four of the schools.

6. It was also discussed at the meeting to decide the award winners that it might be worthwhile to have a specific “Lifetime Faculty Research Award” to recognize faculty members that are late or nearing the end of their careers that have been very productive over their entire career but for which may not be as competitive for the regular Faculty Research Award in which the most significant emphasis is placed on the productivity within the previous five years period of time.
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