Research and Grants Committee (RGC) report  2009-2010
Committee Membership: Sharon Brush, John Cushman, Jeffrey Englin, Bill Evans, Evan Fulton, Stephen Jenkins, Yanyao Jiang, Thomas Kozel, Robert Mancini, Chris Pritsos, Madeleine Sigman-Grant, Jeanne Wendel, Wilfred Williams.
1.  Charge from Faculty Senate

Standing Charges:

1. Develop strategies to implement the recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate over the past three years, particularly those recommendations made by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Review Committee in 2008, the IRB Review Committee appointed by the Provost in 2009-2010, and the 2009-2010 Faculty Senate Committee on Research and Grants.2009.  Report on the implementation status of these recommendations and assess whether any of the recommendations should be modified or dropped.

2. Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the RGC. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how it could be improved.
3. Develop a survey for university faculty to identify key areas and roadblocks for improving the university’s research capacity 

4. Working with the Director of the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP), develop a mechanism to provide ongoing input into IRB procedures from the faculty and the Senate. 

5. Working with the Vice-President for Research, review the university’s infrastructure for supporting research, and recommend alternatives for improving current support and incentives.

6. Working with the Director of the Office of Sponsored Project Administration, make recommendations to improve the efficiency of the submission and review process for externally-funded grants and contracts.

7. Appoint a liaison from the RGC to each of the IRBs to serve as observing, nonvoting members.  Identify other campus committees with similar missions, and appoint liaisons as appropriate to facilitate communication between these committees and the Faculty Senate.  Recommend strategies for improving communication between RGC, the OHRP office and IRBs, the Office of Sponsored Project Administration, and other relevant campus committees.

Additional Charges:
1. Review policies governing the use of long-term, grant-funded research faculty and their ability to participate in some limited teaching and service roles.

2. Develop a plan to improve support for faculty research and scholarly activities in fields without access to significant external funding. 
1. Develop strategies to implement the recommendations adopted by the Faculty Senate over the past three years, particularly those recommendations made by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Review Committee in 2008, the IRB Review Committee appointed by the Provost in 2009-2010, and the 2009-2010 Faculty Senate Committee on Research and Grants.2009.  Report on the implementation status of these recommendations and assess whether any of the recommendations should be modified or dropped.
The prior recommendations, attached in Appendix 1, include:

· Recommendations of the previous Faculty Senate ad hoc IRB Review Committee (chaired by Jeanne Wendel)
· Recommendations of the previous IRB Review Committee appointed by the Provost (headed by John McDonald).
· Recommendations of the 2008-2009 Faculty Senate RGC (chaired by Jeff Englin).

These sets of recommendations include significant overlap.  For example:

a. One of the primary recommendations of the Faculty Senate ad hoc IRB Review Committee was the creation of a standing committee to address ongoing issues (that recommendation envisioned a committee specifically focused on IRB issues; and that was accomplished by folding that concept into the RGC purview.)

b. The Provost-appointed committee endorsed the Faculty Senate committee recommendations.

c. The 2008-2009 RGC recommendations address a broader set of issues – because of its broader mandate.

We created a consolidated list of recommendations (to avoid redundancy), and discussed the list with VPR Read and OHRP Director Publicover.  The responses are detailed in the attached spreadsheet.  This spreadsheet includes 4 tabs – containing the recommendations that address the specific charges (infrastructure issues, IRB issues, OSPA issues and communication issues).  Within each tab, issues are categorized as (i) resource-related issues, (ii) non-resource-related issues, or (iii) conceptual issues to increase research productivity. 
Significant progress is ongoing on many of the issues addressed in the recommendations.  In many cases, the issue was not addressed with the specific strategy mentioned in the recommendation; instead – an alternate strategy was implemented.  Dr. Bjur has been working to improve operational efficiency in OSPA, Susan Publicover has been working to implement the electronic IRB system, and Dr. Read has been working on a range of issues.  However, it should be noted that some of VPR Read’s responses anticipated purchase and implementation of an electronic system for OSPA – which has been postponed due to the budget cuts.

Five types of issues were found to be largely unaddressed.  Some progress has been made this year in some areas; however, these issues should be targeted generally for future consideration:

a. Coordination between offices (such as gaps in coordination between OSPA and HR).

b.  “Research climate” and mentoring.

c. Implementation of and transition to electronic systems for the OHRP and OSPA.  Specifically, questions have been asked about (i) the ability of the new OSPA system to provide efficient service for small grants from non-federal sources, (ii) coordination among the OHRP, OSPA and HR systems, and (iii) the implementation and training processes.

d. Flexibility with regard to using grant funds to address personnel payment issues (some researchers expressed interest in being able to set aside some grant funds, to be used to fund necessary expenditures such as pregnancy leave.  
e. Two-way communication between researchers and administrative offices – to efficiently gather information about researcher issues, to provide a basis for ongoing system improvement.

Two important steps have been taken to address some of these issues (a-e).  

a. VPR Read has formed a Research Advisory Council (RAC).  She has invited researchers to join this council, which will provide insight and feedback on issues posed by VPR Read.  Two members of the RGC were invited to participate in this council.

b. The Center for Advanced Studies (CAS) “Faculty Ideas to Foster Research at the University of Nevada-Reno” report in 2010 has decided to play an active role in enhancing research productivity at UNR.  The group distributed a survey and provided summary results (Appendix 1).  This group did not appear to be aware of the existence of the RGC when they initiated this project.  


Recommendation # 1:  Three substantive changes contribute to progress on many of the prior recommendations:

· the VPR’s substantive effort to improve processes in OHRP and OSPA, (including the shift to some electronic processes (see below for more details)), 

· the VPR’s development of a new system for annual reporting of outcomes measures, and 

· the development of new communication links (RAC formed by the VPR, proactive steps taken by the CAS

Two additional structural changes are recommended below:  formation of an IRB users group, and the structuring the umbrella role for the RGC.

Given these changes, it is pragmatic to view the prior recommendations as a repository of information about important issues, but it is not pragmatic to continue to view most of the recommendations as potential action items.  Instead, the recommendations that involve process and communication issues should be viewed as a list of issues that should be monitored – to determine whether the current set of strategies yields substantive improvement.  The recommendations that address the “unaddressed issues” (listed above) should be viewed as a list of critical issues to be investigated and addressed.   Many of the specific strategies recommended to strengthen the UNR research climate have not yet gained traction.  These issues are important; hence recommendations should not be viewed as “dropped”.  Instead, additional creative imagination is needed to develop workable solutions.

2. Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the RGC. Consider whether the committee is necessary and effective, and how it could be improved.


Recommendation # 2:  The RGC should – in the future – serve four purposes:
1. First, provide a mechanism for the VPR to obtain timely and broad-based feedback on specific issues, as they arise. For example, RGC received two requests from the VPR this year:

a. The VPR requested that members of the committee attend vendor sessions and provide feedback on the purchase of an electronic system for OSPA.

b. The VPR provided a draft document on effort-reporting and requested comment.  
To serve in this capacity, RGC may request additional input from the Faculty Senate, as appropriate.  The VPR timeframes may – or may not – accommodate the typical committee schedule that involves a single year-end report.
2. These groups may include:
a. The VPR Advisory Council. 

b. The IRB users group (the recommendation to form this group is detailed below)
c. The Center for Advanced Studies
3. Third, review annual performance measures and faculty feedback data.  The VPR is currently developing systems for collecting this data.  Identify and prioritize issues that should be addressed.  
a.  For example, the 2008-2009 RGC recommended creation of a leave pool (using F&A dollars).  VPR Read has indicated that such an action must be negotiated as part of the institution's F&A rate.  UNR is not up to renegotiate its rate for two years, wherein 2011 would be the base year.  
b. Provost Johnson has indicated willingness to consider a voluntary self-funded insurance-type pool.  
4. Fourth, play a pro-active role in working to strengthen the UNR research climate.  This may include consideration of issues such as:
i. Allocation of F&A funds and the potential for addition of other types of funds

ii. UNR research priorities

iii. The role of research issues in budget-cutting processes

iv. Core facilities shared by investigators from multiple units

v. Potential for researchers to submit joint sabbatical applications.

vi. Elimination of factors that hinder collaboration across colleges

vii. Improving sustainable research funding for all research activities on campus.
This implies that the membership of the RGC must include broad representation of:

· Disciplines and research approaches

· Physical science, social science, life science, liberal arts, fine arts, and others
· Quantitative and qualitative research
· Types of research 

· Require vs. not require IRB, 

· funded with large grants from national agencies vs. funded with other types of grants vs. not funded, 

· require substantial coordination with OSPA and HR or other entities

· Stage of researcher 

· Well-established researchers who “know the ropes” vs.  new researchers who may bring different perspectives

· Researchers for whom mentoring and research climate are particularly salient

· Role in the research process (PI, administrative personnel)
3. Develop a survey for university faculty to identify key areas and roadblocks for improving the university’s research capacity.

The need to develop a survey was limited this year for two reasons: 
First, a large number of key areas and roadblocks have already been identified in the sets of recommendations developed to date.  
Second, the CAS completed a survey – independent of the RGC – and it did not seem productive to duplicate this work.  This coordination issue is discussed above.

4. Working with the Director of the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP), develop a mechanism to provide ongoing input into IRB procedures from the faculty and the Senate. 

The OHRP has made substantial progress:

· The electronic protocol submission and management system is being implemented: applications may now be submitted electronically. 
· The OHRP no longer requires 12 copies of protocols. (This is possible because the office now devotes one professional staff to screening new applications for completeness and consistency, and assisting investigators in developing protocols. The office now has a dedicated copier to make IRB copiers for the investigators).

· The proportion of social behavioral protocols receiving expedited review has increased.  With fewer full board reviews (convened meetings) needed, the number of Social-Behavioral IRB panels is being reduced from two to one consolidated board. This will allow for a more efficient use of IRB member and OHRP staff time
· A collaborative agreement has been implemented between UNR and UNLV’s respective IRBs. Cooperative agreements are being developed with other local IRB’s (e.g. St. Mary’s, Renown) to streamline the application process for researchers collaborating with other institutions.
· Data on the primary OHRP performance measure (turnaround time) will be generated automatically by the new electronic system.  The OHRP has identified a model performance-measure report (University of Washington) and will develop templates for providing an analogous report annually.

Recommendation # 3:  The RGC recommends formation of an IRB-users group.  The mouse-users group in the School of Medicine provides a model.  (Based on the success of the mouse-users group, a similar user’s group has been developed for the Biosafety Level 3 lab in the new Center for Molecular Medicine.)  Essentially, any interested individual (and – particularly - individuals with complaints/issues/questions about the IRB process) could elect to join the users group.  This group would be a self-directed group; it would identify process issues and communicate those issues to the Director of the OHRP.


Recommendation # 4:  A subcommittee of the RGC worked directly with the Director of the OHRP to address issues involved in implementation of that office’s electronic system, including researcher training on using the new system.    The RGC recommends that this type of informal discussion and provision of timely feedback should continue.   To the extent that salient issues involve OHRP processes, the RGC should facilitate communication between researchers and the OHRP office, to support ongoing process improvement.  For issues that involve university policy, the RGC should consult with Faculty Senate.
5. Working with the Vice-President for Research, review the university’s infrastructure for supporting research, and recommend alternatives for improving current support and incentives.

This is an important (and tough) issue, particularly in the context of budget cuts.  
Two groups have been formed to increase communication and discussion of this issue.

a. First,  the Center for Advanced Studies.
b. Second, the VPR formed a new Research Advisory Council.  The VPR stated that this group will serve as a sounding-board, to provide faculty input on key issues.  This is an excellent step – to build a structured process for increasing two-way communication.

This issue has been included in Recommendation # 1.

6. Working with the Director of the Office of Sponsored Project Administration, make recommendations to improve the efficiency of the submission and review process for externally-funded grants and contracts.

As noted above, the Director is working to improve efficiency:

· Work processes have been restructured, with more delegation of responsibility

· It was anticipated that an electronic system would have been purchased during spring 2010.   Members of the RGC attended vendor demonstrations.  However, this has been postponed due to the budget situation.


Recommendation # 5:  Several types of issues surfaced during the vendor demonstration process that should be addressed when the purchasing process resumes:

· RGC should work with OSPA to ensure smooth rollout processes and efficient and effective training and transition for researchers.

· Based on discussions at the vendor demonstration, the new software is designed for convenient handling of applications for grants and contracts with major federal agencies.  However, the new electronic process may introduce new inefficiencies for researchers applying for other types of grants and contracts.

· Based on discussions at the vendor demonstration, consideration should be given to coordination between OSPA software, IRB software and HR software. 
· Federal effort-reporting rules should be built-into the software.

7. Appoint a liaison from the RGC to each of the Institutional Review Boards to serve as observing, nonvoting members.  Identify other campus committees with similar missions, and appoint liaisons as appropriate to facilitate communication between these committees and the Faculty Senate.  Recommend strategies for improving communication between RGC, the OHRP office and IRB panels, the Office of Sponsored Project Administration, and other relevant campus committees.

Based on conversations with the OHRP Director, it appears impractical to appoint liaisons to the IRBs.  The umbrella function of the RGC is addressed above.
Additional Charges:
1. Review policies governing the use of long-term, grant-funded research faculty, and their ability to participate in some limited teaching and service roles.

This issue has been addressed Faculty can request funds to purchase (up to) 5% of their time, to effectively create a 95% research appointment (instead of 100%).  The Provost considers requests to free up time for ad hoc teaching; the VPR considers requests to free-up time for future proposal development.

2.    Develop a plan to improve support for faculty research and scholarly activities in fields without access to significant external funding.
These are important and complex issues.  As noted above, prior recommendations have been made – and have not been implemented.  It is not clear that the existing recommendations are sufficiently pragmatic.  Recommendation # 1 (above) includes a recommendation for broad representation on the RGC – to facilitate discussion of this important issue.  It also includes a recommendation that discussion of allocations of F&A funding should be an annual RGC responsibility.  Further, the RGC may consider the larger issue of developing a plan to improve sustainable research funding for all research activities on campus.

Appendix 1:  prior recommendations
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Executive Summary
The ad hoc committee on the assessment of research on the campus at the University of Nevada, Reno has conducted an analysis of policies and procedures that the committee feels constrain faculty success in research.  The committee held five meetings in addition to gathering information between meetings.  On many issues the committee quickly came to a consensus.  It was surprising how often the same issues were encountered by faculty throughout the university.  This committee did not attempt to survey the faculty in a systematic manner; this has been done by other committees.  Instead, the committee made an effort to synthesize and analyze the findings of other committees and attempted to develop consistent strategies to mitigate problems.  

The focus was on examining the effects of policies and common practice as much as possible.  Implementation of some recommendations does require resources but in general the focus was on changes that could be implemented in this biennium with little if any additional cost.  Each section in the document contains a list of specific suggestions that the committee believes could enhance research on campus.  

Several themes run throughout these recommendations.  These include the following: 

· Inadequate flexibility and control at the department level 

· Space

· Teaching Assignments

· Changing policies to move risk from success off of individual faculty members

· Opportunity and real costs of inconsistency across colleges and departments

· Reinventing an institutional culture that views grants as problematic

· Increasing the professionalism and responsiveness of support staff

The committee hopes that this report is of use to the Faculty Senate in the coming months and years.
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Appendix E: Faculty Senate Charges to the Committee
<<Add the CAS report also>>
I. Research Environment on Campus

The research environment on campus is driven by a number of factors.  Some of these are institutional decisions about the treatment of research that can be changed directly, some are cultural factors that will only change through time and finally many are external to the university and cannot be easily affected from within.  The committee has taken the approach that the existing level of resources cannot be easily increased and so it has concentrated on those changes that are institutional and to a lesser degree cultural.  

A number of fundamental administrative/institutional decisions fundamentally affect the productivity of faculty.  These include 

· the reward system at all levels of the university 

· communication across disciplines

· inconsistency and its consequences 

Each of these has a large impact on the research atmosphere and is largely with the control of central administration.

Reward System

The effect of the reward system at UNR on research activities became clear at the first committee meeting.  Throughout campus the rewards to teamwork within UNR was dramatically less than the rewards to teamwork outside of UNR.  The reward to being the institutional PI was far greater than being an institutional Co-PI, especially one on a larger team.  This shows up institutionally in the lack of large multi-disciplinary programs such as the NSF IGERT program.  One can develop lists of multi-disciplinary programs where UNR does not compete.  The treatment of Co-PI’s in the merit and reward system has a direct effect on the willingness of faculty to assume a subordinate role on a grant.  It is difficult to receive much recognition if one is the seventh Co-PI on a grant, even if without that faculty member the grant would not have been funded.  Driving more faculty to become PI’s and diminishing the importance of Co-PI’s leads to smaller, less competitive proposals and less funding.

A second level of concern with the reward system is at the college and department level.  In a system where colleges and departments are evaluated relative to each other the pressure on PI’s is to not reach across collegiate or departmental boundaries to build teams unless absolutely necessary.  It is far better to reach across university boundaries to another institution.  A strict accounting of each college’s or department’s placement with respect to extramural funding drives wedges between colleges and departments and makes cross-college activities problematic for faculty.  One simple administrative choice could be to change the treatment of cross-college or cross-department grant activities.  Emphasizing the extra value the university gets from working together rather than competing internally would bring a quick cultural change in the institution.

A final observation about the reward system was expressed universally by the committee members.   There is a perception that grant getters are perceived as causing “extra work” by and for departments, less successful and non- grant writing colleagues, and administrative support staff. This perception is linked in part to the design of the reward system. Rather than being understood as very important additions to the fiscal and intellectual life of the institution, requests to support grants and grant activities often are viewed as a source of friction within the institution.

Communication across disciplines

An important issue is the difficulty with communication across disciplines.  This is likely the result of or intertwined with the rewards system discussed above.  The informal research communication lines between departments and colleges are ineffective on this campus.  This is partly due to the paucity of very large research teams that lead to networking within the institution.  As a result, it is hard for faculty to locate the necessary expertise on-campus even where it exists.  Given that active faculty often have existing relationships outside UNR it seems clear that these networks will not develop unless there is an incentive or encouragement to seek on-campus collaboration.

Inconsistency and its consequences 

While Emerson’s observation that “A foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds, adored by little statesmen and philosophers and divines” it is also true that substantive inconsistency across colleges and departments is a major barrier to collegial cooperation in research.  Inconsistent policies create perceived inequities between faculty within the institution and can strain otherwise productive teams.  An example is the treatment of salary savings across colleges.  Some colleges return all salary savings to the contributing PI while others keep a tax and still others, apparently, keep all of it.  Clearly this makes the construction of a budget amongst faculty in these colleges challenging at best.  In addition, the pressure on faculty teams to allocate salary savings within different colleges can clearly be intense in difficult financial times.  

It is not the intention of this committee to suggest that operational differences between colleges and departments are inappropriate.  Quite the contrary, flexibility is important.  But it should be noted that some inconsistencies are counter-productive and lead to internal friction, and discourage collaboration.  It may be worthwhile for the inconsistencies to be examined more closely and central administration to consider some boundaries on some of the inconsistencies, or failing that, some guidance for faculty on how to resolve these inconsistencies in a productive manner.

Space
The committee has significant reservations about present procedures for allocating space.    It is well recognized that space is at a premium and that it must be carefully managed.  This has translated into, at least in faculty perception, a reluctance to pursue grants that require additional space, as the prospect of going to central administration for space to perform the work after getting a grant and possibly getting turned down creates a disincentive to pursue funding.  

While it is clear that major space allocations must be made in central administration, it would change the incentives for faculty if departments had space that was under the control of the department they could confidently allocate.  At the department level there is clearer understanding of what is needed to support research than at either the college or university level.  It is easier to “work it out” among colleagues at the department level.  Obviously, these allocations would evolve through time.  It seems clear to the committee that the uncertainty about space is affecting grant seeking activities by faculty; mitigating the individual risk that faculty feel would remove one more barrier to increased grant activities.

Comparable Institutions

Just as Central Administration has focused on defining comparable institutions, the committee believes that departments and interdisciplinary programs should do this as well.  There is considerable heterogeneity on campus, but compelling each unit to define its own peer and aspirant departments at other institutions will be helpful.  First, it will greatly enhance the quality of the metrics used by UNR units to measure success.  Specificity of goals and desired outcomes will naturally follow from identification of other departments in other institutions that we want to emulate.  Second, these institutions can provide models of organization and behavior that has lead to greater success at peer, yet higher-achieving institutions and their programs. Encouraging each unit at UNR to have an internal dialogue on the topic of comparable departments in other institutions and then pushing forward to adapt the metrics that reflect those departments successes will enhance departmental activities in research by providing a road map for UNR departments to follow as well as a way to measure success or failure.

II. Review of IRB Report 

As part of the charge to this ad-hoc committee, we have reviewed the recommendations of the 2007-08 Provost’s Ad-Hoc IRB committee, as well as two other recent reports related to the UNR IRB activities.  These included two internal reports, one from the Center for Research Design and Analysis from 2007 (discussing a faculty survey of perceptions regarding the UNR VPR research support services) and another from a Faculty Senate Ad-Hoc committee that reviewed Human Subject Protection Process at UNR, released in June of 2008. This committee endorses most of the recommendations of the Provost’s Ad-Hoc IRB committee, which also endorsed many of the recommendations found in the Faculty Senate’s Ad-Hoc committee report. 

The OHRP office is a service and regulatory unit within UNR that has an opportunity to create a culture of compliance, protection, and expectations for excellent research protocols involving human subjects.  With the implementation of the above recommendations, we believe this culture is attainable in the near future.  The Provost’s Ad-Hoc OHRP committee also recommended that no further overall studies of OHRP need be performed until after improvements are made in infrastructure support and operations to improve OHRP performance and improve faculty understanding of the roles and responsibilities of this office. We also support this recommendation and note that substantial progress on many of the recommendations outlined above has already been made.  This includes the soon to be implementation of IRBManager and a revamped website.  The Faculty Senate IRB Report and the Provost’s Ad-Hoc OHRP committee recommend the creation of a Review Group to assist the OHRP in streamlining its operations and educating faculty.  If an advisory committee or council is used to aid in process improvement and communication with faculty, we believe the existing Executive Board of the IRBs could be used, as the Provost’s OHRP committee has recommended. 

These recommendations, which we have paraphrased from the above mentioned reports, include:

1. Perform an internal assessment to estimate the degree to which resources (equipment, office and file space, technological support, personnel) and/or systems and procedures currently limit efficient operation of the OHRP. 

2. Update the OHRP website (additional institutional support will be required).  

3. Establish, measure and publish performance metrics for OHRP.  

4. Clarify the roles of the OHRP Director and staff, including the central roles and authorities of the VPR office and Director of OHRP to establish and monitor institutional policies regarding human research

5. Adopt targeted measures to increase understanding of OHRP functions by researchers and potential or newly appointed IRB panel members. 

6. To encourage participation in research review, provide tangible rewards for IRB service coupled to performance and proportional to responsibility, and align review panel composition with protocol volume

7. Critically evaluate the benefits and costs of AAHRRP accreditation, with full consideration for the important role of the Veterans Administration affiliates in collaborative research and education. 

8. To speed protocol review, consider an alternative, distributed mechanism (e.g. delegated to departments or schools) for evaluating scientific merit. 

9. Explore the possibility of extending UNR IRB approval for human research at major affiliates. 

10. Explore the implications of “Unchecking the box”. This restricts federal audits to human research protocols that are federally funded, and allows the development of an alternate review process for non-federally funded protocols.  

11. Engage Nevada’s congressional delegation in the national dialogue regarding the scope of human research protection activities for social and behavioral research.  

III. OSPA 

OSPA and UNR Administration are encouraged to be a change agent in shifting the research culture from one that reflects a “campus of the 1970’s…that is in crisis mode regarding its research” (Pappas Report, April 2008) to one that creates and sustains cross departmental research work.  This can be done, in part, by highlighting PIs and their teams who have successfully obtained extramural funding, marketing and celebrating grant accomplishments, actively identifying and supporting interdepartmental research teams, and submitting and receiving grant/contract funding.  This will likely help the university to reach goals reflective of a modern twenty-first century research institution and not mirror an institution of the 1970’s.  It is recommended that OSPA and the UNR Administration facilitate and transition the campus to a research institution of excellence through a carefully executed communication and strategic plan.  OSPA is implementing a new e-mail notification process where the PI, Chair, and dean are sent a congratulatory e-mail which also contains pertinent grant/contract information.  This e-mail can also be forwarded to the UNR Office of Communications for press release generation which will inform the larger campus community and city of Reno media.  OSPA should be commended for this new procedure and be encouraged to continue this as part of a fully developed communication and strategic plan.

Recommendations (dependent upon fund availability)

1. Sponsored research at UNR has more than tripled over the past ten years – from $30.6M in FY98 to $94.6M in FY07.  Administrative staffing levels, both within OSPA and the various departments, have not kept pace with the increased workload.  In addition, the laws, rules, regulations and guidelines governing the processes – from submission through closeout – have become increasingly complex.  As a result, faculty are absorbing the additional work necessary to seek, obtain and manage sponsored projects.    

2. To reduce the additional administrative burden placed on PIs, we recommend that OSPA perform a desk audit to evaluate staffing levels and hire the necessary staff to provide adequate and timely customer service and to provide more support to faculty in meeting the burdensome administrative requirements of seeking funding opportunities, generating budgets and managing awards

3. The committee recommends that OSPA continue to adopt a ‘management by objectives’ approach, adjusting its procedures in order to meet its objectives, using the performance measures specified above as a guide and adopting new performance measures as needed.  

4. While reviewing the policies and procedures of OSPA, the roles of OSPA staff should be better communicated to faculty and their staff.  

5. OSPA should continue to review all policies and procedures, update same and provide training to staff to ensure consistency and accuracy in information provided by all staff to the best of  their ability.  As part of this training, staff will be better advised on how to prioritize their work.      

6. Additional steps should be taken to eliminate needless workload on the office.  For example, fee for service contracts, which are not public service sponsored projects, are no longer processed by OSPA, but routed to the appropriate office and signature authority. 

7. Both the executive director and OSPA staff should continue to strive to improve communication with faculty and their staff.  This will include more clearly outlining the roles of OSPA, deans/chairs and PIs.  The following should be broadcast to faculty and their staff via e-mails, training and department meetings:

· Any changes to OSPA policy  

· Any changes to sponsor guidelines and/or regulations, as well as any clarifications thereof 

In addition, OSPA staff should keep faculty and their staff informed: 

· Via e-mail throughout any contract negotiations

· PIs should be consulted prior to modification of any contract/grant terms and conditions, particularly those that affect budget.  

· Automatic e-mails should be generated to PIs and their deans/chairs upon receipt of an award 

· PIs only should be notified promptly of any proposal rejections

In the spirit of this report, the actual impact of these improved forms of communication should be on a bottom-line focus. For example, if e-mails to faculty and staff do not have the desired impact in knowledge and compliance, further changes in communication procedures and methods should be sought. 

8. OSPA should fill any vacancies in a manner that provides the most effective mix of professional and classified staff.  In addition, OSPA management should provide additional training, and ongoing training, in:

· Customer service

· Changes in laws, rules, regulations pertaining to proposals and awards

9. The general attitude of OSPA staff should continue to shift from gatekeepers and/or compliance officers to facilitators.  While it is important to ensure the academic integrity of the institution and its faculty, better communication could rectify this by explaining the legal implications of certain activity and working with faculty to find appropriate solutions.  It is important that OSPA staff form team partnerships with PIs and their staff.  

10. Following through on the request for bids for a  web-based system to allow for paperless approvals, electronic signatures, and grant/award tracking and administration is highly recommended.  The system should be capable of auto-generating friendly reminders to faculty and their staff concerning the status of their awards (reports due, closeout is imminent, etc.).  This will not only free up faculty time from walking requisite forms through the approval system, it will free up time of OSPA staff – time better spent in providing additional customer service.  Moreover, this will reduce the number of documents not found by OSPA (or reduce the time required to locate same).  Lastly, such a system would allow OSPA to generate customized reports for PIs as well as administration.   

11. OSPA should work with a faculty group (including deans, chairs and the proposed standing Faculty Senate Committee on Research and Grants) to streamline the internal processes, both the approval process as well as finding a way to reduce the lead time required by OSPA to review and submit proposals.  

12. To avoid the bottleneck and ensuing delays, OSPA should continue to cultivate backups for staff so that a single person does not become a bottleneck. 

13. Create a mentoring program where new faculty are mentored by OSPA staff and experienced PIs to help “grow” new investigators. 

14. It is advisable that policies and procedures be examined to fully ensure UNR compliance with the laws, rules and regulations governing sponsored projects.  

15. OSPA should work with the university departments to create budgetary assistance to PIs so that fiscal proposals can be created at the department level with staff that has expertise in this area.

16. With regard to effort reporting, faculty report feeling constrained by the Federal policy that caps effort to bring in new funding at 5%.  It is hoped that this limit be raised to 10% from additional funding. 

IV. Recommendations on NTT Faculty

1. It is recommended that a system of bridge funding for NTT faculty be developed to cover brief periods without funding, due to shortfall/end of funding or emergency situations such as illness or pregnancy.  

2. It is recommended that faculty on B contract be offered the option of having retirement benefits paid on overload salary. 

3. It is recommended that a funding mechanism for a competitive professional development leave be explored.  Professional leave may possibly be funded through revised fringe benefit rates

4. It is recommended that the minimum number of days of notice for a notice of non-renewal is increased to be at least 60 days, with number of days of notice possibly being linked to longevity.

5. It is recommended that the possibility of using state funds to temporarily support non-traditional faculty to increase the kinds of roles that these faculty can play on campus.  There are currently between 550 and 600 tenured or tenure track faculty and about 250 NTT faculty members.  Use of state funds to help support these faculty members would allow them to play a bigger role in the teaching and service mission of the university.  

6.  It is recommended that the university revisit the policies on the position classification of NTT.  In particular it seems capricious to lock a staff member into the job description where they were originally hired if, over time, their responsibilities change.

7.  It is recommended that the possibility of partial tenure track lines be explored.  Half state funded and half soft funded positions provide greatly enhance job security, allow a broad range of activities by the faculty member and while retaining the incentive to generate grants.  

V. Recommendations on Faculty Research and Creative Activities in the Humanities & Arts

1. Promote continued understanding of models of humanities research at higher administration levels in order to accommodate time intensive nature of much humanities scholarship and creative activity.

2. Continue to develop better tracking of grant, fellowship, and residency opportunities by the research offices. (This has improved in recent years, but could continue to improve.)

3. Acknowledge that research fellowships or residencies occur off-site and require teaching and service load accommodation by departments.

4. Reduce academic isolation in fields with low representation in UNR curriculum and programs. UNR’s isolation from powerful networks of scholars and resources is perceived as limiting competitiveness for research funding and opportunities.

5. Continue to reserve CLA scholarly and creative activities funds for competitive distribution to scholars across the college and disciplines for support and subvention of research and performance.

6. Help develop a model of the distribution of salary savings to ensure college, and departments are fully committed to pursuit and support of off-site research fellowships, creative residencies, and research travel.

7. Ensure evaluation and compensation models that enable faculty to pursue fellowship and residency opportunities.

8. Fund, seed, or match networking opportunities at nearby (west coast) centers, reading groups, or work groups for productive faculty in smaller departments or who focus on under-staffed areas in large departments.

9. Encourage Knowledge Center to actively solicit faculty input on electronic and paper resources. Provide faculty members with library rights and archive access at nearby research libraries as needed. 

10. Accommodate and encourage flexible teaching schedules to enable time-intensive on site or off-site focused research. Enable faculty to apply for and plan for short-term fellowships during future academic years by “stacking” the teaching commitment in one term if desired. 

11. Seek and form private/public partnerships and cooperation with local/state agencies and foundations (e.g. Nevada Humanities) at higher administration level, so faculty spend less time working on those relationships and competing with one another for limited resources.

12. Use data on faculty research interests to research funding opportunities in order to notify faculty of possible grant opportunities. 

VI. Review of the Extension Report

One of the charges the committee received was to review the Extension portion of the recent Extension/ Extended Studies report.  The specific charge was:

Review the relevant portions of the 2007 Report of the Cooperative Extension Review Committee.  Review issues in this report that affect the university’s generation of research and grants, make recommendations.

The committee has made a number of recommendations that are linked to all colleges and programs on campus.  In particular, the fact that Cooperative Extension links with so many other programs in a unique way exacerbates any institutional barriers between colleges and programs.   As a result the committee suggests that each of the appropriate suggestions in the rest of the report be applied equally to Cooperative Extension.  In addition, there are two Cooperative Extension specific suggestions.  These include:

1. Cooperative Extension plays a unique role in the land grant system.  As such it can provide a competitive advantage to the faculty at UNR with some grants and contracts as well as research and programmatic opportunities through linkages to communities throughout Nevada.  The committee urges Cooperative Extension to continue to develop strategies that help unfamiliar faculty learn to leverage Cooperative Extensions unique capabilities.

2.  The committee suggests carefully examining how Cooperative Extension can capitalize on its internal integrative role on campus and external outreach networks to enhance research and grant opportunities across disciplines.   Cooperation between colleges is essential to further these prospects.  Administrative and structural incentives should be pursued to further this goal. 

V1I.  Recommendations regarding a standing committee

Charge #4 of the Ad-hoc Committee on Research and Grants was to ”Make recommendations regarding the need, organization and charges of a possible standing committee on research and grants.” Based upon the discussions specific to this charge and discussions/issues which emerged during the course of our meetings, the Ad-hoc Committee on Research and Grants would like to make the following recommendations.

1.
Establish a faculty senate standing committee on “Research and Grants.”  It was abundantly clear from the very beginning of these meetings that there are a great many issues regarding research and grants which have a significant impact on faculty, staff and student productivity and success. Some of these issues are specific to certain disciplines while others cut across all disciplines. Under any circumstance, but particularly during this time of budget constraints and cutbacks, it will be important for UNR to have a faculty committee to voice the viewpoints and concerns of the research community on campus.

2.
The Research and Grants committee should consist of faculty representative of the many colleges, disciplines and types of appointments on campus. Research as well as research efforts take many forms across campus and provide varied challenges to those engaged in these activities. It is important that faculty representative of all disciplines be represented on the committee in order to bring their issues to the table. It is equally important for faculty with different types of appointments be represented on the committee. Research, soft-funded and academic faculty all face different issues in trying to conduct research on campus and their needs should be represented as well. The committee felt that only one research committee should be formed as opposed to creating one for the sciences and another for the humanities as it is important these groups to understand and appreciate the challenges facing each. A committee of 10-12 faculty members with a faculty senate representative would be appropriate.

3.
The Research and Grants committee identified numerous areas of concern regarding the research environment on campus. The creation of a standing committee could help begin the process of addressing some of these issues. Some key charges for the committee to consider would include the following:

· Develop a survey for university faculty to identify key issues for conducting research at UNR.

· Review the university infrastructure for supporting research and provide alternatives for improvement of current support (i.e. bridge funding, establishment of core facilities, incentives for collaborations among faculty, etc).

· Review the mechanics for grant submissions at UNR in order to make the submission process more efficient. Review OSPA and Grant and Contracts policies and procedures which may delay or even prevent grant applications from being submitted. 

· Review mechanisms to encourage Research or Soft-Funded Faculty to conduct research at UNR. Develop mechanisms to allow these faculty members to participate in some limited teaching as well as other faculty functions (committee assignments etc). 

· Develop a plan to provide support for faculty in the humanities to conduct research or scholarly work where grants are more difficult to come by and which often involve being away from the campus. 

UNR Faculty Senate 

Ad Hoc IRB Review Committee 

Report on 

the Human Subjects Protection Process at UNR

June 14, 2010
Executive Summary

Human subjects protection is an essential component of a university research infrastructure; yet there is nationwide controversy about the process by which this concept is implemented.  Careful system design is needed to ensure that the human subjects protection process accomplishes five goals:

· Ensure appropriate protections for human subjects

· Ensure an ethical balance between the social benefits of research and the potential risks to human subjects

· Ensure proactive planning and research design to minimize potential risks

· Assure the public that appropriate safeguards are in-place

· Provide the assurance of appropriate procedures that is required for federal grants and publication in academic journals.  

· Encourage sound research and compliance with the intent of the human subjects protection regulations.

The UNR OHRP has worked to improve performance:

· Addition of a second Social/Behavioral IRB panel

· Increased number of staff

· Purchase of an electronic application submission and tracking system

· Contract to permit pharmacy-sponsored clinical trial research to be reviewed by the Western IRB

· Achieved qualified AAHRPP accreditation 

The 2007 faculty survey to evaluate the Office of the Vice President of Research documents problems on the UNR campus that are consistent with nationwide concerns:

· inappropriate changes in research design

· slow response time

· burdensome administrative process for studies posing little/no human subjects risk

· trivial changes not related to regulations or human subjects protection such as formatting or wording.   

The nationwide discussion includes:

· importance of balancing risks and rewards of research

· difficulties that stem from applying a biomedical model to social science research

· ambiguous terms (minimal risk, etc)

· cost/benefit of accreditation

· voluntary application of IRB process to non-federally-funded research


The Committee requests that the Faculty Senate consider three recommendations.

Recommendation # 1:   Whereas:
· the human research protection process (implemented by the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP) and the Institutional Review Boards (IRB's)) is an essential component of the university’s research infrastructure,
· efficient and effective operation of the system facilitates efficient utilization of researcher time and efficient utilization of OHRP and IRB panel member time, and
· discussions at the national level signal the potential for ongoing policy-level changes,
the Committee recommends creation of a framework to facilitate ongoing Quality Improvement for the OHRP and IRB system.  This will require creation of a Review Team to carry out the following responsibilities:
a) Designate the data elements that should be reported annually.  These data elements may include information about numbers of protocols and turnaround times, and feedback from researchers.  The information included in this report in answer to Questions 1 and 2 may provide an initial template; however the Review Team may request modified formats or additional information.
b) Review the reported information, at least annually, to identify opportunities for improvement, prioritize these opportunities, and specify opportunities to be addressed in each upcoming year.
c) Collaborate with the OHRP and the IRB panel chairs to:
i. constitute process improvement teams that will assume responsibility for addressing the specified opportunities for improvement, 
ii. facilitate training, as needed, for the process improvement teams, 
iii. review the progress of the process improvement teams, and 
iv. consider whether the reported data elements should be modified in order to measure relevant outcomes.
d) Collaborate with the OHRP and the Faculty Senate to facilitate recruitment of qualified faculty to serve on the IRB panels.
The Review Team members should include represent:
i.  researchers (biomedical, social science, experienced and inexperienced, faculty familiar with student research issues, faculty familiar with issues related to the IRB process in the context of grant application), 
ii. OHRP,
iii. IRB panels (biomedical, social science),
iv. Related components of the research infrastructure, such as Grants and Contracts.
The Review Team is initially envisioned as an ongoing body to assist in the development of the administrative Quality Improvement work, with possible eventual dissolution at the pleasure of the Faculty Senate.
 
Recommendation # 2:  Whereas:
· The human research protection process (implemented by the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP) and the Institutional Review Boards (IRB’s)) is an essential component of the university’s research infrastructure,
· Efficient and effective operation of the system facilitates efficient utilization of researcher time and efficient utilization of OHRP and IRB time, 
the Committee recommends funding the OHRP and IRB system at a sufficient level to facilitate efficient and effective utilization of researcher, IRB panel-member and OHRP staff time.   Currently, this implies funding to purchase or develop a user-friendly and effective electronic system to facilitate the just-in-time researcher self-training that researchers need in order to prepare accurate, effective and complete protocol applications.  As the relevant issues continue to evolve over time, other funding issues will arise.  The appropriate criteria for assessing whether the funding level is appropriate focuses on efficient and effective operation of the OHRP and IRB system.
 
Recommendation # 3:  Whereas:
· The human research protection process (implemented by the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP) and the Institutional Review Boards (IRB’s)) is an essential component of the university’s research infrastructure,
· Faculty knowledge about the human research protection process and faculty support for this process are essential components of a well-functioning process, and
· It is incumbent on the university to develop a culture of ethical research,
The Committee recommends development of systematic strategies to ensure transparent and clear processes for:

a. appeal of IRB panel decisions

b. systematic and recurring collection of feedback information from researchers

c. clear communication from IRB panels to researchers.  

For any IRB panel decision to require protocol changes, the panel should identify the specific source material on which the panel relied to make its decision.  A copy of the relevant material (or reference to an online source) should be provided to the researcher.  Over time, this communication will strengthen researcher understanding of the IRB panel decision process, and this will strengthen the protocol preparation process.  

To facilitate communication of this critical information, OHRP should begin building a database of exemplar-based decisions that illustrate implementation of the Belmont Principles.  This information will support researcher training, IRB panel training, and communication between panels and researchers.  OHRP, the VPR office, and the Review Team should collaborate to develop strategies to de-identify the examples sufficiently to protect confidentiality and intellectual property.  We note that the Stanford website includes this type of information; hence it may not be necessary to develop this database completely in-house.  Due to the fact that development of this database will require substantial effort, careful thought should be given to the make-vs.-buy decision.  Resources may be needed to accomplish this goal.

d. clear delineation of the roles of the OHRP office, the IRB panel chairs, and the IRB panels in IRB review and appeal processes.  If the local expert system is developed, the roles of local experts should be clearly delineated as well.  Explanations of these roles should be included in the OHRP online information, to help researchers understand how the system works.

Recommendation # 4:  Whereas training is essential for efficient and effective operation of the IRB system:

The Committee recommends investing resources to strengthen two types of training:

a. ethics training

The CITI training provides sound training for the first-time researcher.  Researchers should not be required, however, to repeat this same training on a recurring schedule.  The OHRP office has identified a range of options that could be implemented for the recurring training.  Departments and programs may propose additional options.  The Review Team should work with the OHRP to develop a system for reviewing these proposals.

b. pragmatic training essential for protocol completion

i. An efficient and effective website would integrate pragmatic information needed for protocol completion, protocol submission and tracking, and IRB panel specification of the rationales for its decisions.  A Turbo-Tax-style web-based tutorial on protocol completion that includes specific example and just-in-time training would facilitate efficient operation of the human protection system.  If the system helps researchers prepare complete and accurate protocol applications, and these applications require fewer modifications and clarifications, the system will help researchers, IRB panel members, IRB panel chairs, and OHRP office staff use their time efficiently and effectively.

ii. Creation of this type of web-based training will require substantial effort; hence careful consideration should be given to the make-vs.-buy decision.  

iii. The Review Team should assume an advisory role in the development of this system.

Insert the John McDonald report here

Attachment 2:  consolidated table - prior recommendations

 Attachment 3:  comments on effort-reporting


Sharon,

Thank you for the good comments.  These are all modifications that seem reasonable and we will be moving forward.  As to the research compliance, I have been sending out clarifications, but we can certainly put those on the OSP web site as well.  The effort reporting and the grants management training were mandated for those faculty who have grant funding in the 1320-1371 series of accounts.  This was the result of the effort reporting mandate.  The NSF Responsible Conduct of Research is mandated for new hires on NSF grants as of Jan 2010 and the NIH Responsible Conduct of Research is mandated for new hires on certain NIH grants as of Jan 2010 and requires 8 hours of face-to-face.  All training has been set up for registrants to register with ESTR and OSP tracks who is required and who has comp0leted and we will notify deans if there is non-compliance.  As to the independent contractors and consultants, it would depend on the funding stream and conditions and we usually work that out on case-by-case basis.  

Marsha

From: Sharon L Brush 
Sent: Tuesday, March 02, 2010 4:50 PM
To: Marsha H Read
Cc: Jeanne Wendel
Subject: New and Revised OSP policies

Marsha,

The Research and Grants committee met on Friday, February 26 and reviewed the new and revised OSP policies.  We had a couple of questions and a few recommendations.  

Cost Transfer Policy – the committee had no concerns or recommendations.

Effort Reporting – the committee is concerned that the deadlines for filing overload PAF’s are buried on page 10 of the Effort Reporting Policy and may be overlooked.  We suggest that these deadlines also be posted on the HR web-site.

Cost Share Policy – the committee recommends adding language to the policy which specifies how often cost share is to be reported.

Training for Research Compliance – there is some confusion as to whether this training applies to ALL externally funded employees or only those funded on NIH grants.  It is also unclear whether this is one-time training or whether it has to be renewed.  Are independent contractors and consultants required to undergo training?

How will deans ensure that personnel receive training?  Will OSP provide some notification of attendees to the deans?

Graduate Assistant Tuition Allocation Policy - the committee recommends changing the addendum to include an area where the allocation can be specified and the department can specify whether insurance should be charged for the full year or for the semester.

Policy on NSF 2-month limitation – the committee recommends putting the NSF Salary Calculator on the OSP Forms page rather than the Effort Reporting page.

One recurring concern that we had was how these policies will be communicated across campus.

Sharon Brush

Coordinator, Budget & Personnel

University of Nevada, Reno

College of Liberal Arts.  775-682-8804

Attachment 4:  F&C Cost Recovery Report FY10

I have a paper copy.  I will bring it to the meeting with the Executive Board.

Attachment # 5:  report from the Center for Advanced Studies
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April 30, 2010

Faculty Ideas to Foster Research at the

University of Nevada

This is a report from the Center for Advanced Studies (CAS) at the University of Nevada, Reno

(UNR) summarizing the results of a process to develop input from faculty at the University

regarding ways to foster research.

Who We Are

The CAS is composed entirely of faculty members who have received the UNR Researcher of

the Year Award since 1975. The sole mission of CAS is to recognize, facilitate and promote

research and scholarship of UNR. The Center was established in 1984 (www.unr.edu/cas).

The Process

In the context of severe budget cuts that could threaten UNR’s decades long effort to become a

research University, exploring ways to increase funded research is one of the few means to bring

resources to the Campus. The following process has generated creative ideas that might have the

desired impact. In Fall of 2008, it was clear that the University was facing a series of budget

cuts, which potentially be a threat to the research mission of the University and an opportunity

for research to be part of the solution. In that semester we began preparations to invite all faculty

members in a campus-wide bottom-up discussion on policies and procedures that would expand

the amount, visibility, and efficiency of research on campus, particularly funded research, and

that would better link the growth of research to the support of the broader educational and

service missions of the University.

The goal was to serve as a catalyst for this discussion, rather than functioning as a decision or

policymaking body. The set up of the process was designed with active knowledge and support

of the central administration. The Provost and Vice-President for Research participated in the

developmental steps and expressed strong support for this open and non-hierarchical process by

and for faculty.

On May 14, 2009, after designing the process, the top 175 most funded researchers on campus,

over the previous two years, were invited to a meeting. Twenty-one participants met and

brainstormed ideas. These ideas were then put into written form and shared with the same group

who refined and added to them.

University of Nevada, Reno

CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES
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In the Summer of 2009, an interactive website was created and all ideas were posted to collected

comments and additional ideas added. The site was opened to faculty in late August, 2009. Top

funded faculty, and members of CAS, were recruited to comment on existing ideas or to add new

ones. An email from the Provost was sent to all faculty members in October 2009, asking them

to add ideas or to comment on existing ones. Faculty, were promised that at the end of the

process all ideas would be shared campus wide.

During the Fall Semester, 2009, the top researchers on campus as well as the CAS members were

asked to rate the 60 ideas that were recorded. Thirty-six faculty in this group provided ratings on

a five point scale: very poor (1); fair (2); good (3); very good (4); excellent (5). Faculty, were

informed that a score of 3 or more meant that they were supportive of seeing the idea actually

being implemented.

In Spring Semester of 2010, the Final Report was prepared.

Structure of the Report

Based on the above rating system, ideas with average faculty rating scores below 3 are listed in

this report as “Not Supported.” Five ideas (8.3%) fell into that range. 15 ideas (25%) had average

ratings from 3 to 3.5 and are listed as having “Good Support”; 28 ideas (46.7%) had average

ratings from 3.51 to 4 and are listed as having “Very Good Support”; and 12 ideas (20%) had

averages above 4 and are listed as having “Excellent Support.”

In order to focus attention, the report is organized by area. In each area the “excellent” or “very

good” ideas are described first followed by the “good” ideas. Ideas are not ranked within these

groupings because it may over emphasize trivial differences in ratings. A final section lists ideas

that were not supported. An Appendix lists the mean ratings and their standard deviations for all

ideas in ranked form and sequential form. Additional unranked ideas that were attached to

ratings are also attached in the Appendix.

It should be noted that these ideas are the voice of faculty members. If at times they seem edgy

it is because they were written that way, originally. Several faculty raters felt uncomfortable

with the tone or wording and asked the CAS to alter them. Because it was promised to faculty

that their ideas would be put forward, we have edited the space and grammar, but have largely

left issues of tone alone. Certainly, administrators can see through the issues of tone or wording

and focus on the substantive issues involved, provided it is kept in mind that the wording was up

to the individual faculty member. We have drafted the Report Summary for the Final Report.

We would like to thank all who participated in this process and hope that this document be useful

for advancing the research mission of our University.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the CAS,

Faramarz Gordaninejad, Director (Professor of Mechanical Engineering)

Steven C. Hayes, Member (Professor of Psychology)

Iain Buxton, Member (Professor of Pharmacology)
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Faculty Ideas to Foster Research at the

University of Nevada

Final Report

March, 2010

Report Summary

Presently, the University of Nevada, Reno is facing a budgetary crisis, but more than that it is

facing an identity crisis. After working for 25 years to become a Research University, Colleges

are closing, majors are being eliminated, and Ph.D. programs are being shut down. Over the next

several years there seems to be little chance of an influx of new money from the State; further

budget cuts seem likely. The Governor has suggested that the University should be given more

control over its destiny, but has also made it clear that this will be in association with less and less

help from the State. Decades of work could be unraveled in just a few years if dramatic steps are

not taken.

Increasing research on campus, both funded and unfunded, is one of the few effective ways to turn

this crisis into an opportunity. Research oriented faculty have the skill sets, reputations, and

energy to make up for some of the losses created by the budget crisis -- to our identity and to our

resources -- but only if the administration provides both the vision and set of policies that can

harness and grow our human assets.

In the present input process, research oriented faculty on campus have made clear by their ideas

and their votes that the University needs to empower research on this campus. The ideas that

follow are remarkable for the relative absence of resource demands without accountability.

Instead, the faculty are asking for an opportunity to help grow resource by creating an effective

partnership between the administration and faculty. In the eyes of the faculty this can be done by

taking these steps:

• Provide a clear vision

• Develop and fairly apply incentives for research productivity

CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES
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• Reduce and eliminate barriers to the conduct of research

• Improve infrastructure

• Tell the story of the importance of research to the community and campus

• Foster collaboration and mentorship

• Increase accountability

• Promote change as a continuous process, and

• Make administrative changes

In this summary report we will briefly describe the main ideas in each of the above-mentioned

areas. This is followed by the actual faculty ideas.

Provide a clear vision

If we are going to advance in the research area, the administration needs to be clear about where

UNR wishes to be headed, why, and how. Faculty can innovate, if given a clear goal and

contingent support. The faculty suggested that it would be helpful to declare a specific five-year

goal for research productivity (funded and unfunded), link it to comparable institutions, and

update it each year. Specific goals should be set for major unites (e.g., colleges) and faculty and

administrators should be rewarded or not depending on progress toward these goals.

The faculty feel that it is critical that a research goal should not be set up in opposition to

educational and service missions. Instead, the University should make clear that the research

mission and educational mission of the University are interlinked, especially in graduate education.

An emphasis on research helps recruit and retain excellent faculty, advances graduate education,

and provides other educational benefits. Research has a major impact on the health and well being

of citizens and thus the research and service missions are similarly interlinked.

Develop and fairly apply incentives for research productivity

The faculty have ideas about how to incentivize and recognize research. They want to see

graduate teaching and research supervision to be better recognized as teaching even if it is not

classroom based, and they want teaching loads to recognize research, scholarship and grant work.

Most departments have a single teaching load for all, which is clearly unfair when individual

productivity is examined. Chairs and Deans who push hard for differentiation within Departments

can be harmed politically; thus a University-wide, explicit standard seems needed. Course releases

for successful grants at specified levels, in addition to expensive course buy-outs, is a key

incentive that would cost the University nothing, if the increased F&A generated were channeled

properly.

Research oriented faculty want Chairs and Deans to know where F&A money comes from. They

feel that lists of top funded researchers across campus and within units should be known and

widely promulgated and that the productivity of research teams should be tracked. If successful

research teams are to be built, there needs to be increased incentives and job security for softmoney

faculty and better acknowledgement of their role. The University should make it easy for

post-docs to become research faculty, with sabbaticals and others perks that make academic life

livable.
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More flexibility is needed for researchers to bank extra courses for future releases. Researchers in

disciplines that are not highly funded still need high levels of support and recognition.

Finally, areas of excellence should be identified and rewarded based on open, objective, and

publicly stated criteria.

Reduce and eliminate barriers to the conduct of research

For an active researcher, every minute spent dealing with trivial matters is a minute wasted. Hand

carrying grants around for signatures makes no sense; hiring grant staff and technicians into

inappropriate and burdensome state employee categories creates layers of waste and inefficiency;

budgetary rules can be arcane and wasteful of time and energy. Researchers believe that all grant

and research related entities on campus need a service organization mentality, and they need to be

help accountable to that vision. It is instructive that some in NSHE (DRI) operate free of the

burdens of State regulation in purchasing and hiring, precisely in order to streamline their research

competitiveness. Finally research active faculty need more flexibility in their role statements,

buy-outs, and course scheduling.

Improve infrastructure

Research faculty want to have better post-award support. They are open to innovative methods of

solving this problem: paying for administrative support in the form of self-taxes of F&A;

application of F&A funds to purchasing infrastructural support within the University on a

competitive basis; allowing commercial IRB reviews to be purchased through grant or other funds,

to increase responsivity. Researchers also need more technical support in grant writing and more

consistent IRB policies. Graduate student support needs to be increased.

Tell the story of the importance of research to the community and campus

Research oriented faculty want the University to promote the campus in part on the basis of the

value of research and research funding to the University’s mission. Our citizens need to

understand the employment and economic impact that is produced by research grants, and how the

substance of research impacts the local economy. Faculty suggested a number of ideas to do that: a

speaker’s bureau, tasking OSPA with a continuous dialogue with media relations, creating a

research magazine, and developing better relationships between cooperative extension and

academic departments.

Fostering collaboration

Faculty feel as though silos have formed in the University. A number of ideas were offered to

overcome this problem: increased use of joint appointments, a faculty club, and lecture series.

Faculty suggested that we formally build research mentorship and incentivize mentors with a

small amount of F&A from the University portion of successful mentee grants. Graduate students

need to acquire grant writing skills, and the faculty suggested using formal classes in grant writing

both to increase that skill while also increasing submissions from the campus.
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Increase accountability

One of the highest rated items was to hold the Foundation more accountable for the F&A funds it

receives. The faculty wanted more information on how UNR ranks in relation to other institutions

and more accountability, openness and flexibility in the distribution of F&A funds. The emphasis

was not just on demands, but also on rewards – for example we should create ways to recognize

good service in OSPA.

Promote change as a continuous process

The faculty want to create a continuous process of change and development by instituting process

changes that will expand the impetus and constituency for change. Faculty suggested the

University form a Council of Funded Researchers, perhaps linked to the CAS, with a seat at the

ALC. This Council could be tasked to survey researchers and to continuously detect and reduce

bureaucratic barriers to research. A report on administrative procedures that interfere with

research should be publicly released periodically. Programs designed to help foster research

should be continuously subjected to evaluation and revision. A research ombudsman, perhaps

supervised by the CAS, could field calls from researchers regarding bureaucratic hurdles that need

to be removed. Faculty suggested providing an annual award for the chair and/or dean who used

F&A most effectively to grow research.

Make administration changes

Finally faculty feel that we need a nationally recruited, powerful VP for Research with a real

budget to make a difference in the life of research on this Campus. We need more attention to be

given to recruitment and retention efforts.

Conclusions

The spirit behind the ideas generated by the faculty is entrepreneurial, pragmatic, and forceful.

The message from these ideas suggest that, if the Campus wants more research and more research

funding they need to declare that as an explicit mission, show how it can foster the educational and

service mission at the same time, and then aggressively root out barriers and recognize and reward

accomplishments. The faculty would like to build research teams and programs without the

excessive bureaucracy and without resources disappearing into other areas while research

infrastructure withers. Creating a new atmosphere on campus requires confronting the

homogenized, non-contingent view that all faculty should have the same roles, teach the same

loads, and receive the same treatment regardless of abilities or performance. The researchoriented

faculty have an alternative vision that is bold yet realistic. A more contingent approach

will not only reward the efforts of research-oriented faculty, but will encourage other faculty to

follow in the same path. This plan can be followed using resources that are generated by the

success of the plan itself. In this era of budget cuts and tuition increases, researchers on this

Campus believe that they can help turn the tide back toward growth and excellence.
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Faculty Ideas to Foster Research at the

University of Nevada

Domain 1: Vision, goals, and administration

Very Good Ideas

41. Declare a goal

The administration should publicly declare a specific 5 year goal, linked to comparable

institutions and updated each year, on research productivity and recognition and

administrators need to be rewarded or not depending on progress toward that goal. Subgoals

for specific units should also be set.

44. Research mission is coupled to education mission especially through graduate teaching

More attention should be given to the educational impact of research in the form of

recruitment of excellent faculty, the presence of excellent graduate students to teach some

courses, and so on.

Domain 2: Recognizing, incentivizing, and rewarding research

productivity

Excellent Ideas

27. Provide Chairs, Deans, VPs, with total F & A generated each year and by whom

In some units, F&A is sent to a common ICR account which then administrators (such as

chairs and Deans, or VPs) can access. However, they often do not know where this money

comes from and who and which project exactly has generated it. This makes it difficult for

researchers to advocate effectively for increased support within their own units. These

indirect funds are often viewed as "mana from heaven" that may not get used towards the

development of sorely needed research infrastructure. This leads to all faculty requests for

help and support for research to be considered equally when the contribution is actually not

(e.g., secretarial help). F&A distribution should be made transparent, particularly to

administrators. Creating a tradition on campus that at the end of the year, OSPA would

send an analysis of which investigator and which project generated the ICR funds

administrators have accessed the previous year, would bring more visibility to the

contribution of research to regular departmental operations as well. These benefits are

often invisible.

30. Graduate teaching and research supervision needs to be recognized in the teaching recipe

even when it is not classroom based

More credit should be given for supervision and training that is not classroom based. One

way to do that might be for the various credits for thesis, research supervision, and
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dissertations all to be linked to faculty, not just departments as a whole, and when a certain

number of such credit accrue, faculty should be given an earned release from classroom

teaching.

Very Good Ideas

23. Increase equity in the teaching load between those active in research and scholarship and

those who are not

There should be a University wide, explicit standard for the teaching load of research

productive faculty (e.g., tenure faculty without at least x number of substantial publications

in a three year period would automatically teach an extra course). Individual Deans and

Department chairs try to do this but the guidelines are too vague so it is needlessly hard

politically. Virginia Tech has this policy and it works very well (they require 3 substantial

publications for every 3 year period).

26. Teaching loads needs to be lessened for grant writers

Grant submissions and grant success needs to be rewarded by recognition of the

considerable effort it takes by readjusting the role statement for grant active faculty to

reflect their greater time allocation to research. In many ways the campus seems to have

gone backwards on this front. As an example 20 years ago this campus had an automatic

course release for any major grant. A variety of steps are needed to recognize the principle

and merely allowing buy outs is too unidirectional.

28. Provide annual lists of top research funding producers, organized by units

OSPA should publish the list of top funding producers in separate lists for research,

instructional, and public service funding. These should be organized for the whole campus

and by unit (by Department and by College). Each administrator should be sent their

particular list of top producers and the major results should be released to the entire

University community. If you want to give incentives for outside funding, give fair and

unbiased credit when people produce. An annual "Top 10" list by college and a "Top 25"

for the whole University would have a big impact on the morale virtually no cost once the

macros were written.

31. Increase incentives for soft-money faculty to choose UNR for their research career

Provide incentives that will encourage soft-money research faculty and classified support

staff to make UNR a career choice. Concepts that have been implemented at other

research universities include: (1) leave pools (sick leave and annual leave) for soft-money

research faculty and for soft-money classified support staff; (2) a sabbatical leave pool for

soft-money research faculty; (3) a higher rate of ICR return to soft-money faculty than

currently provided; (4) funding for time to write proposals for research grants and

contracts; (5) editorial services to improve the grammar and understanding of proposals;

(6) encouragement of postdoctoral research scholars to write proposals and become PIs on

grants. UNR could see more research funding if incentives were in place to encourage softmoney

research faculty, technicians, and other support staff to consider UNR as a career

destination. Some incentives could directly lead to more funded research. Other

incentives would foster a culture of support for research activities.
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32. Bank credits for free research time

Some research projects need prolonged stays away from the university. Work in European

archives and libraries, series of experiments at special research facilities, field work in

Anthropology, etc., often cannot be done in the summer alone and sabbaticals are too rare

to be of much help. If faculty with active research agendas could teach extra credits for a

series of semesters, bank these, and then cash them in to have a free semester spent doing

this special kind of research, this would strongly facilitate some forms of research or even

make it possible at all.

33. Soft-money faculty need more job security (e.g., seed funding; bridge funding)

Central and college administration need to establish set aside funds to soften the cycles

faced by soft-money faculty. Faculty who are 100% soft money should have at least 10%

State funding so they can write proposals, serve on committees and otherwise participate in

the campus community without running afoul of effort reporting rules.

34. Give researchers proper teaching credit for student research supervision

After a certain number of individual credit hours for supervised research, or for thesis and

dissertation credits, faculty should be given a course release. After production of a certain

number of master's or doctoral degrees, faculty should be given a course release.

Good Ideas

24. Keep track of research team success

We currently track PI success (and college and department) but not the success of

organized teams of researchers. This should be done.

29. Provide an automatic teaching release after X amount of F and A

Faculty should be given 1 course release, to be spent over the next xx years (I suggest 3

years) in cooperation with their Department and College administration, for each year they

produce xxx amount (I suggest $100,000) of F and A for the University. Up to two course

releases could be earned in a given year (the second release would be for the second chunk

of F & A -- so if 100K was the cut off, a second one would come at 200K). The amount

settled on in this policy would be adjusted for inflation, to keep the incentive properly

tuned over the years. Faculty can now buy out of courses, paying a certain amount of their

salary (it is 12.5% in my college). This is fine but at a certain level of productivity, the

University receives so much that it seems almost usurious, especially since it is usually not

expensive to pay for LOA alternatives. It would push faculty to produce more outside

funding and reward highly productive faculty if there were automatic course releases at

certain levels of outside funding. In 2007 and 2008, for example, only about 50 faculty

generated $75,000 in research F and A per year; and about 30 generated $100,000. In order

to pay for an LOA, the Provost's office would need to transfer 3-4K to the Department. If

the amount generated by the incentive was above the amount spent, which seems highly

likely, this policy will pay for itself.
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43. Pick areas of focus – centers of excellence – and fund differentially

Based on discipline-sensitive criteria, centers of excellence should be identified and

rewarded. Instead of rewarding centers of excellence based on promises and politics, the

criteria should be objective and publicly stated. These may include such criteria as outside

funding per faculty compared to expected levels within a discipline, national recognition

for programs by independent bodies, publications per faculty, literature citations per

faculty and so on.

47. Respect diversity of research across disciplines

Research is practiced across disciplines, not entirely within the budgetary definitions of

what constitutes F&A. Listing priority privileges according to dollar amounts received

may not reflect the research accomplishments by others outside of normal funding

channels. We should encourage and support scholars whose research work functions

outside of normal F&A paths. Finding methods to support research scholars outside of

normal F&A paths could also benefit traditionally funded research. For example: 1.

Provide course release time based upon level of research activity determined by Chairs,

Deans, or the VP of Research. 2. Seek funding extensions beyond the fiscal year for statefunds,

depending upon circumstances. 3. Relax restrictions on outside consulting and

commission work, as this can lead to more funding streams. 4. Re-introduce mid-level or

senior faculty-level financial support (funding for project grants, in-house). 5. Streamline

the Office of Sponsored Projects so that delays are not risking grant renewals. 6. Allow

funding from sponsoring agencies or entities that do not allow F&A charges. 7. Evaluate

the amount of paperwork and committee work required in grant management and service.

Domain 1: Reducing barriers to conducting research

Excellent Ideas

1. Electronic signatures for grants and OSPA Transmittal forms

It does not make sense in the modern era to hand carry grants from office to office for

signatures.

2. All grant and research related entities on campus need a service organization mentality

Often researchers feel as though they are begging for help in order just to do their job. The

expenditure of social capital to bring in funds to the campus and to run projects that are

supposed to be supported once here is offensive and discouraging. All units and levels

(department staff; OSPA; the IRB; the VP for Research; Deans) should be expected to

adopt a service orientation for encouraging and supporting research and need to be

evaluated on that basis.

3. Streamline the hiring process for technicians

Hiring a technician at UNR is a lengthy process that is burdened by the State classified

system. Is there a way that we could set up a different way to hire these people outside of
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the classified system to avoid the lengthy paperwork. It seems that a research environment

is not well suited to the same system as hiring road workers. This is possible to do, as it

was used extensively in the University I used to work for. This would allow researchers to

quickly hire staff when grants come on line, or when their fast changing research needs call

for it. I think the VP could spend time researching this idea and report back to us. I am sure

that there are many Universities with systems in place that are not as burdensome as ours.

This has been done at DRI.

6. We need more efficiency in administration of funded research activities

State-sponsored activities should conform to State rules but externally funded activities

should conform to the rules of the funding agency (usually federal), not necessarily the

State rules. Clearly separate the oversight of federally funded research from the oversight

of State-funded activities in all units of the Controller's office- purchasing, PCard, travel,

personnel, etc. When State strictures are applied on top of Federal rules in the operations of

units of the Controller's office, UNR researchers are boxed in by conflicting, Byzantine

strictures that stifle research productivity. With fewer rules to follow, and clearer sets of

rules, I believe the Controller's units will be able to do their jobs more efficiently, saving

administrative costs.

Very Good Ideas

5. Allow faculty to use grant funds for buying out all scheduled teaching during one semester

Faculty who have multiple grants to manage and/or publications to write can benefit the

most by being able to buy out all of their scheduled classes during one semester. For

example, if a faculty member who teaches 4 courses a year (2 courses a semester) is

allowed one course release per year (when grant funds would instead be available to buy

out two courses), that's often not enough because it does not leave large chunks of time

available for preparing publications.

Good Ideas

8. Have more flexibility with one's role statement

Not everything that each College does fits into the neat areas of teaching, research, and

service. Alas, service which is an area that is little recognized as valuable, becomes the

"catch-all" of many invaluable initiatives in which faculty are engaged. These initiatives

are essential change agents, making powerful differences in our local community and

beyond and when they are not recognized as areas for merit and scholarship, our faculty

tend to discontinue these activities. The outcome for this "turn-inward" rather than outward

has impacted others' perception of the university - many in the local community perceive

of the university as a group who has little vested interest in the community, the region, and

the state. Cost factor - less appeal for funding at the state-level.
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Domain 5: Fostering productivity, collaboration and mentorship

Very Good Ideas

35. Silos have formed in the university. We need to break down barriers among groups that

might collaborate

This is a “big picture” item and a number of other items (faculty club, lecture series, joint

appointments) should be seen as partially responsive to it.

37. Lecture series sponsored by the University

A real lecture series focuses on cross-disciplinary themes, especially if linked to conscious

team building efforts (e.g., discussion sessions with selected faculty that follow lectures

with major persons), might help break down University silos.

39. Increase joint appointments

Joint appointment (both within and especially across colleges) should be more widely used

to link together research teams. Often these are at no cost. Administrators should be

encouraged to do this and reports should be made on the growth and success of joint

appointment programs. For example, department heads might be asked why they do not

have any growth in joint appointments and the role of jointly appointed faculty in

collaborative research efforts should be required in annual reports from the department to

the Dean or the Deans to the Provost.

40. Create graduate students grant writing classes

Create graduate level, disciplinarily-based grant writing classes taught by the best research

faculty. Make them 2 semesters long. The grade comes when the grant is submitted.

Good Ideas

36. Create a faculty club

A real multi-faceted faculty club with everything from a lounge to a gym would do a great

deal to foster the kind of connections that lead to creative research collaborations across

units. The faculty lounge in the new Knowledge Center that could be a starting point with

monthly get-togethers (wine & cheese in the late afternoon; coffee and pastry in the

morning; soft drinks & snacks mid-day) and build interest in a full-blown faculty club that

could be developed/built in stages, perhaps in the old Getchel Library building.

38. Create and incentivize a research mentorship model to help junior faculty learn the grant

ropes from experienced senior faculty

Junior faculty often have to learn the ropes by trial and error. Senior faculty can help but

often they are fully funded, or over worked, or are in other areas. One idea was to

incentivize this process with a kind of multilevel marketing strategy: A small slice of F and

A would be taken from the central administration’s proportion and given to the research

mentor’s F and A account for the next xx years from the mentee’s grants.
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Domain 2: Dealing with infrastructural problems

Excellent Ideas

12. Increased support for post-award grant administration.

Current administrative assistants and PIs are often already overburdened with

administering grants. Periodic reporting, accounting, and other paperwork unrelated to the

actual research will increase dramatically if our goal of increasing external funding is

realized.

17. Increase graduate student support

Graduate students and postdocs fuel the process of research. The productivity of a lab is

often limited by graduate student numbers. If research is to be increased, we must increase

graduate student support to attract more and better students. This should be considered an

investment since productive labs will often successfully compete for external funds which

can then finance further grad support.

Very Good Ideas

9. Self-imposed F and A tax for infrastructure controlled by researchers

Researchers are being crushed by administrative obligations in the absence of good

administrative staff support in many units. F & A distribution is not keeping up with these

demands and every year the administrative load rolls more downhill to departments and

research teams. In some colleges researchers self-tax F & A to produce a pool of money to

help with infrastructural needs but not all colleges or units have this capability. A more

organized self-tax program could be expanded to involve multiple levels of F and A and

voluntary consortia of faculty and research teams across the campus.

10. Entrepreneurial purchasing of infrastructural support

A variant of the proposal above would be to allow units with staff expertise to sell their

expertise (e.g., in budgeting) to other research teams using combination of self, department,

college, and university F & A. This would put some competitive pressures on staff to

perform or become irrelevant.

11. Allow IRB reviewed to be purchased commercially

The medical school allows IRB review to be purchased from commercial vendors, with

greatly increased responsivity. This program should be expanded, on a voluntary basis

(and paid for by F & A) to the entire campus.

13. Greater academic support for grant writing

A great increase in funded applications may be realized if we had experienced staff who

could help polish drafts of grant applications or directly aid in the production process.

Most likely it would pay for itself in increased indirect costs.
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This is similar to the proposal below:

14. Technical writer Assistance

I am a non native English speaking assistant professor with prior to my appointment at

UNR little or no experience writing grants. I had submitted several NSF grants that were

not funded for various reasons. One of my friends at DRI told me last year he has a

technical writer who helps him write his grants. I emailed one of these writers and he

agreed to help me with one of my proposals. This was such a valuable experience for me

and the proposal the technical writer helped me write actually got funded and received

compliments from the reviewers. I wish UNR had technical writers available to junior

faculty that can help with the: (1) general structuring of grants, (2) making sure you

address the goals of the program announcement; and (3) language/grammar issues. Grant

writing is really an art and it takes time to learn what works and what doesn't. I'm not sure

how expensive it is to hire technical writers, but for me it definitely paid off.

15. Hire one or two technical writers that can assist junior UNR faculty in writing grants.

Our IRB process is cumbersome and time consuming. My research colleague filled out a

one-page form for the same project for which I had to fill out a ten page form. When my

colleague at one of the major public research universities in the country continually asks

me what's wrong with my IRB folks, something is wrong. The staff isn't very helpful. The

online documents are hard to navigate and the instructions are incomplete. There's a

"secret" code consisting of "code" words. It would be nice that the online documentation

actually helped researchers fill out IRB forms rather than setting researchers up for failure.

IRB approval shouldn't hinge on how well the researcher knows the UNR IRB secret code

words. It feels like the process at times is more about control than evaluating the risk

benefit of a research project. The staff is unfriendly at best. Last time I was in the office the

person at the front desk didn't even look up from her computer and seemed miffed that I

didn't know where the "in" baskets were located. It's this kind of attitude that makes

dealing with IRB here at UNR a chore.

Good Ideas

16. More travel money

Since the importance of conferences for stimulating and delivering research and raising the

research profile of UNR cannot be underestimated, this is for me a serious issue. My

colleagues (and competitors) around the nation get $ 1.500 to 2000 every year for travel,

why can't I?

Domain 3: Helping the University and local community to understand

the role of research

Excellent Ideas

20. Show the economic impact of funding by linking reports of funding to staff / employment

impact
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In the recent RGJ story on faculty salaries it became evident that the public does not

understand how much employment and economic impact is produced by research grants.

The University needs to track and tout these numbers.

21. Research need to be marketed to the public – citizens need to understand what research is

and how it impacts the economy

Through web-based, print, and broadcast media we need to get the story out. Research

makes a difference in the lives of the community. Create a Researchers’ Speakers Bureau.

Very Good Ideas

18. Link PR to research

OSPA should be constantly linked to the media relations office so that every new grant

(etc) is known to and promoted by public relations.

Good Ideas

19. Create a UNR research magazine

We need to give research much greater visibility. A slick, community and campus focused

research magazine would be a good first step. It would also be web-based.

22. Create a partnership with extension to meet citizens and explain what we do

In order to better explain the research mission of the University each academic unit of

relevance should be linked to cooperative extension. In fields that are relevant, joint faculty

status between cooperative extension faculty and disciplinary department may assist in this

process. Develop a researchers’ speakers’ bureau specifically to bring the research story to

community groups.

Domain 7: Increase appropriate accountability

Excellent Ideas

49. Foundation funding needs to be linked to research

A large amount of University wide F & A goes to the Foundation. The foundation should

be held accountable for those funds and their impact on fostering research growth. The

Council of Researchers, the VPR, the Provost and the President should get a quarterly

report stating how the funds were used to promote research.

Very Good Ideas

50. If OSPA does something good it is ignored, if it screws up they are hit hard.
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If we want OSPA to transition to a service oriented department we should create easy ways

to recognize and reward good service (e.g., bonuses linked to researcher ratings;

appreciation notes on the web; etc).

51. Need more data on how UNR ranks in comparison to other institutions on per faculty basis

On a per faculty basis, how are we doing as a campus compared to similar campuses? An

administrative entity needs to be tasked to get those numbers, recalculate them each year,

and release them publicly.

52. Create a new accounting method for tracking FTE and research and market the big

picture; Resist micro-managing – let unit balance interests

Units should be held accountable for their FTE, but not individual faculty. Give units the

power to allocate resources and stop micro-managing.

Domain 8: Structuring the continuous promotion of effective policies

and procedures and creating a constituency for change

Very Good Ideas

53. Reducing bureaucratic barriers

We need organized efforts constantly in place to detect and to reduce bureaucratic

requirements. The effort needs to be ongoing. An online survey/questionnaire could be

sent to this group of researchers to begin to catalog the specific barriers and impediments.

54. Create a Council of Funded Researchers

The top 100 or top 200 funded researchers on campus should be made a recognized group

on campus with a council representing their interests. This group should be completely

separate from the Faculty Senate. Perhaps this council should have a seat at the ALC, just

as the Faculty Senate chair does. Link the Council to the CAS.

55. Empirically evaluate the impact of research policies on increasing research

We create policies and programs to impact research but we do not evaluate them. For

example, do the junior faculty awards work? We need to start managing by empirical

outcomes. If we cannot do that in the research area we cannot do it anywhere.

Good Ideas

4. Review administrative problems

A formal process of anonymous faculty review, done by line faculty, of administrative

problems that interfere with research should be conducted and publicly released

periodically. The process of collecting the information could be web-based and easy to use.

This could be part of the Research Council’s charge. This should be tied to evaluation of

those responsible.
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42. Provide an award for the chair and/or dean who used F&A most effectively to grow

research

At this time, there is little visibility and recognition to those administrators who are using F

& A to sponsor continued research growth. A public award would acknowledge those with

vision and provide a good model for others on campus. An award of this type might

motivate administrators to use ICR funds in ways to further promote research. In these

tight economic times, administrators might be more and more pressed to use ICR to cover

routine operations. This would give them some latitude and justification for not completely

giving in to these types of pressures. This would have very little cost, except for some

administrative time to coordinate the application and selection process. Researchers would

serve as judges.

57. Create a research ombudsman

Allow a faculty member on campus to serves as research ombudsman, in exchange for one

course release a semester. Any researcher could call in with change ideas, complaints of

bureaucratic hurdles that need to be removed and so on. Put the oversight of the

ombudsman in the CAS.

Domain 9: Administrative changes

Excellent Idea

59. We need a Vice-President for Research. The search should proceed immediately. And we

need one with a real budget

The VP for Research office seems to have been devaluated over time. We need a nationally

recruited, powerful VP for Research with a real budget to make a difference in the life of

research on this campus.

Very Good Idea

58. Create a culture for research in departments e.g. by recruitment and retention efforts

All too often good young researchers are not recruited aggressively or are stolen away after

they come here. We need more attention to this problem perhaps through the creation of

college and campus wide special funds for recruitment and retention.
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Other ideas

Good Ideas

45. Make UNR/DRI a major league player in solar technology (for example)

Here is a long-range, big-project idea that I mentioned briefly at the May 14 meeting, an

idea that would address several of the concerns raised at that meeting. The idea is for UNR

in conjunction with the DRI to initiate a major project, multifaceted research initiative in a

research area that is technically important, a future funding pump, and highly visible both

regionally, nationally, and even internationally—and hence a source of pride to the people

of this region and to the state of Nevada. Partnership with UNLV, Western, and TMCC as

well as with (eventual) commercial ventures should be considered, as well as network links

to high-level research institutions and companies. As a particular example, I am thinking of

striving to achieve international standing in solar technology. This would be a rapid-start

but long-term initiative in which UNR would (1) immediately identify anyone here

(UNR/DRI and also perhaps at UNLV, etc.) currently working in this or a neighboring area

(2) designate funding to hire new research faculty who are rising stars, (3) set aside

research space and significant funds for a rapid start-up; and so on. (4) The UNR

Foundation would be strongly directed, top-down, to seek targeted funding in this area.

(After all, our region is rich in multi-millionaires and even billionaires, some of whom are

looking for a good project to which to donate money.) (5) This would be done in accord

with a multi-year but frequently evaluated and revised, staged action-plan.

46. The Clinical Departments in the School of Medicine Need to Promote and Support Clinical

Research

One of the major issues with the School of Medicine is its very limited clinical and

translational research. Currently there is no protected time for clinical Faculty who want to

engage in research. The situation is aggravated by the lack of good mentorship (since there

is very little clinical research ongoing). In spite of this there are few Clinical Faculty who

have been trying “to make it” in the field of research. The School of Medicine does not

have an Office for Clinical Research, or any concrete plan (that I am aware of) to advance

clinical research. We need to start somewhere and do more than saying “we need to

promote clinical research”.

Additional Ideas that Were Not Supported

7. Let faculty submit their proposals instead of OSPA

It has happened to me twice now. I put in the transmittal sheet weeks in advance and then

on the day that your grant needs to be submitted, the person at OSPA responsible for

submitting is out / sick / needs to leave early to pick up the kids - despite giving them the

heads up way in advance. My guess is that 95% of the proposals are not being submitted

early but actually an hour before they are due. After so much effort put in writing a

proposal we can't run the risk of not being able to submit the proposal because sometimes
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it will take another year before that funding opportunity comes up. Most of the late work

goes into the summary and description anyway and as far as I know OSPA is not checking

these anyway. Why not have a mechanism that allows the PI to submit their own

proposals? OSPA can pre approve the budget and IRB forms and only allow faculty to

change the summary and project description. This would save a lot of stress and frustration

for the faculty as well as at OSPA.

This item was ranked 57th of 60 ideas and fell below the level necessary to list it as a

supported item, with an average rating of 2.90. Several faculty members commented that it

was impractical and unwise, although others also sympathized with the problem the item

reflected.

25. Link awards for grant writing to grant submission

Give out grant priming awards that come in halves: the first half when you have a good

idea; the next half when you submit it.

48. Assist non-traditional "research" roles in finding and using opportunity

It has long been a hot-button for me that those of us in the university whose roles are not in

traditional scientific/academic fields (creative literature, sport, and all of the fine arts) are

led to feel very much out of the loop in the university's publicly espoused mission. Even to

the point of the language invoked (all research is creative activity, but not all creative

activity is, by any means, research), we feel excluded and disenfranchised. The university

and the CAS need to address this, and help us discover or at least be more aware of the

opportunities and funding sources that actually apply to what we do.

56. Fund the Center for Advanced Studies

Give CAS a budget specifically to become an advocate for research on campus. Give them

an office and a secretary.

60. Rotating chairs may reduce the leadership role of Chairs

Many departments have settled into a rotating Chair system. If overdone this can prevent

the positive change that can occur when a powerful person is brought to campus to give

new leadership to a unit. The Provost should target a certain number of departments each

biennium for the expense and effort of an outside search, and rotating Chair systems that

go on for many years should be discouraged as a general operating style unless there is

proof of good performance and strong faculty support within the unit.
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Appendices

Ideas Contributed

Reducing barriers to conducting research

1. Implement electronic signatures for grants and OSPA Transmittal forms

2. Create a service organization mentality in all grant and research related entities on campus

3. Streamline the hiring process for technicians

4. Review administrative problems

5. Allow faculty to use grant funds for buying out all scheduled teaching during one semester

6. Create more efficiency in administration of funded research activities

7. Let faculty submit their proposals instead of OSPA

8. Have more flexibility with one's role statement

Dealing with infrastructural problems

9Establish self-imposed F and A tax for infrastructure controlled by researchers

10Create entrepreneurial purchasing of infrastructural support

11. Allow IRB reviewed to be purchased commercially

12. Increase support for post-award grant administration

13. Create greater academic support for grant writing

14.Institute technical writer Assistance

15. Hire one or two technical writers that can assist junior UNR faculty in writing grants

16. Award more travel money

17. Increase graduate student support

Helping the University and local community to understand the role of

research

18. Link PR to research

19. Create a UNR research magazine

20. Show the economic impact of funding by linking reports of funding to staff / employment

impact

21. Market research to the public – citizens need to understand what research is and how it

impacts the economy

22. Create a partnership with extension to meet citizens and explain what we do

Recognizing, incentivizing, and rewarding research productivity
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23. Increase equity in the teaching load between those active in research and scholarship and

those who are not

24. Keep track of research team success

25. Link awards for grant writing to grant submission

26. Lessen teaching loads for grant writers

27. Provide Chairs, Deans, VPs, with total F & A generated each year and by whom

28. Provide annual lists of top research funding producers, organized by units

29. Provide an automatic teaching release after X amount of F and A

30. Recognize graduate teaching and research supervision in the teaching recipe even when it is

not classroom based

31. Increase incentives for soft-money faculty to choose UNR for their research career

32. Bank credits for free research time

33. Create more job security for soft-money faculty (e.g., seed funding; bridge funding)

34. Give researchers proper teaching credit for student research supervision

Fostering productivity, collaboration and mentorship

35. Silos have formed in the university. Break down barriers among groups that might collaborate

36. Create a faculty club

37. Establish lecture series sponsored by the University

38. Create and incentivize a research mentorship model to help junior faculty learn the grant

ropes from experienced senior faculty

39. Increase joint appointments

40. Create graduate students grant writing classes

Vision, goals, and administration

41. Declare a goal

42. Provide an award for the chair and/or dean who used F&A most effectively to grow research

43. Pick areas of focus – centers of excellence – and fund differentially

44. Couple research mission to education mission especially through graduate teaching

45. Make UNR/DRI a major league player in solar technology (for example)

46. Promote and support clinical research in the clinical departments in the School of Medicine

47. Respect diversity of research across disciplines

48. Assist non-traditional "research" roles in finding and using opportunity

Increase appropriate accountability

49. Link Foundation funding to research

50. If OSPA does something good it is ignored, if it screws up they are hit hard

51. Collect more data on how UNR ranks in comparison to other institutions on per faculty basis

52. Create a new accounting method for tracking FTE and research and market the big picture;

Resist micro-managing – let unit balance interests

Continuous promotion of effective policies and procedures and creating a

constituency for change
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53. Reduce bureaucratic barriers

54. Create a Council of Funded Researchers

55. Empirically evaluate the impact of research policies on increasing research

56. Fund the Center for Advanced Studies

57. Create a research ombudsman

Administrative changes

58. Create a culture for research in departments e.g. by recruitment and retention efforts

59. We need a Vice-President for Research. The search should proceed immediately. And we need

one with a real budget

60. Rotating chairs may reduce the leadership role of Chairs

Rating of Each of the 60 Ideas

Idea

Number

Mean

Rating

St.

Dev. Grouping

Rank

(1-60)

1 4.75 0.57 Excellent 1

2 4.25 1.16 Excellent 3

3 4.13 0.99 Excellent 8

4 3.28 1.25 Good 49

5 3.58 1.32 Very Good 38

6 4.09 1.03 Excellent 10

7 2.90 1.54 Not Supported 57

8 3.45 1.18 Good 41

9 3.68 1.22 Very Good 27

10 3.58 1.26 Very Good 37

11 3.67 1.24 Very Good 28

12 4.06 0.95 Excellent 12

13 3.70 1.33 Very Good 26

14 3.67 1.45 Very Good 28

15 3.61 1.43 Very Good 34

16 3.30 1.33 Good 47

17 4.21 1.17 Excellent 5

18 3.97 0.97 Very Good 14

19 3.34 1.18 Good 44

20 4.18 0.85 Excellent 7

21 4.13 1.07 Excellent 9

22 3.25 1.22 Good 50

23 4.00 1.10 Very Good 13

24 3.41 1.24 Good 42

25 2.85 1.35 Not Supported 59

26 3.79 1.14 Very Good 19

27 4.09 1.09 Excellent 10

28 3.81 1.35 Very Good 18

29 3.22 1.26 Good 53

30 4.22 1.10 Excellent 4
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31 3.59 1.34 Very Good 35

32 3.71 0.94 Very Good 25

33 3.75 1.30 Very Good 24

34 3.97 1.15 Very Good 14

35 3.77 1.19 Very Good 23

36 3.30 1.47 Good 47

37 3.59 1.27 Very Good 35

38 3.24 1.35 Good 51

39 3.55 1.15 Very Good 39

40 3.55 1.06 Very Good 39

41 3.66 1.33 Very Good 32

42 3.34 1.36 Good 44

43 3.38 1.18 Good 43

44 3.67 1.02 Very Good 28

45 3.13 1.28 Good 54

46 3.33 1.17 Good 46

47 3.24 1.27 Good 52

48 2.90 1.30 Not Supported 58

49 4.21 1.05 Excellent 5

50 3.90 1.16 Very Good 16

51 3.67 1.29 Very Good 28

52 3.87 0.88 Very Good 17

53 3.78 1.26 Very Good 21

54 3.64 1.39 Very Good 33

55 3.79 0.99 Very Good 19

56 2.81 1.40 Not Supported 60

57 3.12 1.43 Good 55

58 3.78 0.94 Very Good 21

59 4.48 0.93 Excellent 2

60 2.93 1.31 Not Supported 56
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List of Ideas in Rank Order

Ideas with Excellent Support in Rank Order

Idea

Number Mean Rating St. Dev. Grouping Rank (1-60)

1 4.75 0.57 Excellent 1

59 4.48 0.93 Excellent 2

2 4.25 1.16 Excellent 3

30 4.22 1.10 Excellent 4

17 4.21 1.17 Excellent 5

49 4.21 1.05 Excellent 5

20 4.18 0.85 Excellent 7

3 4.13 0.99 Excellent 8

21 4.13 1.07 Excellent 9

6 4.09 1.03 Excellent 10

27 4.09 1.09 Excellent 10

1. Implement electronic signatures for grants and OSPA Transmittal forms

59. We need a Vice-President for Research. The search should proceed immediately. And we need

one with a real budget

2. Create a service organization mentality in all grant and research related entities on campus

30.Recognize graduate teaching and research supervision in the teaching recipe even when it is

not classroom based

17. Increase graduate student support

49. Link Foundation funding to research

20. Show the economic impact of funding by linking reports of funding to staff / employment

impact

3. Streamline the hiring process for technicians

21. Market research need to the public – citizens need to understand what research is and how it

impacts the economy

6. Creat more efficiency in administration of funded research activities

27. Provide Chairs, Deans, VPs, with total F & A generated each year and by whom

12. Increase support for post-award grant administration.
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Ideas with Very Good Support in Rank Order

Idea

Number Mean Rating St. Dev. Grouping Rank (1-60)

23 4.00 1.10 Very Good 13

18 3.97 0.97 Very Good 14

34 3.97 1.15 Very Good 14

50 3.90 1.16 Very Good 16

52 3.87 0.88 Very Good 17

28 3.81 1.35 Very Good 18

26 3.79 1.14 Very Good 19

55 3.79 0.99 Very Good 19

53 3.78 1.26 Very Good 21

58 3.78 0.94 Very Good 21

35 3.77 1.19 Very Good 23

33 3.75 1.30 Very Good 24

32 3.71 0.94 Very Good 25

13 3.70 1.33 Very Good 26

9 3.68 1.22 Very Good 27

11 3.67 1.24 Very Good 28

14 3.67 1.45 Very Good 28

44 3.67 1.02 Very Good 28

51 3.67 1.29 Very Good 28

41 3.66 1.33 Very Good 32

54 3.64 1.39 Very Good 33

15 3.61 1.43 Very Good 34

31 3.59 1.34 Very Good 35

37 3.59 1.27 Very Good 35

10 3.58 1.26 Very Good 37

5 3.58 1.32 Very Good 38

39 3.55 1.15 Very Good 39

40 3.55 1.06 Very Good 39

23. Increase equity in the teaching load between those active in research and scholarship and

those who are not

18. Link PR to research

34. Give researchers proper teaching credit for student research supervision

50. If OSPA does something good it is ignored, if it screws up they are hit hard.

52. Create a new accounting method for tracking FTE and research and market the big picture;

Resist micro-managing – let unit balance interests

28. Provide annual lists of top research funding producers, organized by units

26. Lessen teaching loads for grant writers

55. Empirically evaluate the impact of research policies on increasing research

53. Reduce bureaucratic barriers

58. Create a culture for research in departments e.g. by recruitment and retention efforts

35. Silos have formed in the university. Break down barriers among groups that might collaborate

33. Create more job securityfor sSoft-money faculty (e.g., seed funding; bridge funding)
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32. Bank credits for free research time

13. Create greater academic support for grant writing

9. Establish self-imposed F and A tax for infrastructure controlled by researchers

11. Allow IRB reviewed to be purchased commercially

14. Institutetechnical writer Assistance

44. Couple research mission to education mission especially through graduate teaching

51. Collect more data on how UNR ranks in comparison to other institutions on per faculty basis

41. Declare a goal

54. Create a Council of Funded Researchers

15. Hire one or two technical writers that can assist junior UNR faculty in writing grants.

31. Increase incentives for soft-money faculty to choose UNR for their research career

37. Establish lecture series sponsored by the University

10. Create entrepreneurial purchasing of infrastructural support

5. Allow faculty to use grant funds for buying out all scheduled teaching during one semester

39. Increase joint appointments

40. Create graduate student grant writing classes
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Ideas with Good Support in Rank Order

Idea

Number Mean Rating St. Dev. Grouping Rank (1-60)

8 3.45 1.18 Good 41

24 3.41 1.24 Good 42

43 3.38 1.18 Good 43

19 3.34 1.18 Good 44

42 3.34 1.36 Good 44

46 3.33 1.17 Good 46

16 3.30 1.33 Good 47

36 3.30 1.47 Good 47

4 3.28 1.25 Good 49

22 3.25 1.22 Good 50

38 3.24 1.35 Good 51

47 3.24 1.27 Good 52

29 3.22 1.26 Good 53

45 3.13 1.28 Good 54

57 3.12 1.43 Good 55

8. Have more flexibility with one's role statement

24. Keep track of research team success

43. Pick areas of focus – centers of excellence – and fund differentially

19. Create a UNR research magazine

42. Provide an award for the chair and/or dean who used F&A most effectively to grow research

46. Promote and support clinical research in the clinical departments in the School of Medicine

16. Award more travel money

36. Create a faculty club

4. Review administrative problems

22. Create a partnership with extension to meet citizens and explain what we do

38. Create and incentivize a research mentorship model to help junior faculty learn the grant

ropes from experienced senior faculty

47. Respect diversity of research across disciplines

29. Provide an automatic teaching release after X amount of F and A

45. Make UNR/DRI a major league player in solar technology (for example)

57. Create a research ombudsman
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Ideas that Were Not Supported

Idea

Number Mean Rating St. Dev. Grouping Rank (1-60)

60 2.93 1.31

Not

Supported 56

7 2.90 1.54

Not

Supported 57

48 2.90 1.30

Not

Supported 58

25 2.85 1.35

Not

Supported 59

56 2.81 1.40

Not

Supported 60

60. Rotating chairs may reduce the leadership role of Chairs

7. Let faculty submit their proposals instead of OSPA

48. Assist non-traditional "research" roles in finding and using opportunity

25. Link awards for grant writing to grant submission

56. Fund the Center for Advanced Studies

Recommendation # 1:  It is pragmatic to view all prior recommendations as a repository of information about important issues, but it is not pragmatic to continue to view most of the recommendations as potential action items.  





Recommendation # 2:  The RGC should – in the future – serve four purposes:


First, provide a mechanism for the VPR to obtain timely and broad-based feedback on specific issues, as they arise.


Second, serve as an umbrella organization that facilitates communication and coordination among groups that work to enhance research at UNR.  


Third, review annual performance measures and faculty feedback data.  


Fourth, play a pro-active role in working to strengthen the UNR research climate.





Recommendation # 3:  The RGC recommends formation of an IRB-users group.  The 





Recommendation # 4:  A subcommittee of the RGC worked directly with the Director of the OHRP to address issues involved in implementation of that office’s electronic system, including researcher training on using the new system.    





Recommendation # 5:  When purchasing of new software is resumed, consider issues identified in the 2009-10 demonstrations. 
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