MEMORANDUM
TO:
Committee on Faculty Affairs
FROM:
Steering Committee 
RE:
Revision of Procedures for Allocating Research Release Time
DATE:
October 5, 2005
Background:

In 2004, the Committee on Faculty Affairs reviewed SOSA policies and procedures.  Among its recommendations (which were approved through governance) was the following:  
CFA strongly recommends that SOSA continue to be a single, campus-wide committee.  The committee has received significant and contradictory testimony about this issue.  Some faculty believe that their applications will be treated more fairly by a committee constituted by colleagues in their schools.  However, a great majority think that the campus-wide committee is both appropriate and fair, citing a variety of compelling reasons: larger committees are more impartial and objective than school wide committees can be; research proposals should be evaluated and rewarded regardless of the faculty member’s department or school; in a competitive system, the committee should make awards to those projects it finds to be the most promising and innovative; and finally, the reflected prestige that comes from outstanding faculty research falls primarily on the College, not the schools.

Issue:
In a memo to the provost (attached), School of Business faculty recommended a change in these procedures.  They referred to “under funding” of the school through SOSA and proposed that recommendations for release time be made by a committee of School of Business Faculty and that the School of Business Faculty receive the number of awards that reflect the school’s “pro-rata share of total faculty lines.”  Recognizing the CFA has already deliberated on this issue at length, the Steering Committee, nevertheless, asks respectfully that you consider the merits of the arguments and assumptions presented in the petition from the School of Business.

Another concern was raised by the former Dean of Science.  She noted instances where junior faculty who did not receive awards through SOSA subsequently received external grants in the same year.  This suggested to her the possibility that the internal evaluation process focused on factors other than just merit.

Charge:

The Steering Committee requests that CFA review these two sets of concerns:

· Do you agree that the School of Business’s not receiving a pro rata share of SOSA awards serves as a prima facie case of inequity?

· Do you agree that the procedures SOSA is using to evaluate applications are leading to any unintended bias involving disciplines, schools, or rank?

In light of these concerns, please recommend one of the following options:    
1. Reaffirm the current SOSA policies and procedures. 
· Is there a reason to reopen the issue and gather additional testimony, or do you believe that the issues were adequately reviewed in 2004?  
· Should you reaffirm, can you provide direction and guidance to assist SOSA in implementing the current policy?
2. Recommend one of the following changes:  

· An allocation for research reassignment awards by school based upon a school’s percentage of overall faculty lines.  Applications would be evaluated within each school.
· An allocation for research reassignment awards by school based upon a school’s percentage of overall faculty lines.  Applications would be evaluated by a single central committee (SOSA).

· Continue with a single, college-wide allocation of research reassignment awards, but using a process that evaluates applications within each school in conjunction with a college-wide process for allocating awards across schools based on merit rather percentage of overall lines.
· Another option growing out of discussion and ideas generated by CFA. 
Should you decide to recommend a new or changed policy or procedure, you are reminded of the importance of following the steps of the TCNJ governance process (attached).
Timeline:

Please make your recommendations to the Steering Committee prior to the end of the current semester, as may be convenient to your agenda.  

Thank you for your assistance.

TCNJ Governance Processes

Step #1 -- Identifying and reporting the problem:  When a Standing Committee receives an issue from the Steering Committee, the first responsibility is to clearly articulate and report the problem to the campus community through regular updates to the campus community and the Governance Web Page (www.tcnj.edu/~steering ).  The problem may have been set out clearly in the charge received from the Steering Committee, or it may be necessary for the Standing Committee to frame a problem statement.  The problem statement should indicate the difficulties or uncertainties that need to be addressed through new or revised policy, procedure, or program.  The problem statement should be broadly stated and should include a context such as existing policy or practice.  Problem statements may include solution parameters but should not suggest any actual solutions.  Clearly stated problems will lead to better recommendations. 

Step #2 -- Preparing a preliminary recommendation:  Once the campus community has received the problem statement, committees can begin to collect data needed to make a recommendation.  Committees typically receive input through committee membership, formal testimony, and open comment from affected individuals and all stakeholder groups.  Committees must be proactive in inviting stakeholder groups (including Student Government Association, Staff Senate and Faculty Senate) to provide formal testimony prior to developing a preliminary recommendation.  When, in the best judgment of the committee, adequate clarity of the principles contributing to the problem are known, a preliminary recommendation should be drafted and disseminated to the campus community through regular updates and the Governance Web Page. 

Step #3 -- Making a Final Recommendation:  Committees must use sound judgment to give the campus adequate time to review the preliminary recommendation before making their final recommendation.  Again, committees are expected to be proactive in receiving feedback on the preliminary recommendation.  If a full calendar year has passed since the formal announcement of the preliminary recommendation, the committee must resubmit a preliminary recommendation to the campus community.  When, in the best judgment of the committee, the campus community has responded to the proposed resolution of the issue, the committee shall send their final recommendation (complete documentation) to the Steering Committee.

Testimony

The presenting of testimony is central to the concept of shared governance.  All stakeholder groups will have an opportunity to provide input into governance issues through direct membership as well as invited testimony.  Individuals appointed or elected to the governance system are expected to take a broad institutional perspective relative to issues being considered.  In contrast, invited testimony will reflect the stakeholder perspective on the issue being considered.  Committees are expected to be proactive in inviting stakeholder groups to provide testimony at both step # 2 and #3 of the process.  Committees need to identify stakeholder groups that are interested in each particular issue and invite their testimony at scheduled Committee meetings or hearings.  Committees should report in their minutes which groups were targeted as stakeholders, how testimony was invited, the form of the testimony (written, oral, etc.), and the substantive content of the testimony.  

