Outcome of GERB meeting to Select Winners of the

Future Growth and Program Enhancement Competitions
The Graduate Education and Research Board met on Thursday January 3 to review the proposals submitted in response to the Future Growth and Program Enhancement RFPs.  Present at the meeting were:  Gary Neiman, Greg Shepherd, Dora Wilson, Dennis Irwin, Catherine Axinn, Darrell Spencer, George Johansson, Sergio Ulloa, and Michael Mumper. Jack Brose was unable to attend, but be submitted his rankings of the proposals.

The Program Enhancement Competition

GERB received 30 proposals for the Program Enhancement Fund requesting $3,080,000.   The Board felt that the proposals were generally quite good and that a great many of them merited funding.  The limited amount to be awarded, $250,000, meant that only the very best proposals could be funded.

Prior to the meeting, every GERB member reviewed the proposals in advance and submitted their completed evaluation rubrics and scores.  The proposals were then ranked by their average score.    At the meeting, the Board decided to restrict our discussion to the top 9 on the list.   We then eliminated those proposals that were not the most highly rated by their dean.  This reduced the list to five.  The Board then had an extended discussion of the merits of all five proposals.    The Board voted to decide among the remaining proposals.  The results were as follows:

1) Communication Studies

2) English

3) Bioinformatics

4) Hearing Speech and Language Sciences

5) Chemistry

This vote allowed us to eliminate the Chemistry proposal.  It was also clear that the proposal from Communication Studies was the most highly ranked by virtually everyone on the Board.  It was agreed that this should be fully funded at $60,000.  This left 3 proposals remaining with a total request of $410,000 and only $190,000 left to allocate among them.  

Rather than eliminate another proposal, the Board decided to make reduced awards to all three proposals.  After a review of each budget, the Board reached agreement of the following Program Enhancement investments:

Communication Studies $60,000

Bioinformatics $74,000 (requested $160,000)

English $54,000 (requested $116,000)

Hearing Speech and Language Sciences $62,000 (requested $134,000)

At the meeting, there was a great deal of discussion about whether or not to shift funds from the Major Initiatives competition to the Program Enhancement competition.  After reviewing the proposals, we would recommend that if additional funds are available later in the year, that those funds be used to more fully fund the partially funded proposals rather than funding additional proposals.

Future Growth Fund

The Future Growth Fund received 12 proposals requesting $1,178,000.  It was the consensus of the Board that the quality of the pool was not very high.  Few of them seemed likely to generate the anticipated income.  Even fewer of them seemed to be sustainable over the long-term.

The Board identified the top five proposals based on their average score.  After some discussion, everyone agreed that the proposal from Forensic Chemistry deserved full funding.  After an extended discussion of the remaining proposals, the Board decided that the proposal to develop a clinical residency in Physical Therapy should also be funded.  

The Board recommends the following allocation:

Forensic Chemistry  $127,000

Physical Therapy  $123,000

The next highest rated proposals were from Sociology ($40,000) and Human and Consumer Science ($96,000).  

Lessons Learned from the Process

Generally, the Board felt that the process for conducting the Program and Enhancement and Future Growth competitions was a good one - but one that could be improved.   Here is what we would/will do differently next time:

1) The two competitions should be rotated every-other-year rather than held simultaneously.  Separating the competitions would have strengthened the proposals in each pool and reduced confusion.   As such, the Board continues to feel strongly that their should be another round of the Program Enhancement competition in 2007-08 and the Future Growth Fund competition in 2008-09.  

2) Having $500,000 in the Program Enhancement pool would have allowed us to fund more worthy proposals.

3) The RFP for the Program Enhancement Fund should limit requests to $50,000.   This would maximize the impact of the funds across campus and stop the large number of requests to add new faculty.  

4) The process should encourage/require deans to submit only those proposals that are their top funding priority.  

