University Enrichnment Conmittee mnutes

Meeting called to order at 15:35, Wdnesday Novenber 19,
2008.

Present were:
WIlliam Barry <bbarry@ps. edu>,
Randy Bentson <rbentson@ps. edu>,
Jane Brazell <jbrazell @Qps. edu>,
Suzanne Hol | and <shol | and@ps. edu>,
Renee Houston <rhouston@ps. edu>
M chael Johnson <nj ohnson2@ps. edu>,
Sar ah Moore <snoore@ps. edu>,
John Rindo <jrindo@ps. edu>,
Ay Spi vey <aspi vey@ps. edu>,
Matt WArni ng <mwar ni ng@ips. edu>,
Paul a Wl son <pw | son@ips. edu>, and
Rand Worl and <wor | and@ps. edu>

(1) Mnutes for Cct 29, 2008 were approved.

(2) Graduate research sub-committee will neet at Tue 3:30
in Matt Warning's office

(3) Discussion will be limted to 10 m nute epi sodes.

(4) Regarding Bill Barry's proposal: Suzanne Hol | and asked
for confirmation that there was one addition and one

del eti on. Randy Bentson commented on the anachroni sm
"typewitten". The termw || be deleted. Future discussion
may address el ectronic subm ssion. The term"particul arly"
will be replaced with "especially". Sarah More di scussed
how this docunment fits with the defining docunents, such as
eval uation criteria, etc. The commttee' consensus
supported the docunent as anended.

(5) Regarding the open issue, research funds to faculty in
| ast year of a contract: there was discussion of |anguage
changes, but discussion was redirected to determ ning the
committee's sense of the problem Some concerns have been
rai sed regardi ng soneone who decided to | eave the
university, with funds commtted to research by that
person. The policy in place seens to require faculty to
surrender unused funds at the tinme of departure. Does the
comm ttee consider funding as establishing a contractual
obligation for conpleting research goals and submitting a
report, or is it in support of mmintaining the university



acadeni ¢ envi ronnment ?

The sense of the conmttee was to avoi d constraining

| anguage changes, because of unintended consequences, yet
somehow ensure the funds are wisely distributed. Spivey
volunteered to draft a change which woul d best skirt this
concern.

Furt her di scussion addressed other evaluation criteria such
as other funding for research. Such criteria are
enuner at ed, but there doesn't seemto be requirenent to
report this in the application. The cover page seens to
cover funding, but it may not be conplete with respect to
ot her support. (The biggest gap is with respect to other
uni versity support such as release tine.) Al of this
addresses fairness. Bill Barry reports this is a recurring
theme for the commttee. It may be best to review all
criteriato see if this should be restructured or revised
to better capture current practice and intent. Suzanne
Hol | and enunerated three points "if you have received

support one year, next year's support is unlikely", "what's
the university position on getting external funds for
rel ease time", and "require CVs in subnissions". Matt

War ni ng thinks we need better nethods to view the record of
past awards. Any Spivey suggested we just need nore space
in the application to gather nore information. There was
sonme support for Suzanne Holland's point "you can't get ask
the year after you receive an award", but there was
countervailing view that UEC nay need to support project
conpletion in a second year.

Meeti ng was adj ourned at 16: 38

Submi tted by Randol ph Bent son



