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Executive Summary  -  Turning Toward 2011 Revisited

In the fall of 2004 the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) engaged in visioning exercises in the areas of Economic Forecasting, Teaching and Learning, Public Service, and Research.  Committees were appointed by TBR to study each of these areas and develop a final report for each area containing recommendations to move the TBR forward over the next five, ten and twenty years.  The final reports from each of the committees may be viewed at http://www.tbr.state.tn.us/vision/index.htm.

Dr. Paul E. Stanton, Jr. chaired the committee responsible for visioning in the area of research.  Representatives of each of the TBR universities, a representative for all of the Community Colleges and a representative for all of the Technology Centers, representatives from the TBR staff, as well as a representative from the Tennessee Economic and Community Development Commission, served as its members.  This task force was given the charge to “create a bold and informed vision of research and graduate education which will inspire our actions and will serve as a roadmap to achieving and sustaining excellence in these missions.”
The task force completed its work in March of 2005 and issued a report entitled “A Vision of Research and Graduate Education” which may be found at the website given above.  In late spring of 2005 Dr. Stanton commissioned Dr. Michael L. Woodruff to convene a committee to create a plan for developing research at East Tennessee State University (ETSU) that would move ETSU “to the next level of research productivity”.  Dr. Woodruff asked the deans of all of the colleges other than the Quillen College of Medicine (QCOM) to join the committee, and to appoint at least one faculty member from their college to the committee.  He also asked Dean Ronald Franks to appoint two members from the QCOM.  Although Quillen has its own master plan for research, the presence of representatives from QCOM provided additional insight and the opportunity to increase interaction between the other colleges and QCOM.
The committee’s work referenced the Turning Toward 2011 report issued in 1989 in which goals for all areas of ETSU’s mission were set.  In the area of research and sponsored programs it is noted in the present report that ETSU met, or exceeded several of the goals set for it in the Turning Toward 2011 report {having at least $20,000,000 in constant 1989 dollars in sponsored programs activity by 2011 (ETSU met this goal in 2001, ten years ahead of schedule); doubling external funding for research every ten years; improvement of the library; and formation of a university-related Research Foundation}, but has fallen short in others (consistent management of teaching loads and earned release time for qualified, meritorious faculty; completely adequate provision of the proper facilities, equipment, supplies and support staff for the conduct of research; provision of adequate money to maintain access to journals necessary for increased faculty interest in research).


The Tennessee Higher Education Commission has assigned new peer institutions for ETSU.  For this report total sponsored programs activity, and that portion of the total sponsored programs activity attributable to research at these institutions, was used to benchmark ETSU’s success in these areas.  In 2006 ETSU was 7th of the 13 schools in our THEC peer group for total sponsored programs activity.  Including the QCOM, ETSU was 7th of 11 schools (data from two peer universities were not available) in our THEC peer group for external support for research and last among those having colleges of medicine.  ETSU was 9th of 11 when College of Medicine research dollars were subtracted from the total for the three universities in the group that have medical schools.

The mean percent of total sponsored programs support attributed to research for our peer group, including ETSU, is 46%.  Nationwide the percentage of total sponsored programs funding attributed to research at universities is 52.4%.  Over the past 10 years externally funded research at ETSU has averaged 20% of ETSU total sponsored programs funding.  From review of these data we conclude that ETSU lags both our peer group and national norms in the amount of extramural support generated for research.  If ETSU is to move to the next level of research activity this clearly must change.  The “next level of research” is defined as obtaining the level of research funding at two of our THEC peer institutions – East Carolina University and the University of South Alabama.  Not only are these THEC peers, but they are very similar to ETSU in overall mission, emphasis on quality teaching, developed medical schools in the 1970s, and have a similar history as regional state universities juxtaposed to large, tier 1 state research universities.   Recommendations for supporting research growth are the following.  
· Raise total compensation for successful research faculty to above the median for our peers.

· Provide competitive start-up packages for new faculty.

· Implement a merit pay plan for high performers in research.

· Increase assigned time to research and decrease assigned time to teaching and service for high performers in research and those with demonstrable research potential.

· Consider, on a college by college basis, policies earmarking a percentage of the indirect cost return now sent to the college for the department and the faculty member.

· Increase funding for the Research Development Committee (RDC) as the new Colleges of Pharmacy and Public Health come online.

· Fund the Sherrod Library at a level that allows it subscribe to research journals needed to support the existing needs of faculty research and anticipated needs as new graduate programs are activated (e.g. pharmacy, clinical psychology, environmental health, public health). 
· Provide funding to faculty members who have submitted grants that were not funded that will allow them to collect data to strengthen resubmission (i.e. “bridge funding”).

· Consider on a college by college basis policies for distribution of grant-generated salary savings back to funded investigators to support expansion of their research programs.

· Re-establish the competitive pool of money to support faculty travel that was once administered by the RDC.

· Create a two semester grant-writing course.

· Study the current grants and contracts routing procedures to ensure that each step in some way adds value to the investigator and/or the University.

· Increase the size of the pre- and post award grants management staff to levels found at East Carolina University and the University of South Alabama.

· Establish a pool of money to support interdisciplinary groups of researchers in pilot work that will lead to significant external funding.

· Review Technology Transfer infrastructure at  the East Tennessee State University Research Foundation.

Timelines for meeting implementations are included in the text.  Peer benchmarking is included where appropriate.
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I. INTRODUCTION

[image: image6.bmp]On the occasion of 

ETSU’s 75th anniversary 

President Ronald Beller

appointed a group of

faculty, staff, alumni and

community members to

the “Commission on the 

Future of ETSU”.  The 

charge to this Commission

was to “seek and define a

vision of ETSU” that would

guide it to its 100th birthday

in 2011.  Subgroups of the

Commission studied the

activities and programs of

ETSU and issued a report entitled Turning Toward 2011.  This report contained an analysis of the success of ETSU in achieving the three components of its mission – teaching, research and service, set goals for improvement in each of these areas, and made recommendations to achieve the goals.  
The Turning Toward 2011 document is the source of several of the goals that have guided research and sponsored programs efforts during the seventeen years since the Turning Toward 2011 report was released in August of 1989.  The goals indicated under the section of the report titled “Advanced Scholarship, Research and Creative Publication” included the following.  The sections in boldface indicate goals that have been completely met.
· More opportunities should be given for students, undergraduate and graduate to work with experienced researchers not only in the sciences, but in the arts, business, and technology.

· Improve the institutional commitment to the library, other important information technologies, and to other activities and resources that promote and support scholarship.

· Double extramural support for research each decade until 2011 and provide intramural resources to achieve those gains by:

· Managing teaching loads and earned release time (including sabbaticals) for qualified, meritorious faculty;

· Providing the proper facilities, equipment, supplies and support staff for the conduct of research;

· Provide the proper organizational forms and processes to support research, including establishment of an ETSU Research Foundation.

The section titled “Public and Private Funding” added an additional goal.

· The university should continue to enhance its efforts to acquire third-party funding of research, training, service, and other activities by faculty.  The level of this funding should be in the $20-$25 million range, in current (1989) dollars by 2011. ($20,000,000 in constant 1989 dollars equals $31,354,839 in 2005 dollars and $25,000,000 equals $39,193,548 in 2005 dollars).

In many ways the situation confronted by ETSU in 2006 is similar to that depicted in the quote given on page one.  We have met or made progress toward meeting many of the main goals for research set out in the Turning Toward 2011 report.  ETSU has created an Office of Undergraduate Research, broadened and deepened its graduate offerings to include doctoral programs not envisioned in 1989, built a new library and provided support to meet changes in required library services brought on by developments such as the World-Wide-Web not clearly anticipated in 1989, exceeded $25,000,000 in total sponsored programs dollars in constant 1989 dollars, more than doubled research funding from 1996 to 2005, and established a Research Foundation.

In meeting those goals for research and in developing new doctoral programs, including that within the College of Pharmacy, ETSU finds itself in much the same position as it did when the Turning Toward 2011 report was issued.   Once again “The university is passing through watershed years when certain aspects of the past are ending and those that are continuing are joined by crucial new features each year.  The changes are occurring with unusual rapidity, and they challenge the foundations of the old institutional culture.”  To not just accommodate these changes, but to turn them into progress we must reassess our position as a doctoral granting university.  To accomplish this Dr. Paul E. Stanton, Jr., the eighth president of ETSU, asked that a task force be formed to determine how ETSU could “reach the next level” in research.  The work of this task force was influenced by the “Vision for Research and Graduate Education” established by the Tennessee Board of Regents and chaired by Dr. Stanton which issued its report in March, 2005.

The recommendations that make up this plan of action to improve research at ETSU are not intended to apply to the Quillen College of Medicine (QCOM) as it has its own long-range plan for research improvement, although many of the points may well resonate with QCOM faculty.    Additionally, the opening of the QCOM forever changed the nature of ETSU by acting as a catalyst for migration toward a Health Sciences-centered university, and producing a strong research ambient.  Thus, any plan to enhance research in the other Colleges must take into account the programs and resources available in the Quillen College of Medicine.  Moreover, one of the main goals found in this report is to enhance interdisciplinary activities.  Inclusion of the College of Medicine departments and faculty will be necessary to fully meet this goal.

II. HISTORICAL AND CURRENT STATUS OF EXTERNAL FUNDING AT ETSU


In reviewing the figures for Sponsored Programs activity for the period 1994 to 2005 (the last complete data available for this report) it is clear that ETSU is far ahead in meeting the goal of having $20,000,000 to $25,000,000 in total sponsored programs activity by 2011.  If we accept the lower goal, ETSU surpassed $20,000,000 in constant 1989 dollars in 2001, 10 years ahead of schedule.  The detailed Sponsored Programs report is not complete for 2006, but the Office of Sponsored Programs Administration has determined that ETSU received a minimum of $42,185,000 in extramural support for research, teaching and service in FY 2006 which is 107% of the goal for 2011.  Thus we have exceeded the goals for external funding set forth in the Turning Toward 2011 document at least 5 years ahead of schedule.
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In the 10 year period 1996-2005 ETSU substantially exceeded the goal of doubling external research funding each decade.  Total external research grants and contracts totaled $2,178,000 in 1996 and $7,468,185 in 2005. That is external funding for research increased 3.43x during this 10 year period. Colleges other than the College of Medicine also participated in reaching this goal.  External research dollars generated by the Colleges of Arts & Sciences, Business and Technology, Education, Nursing and Public and Allied Health grew from $454,484 in 1996 to $2,742,664 in 2005, a 6-fold increase.  


Over the 10 years presented in the graph above, total sponsored programs funding from external sources totaled $271,298,849.  External funding for research totaled $50,746,927.  The total amount of external research dollars generated by the Colleges other than Medicine totaled $10,092,005.   
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Clearly ETSU met the goals for external funding set forth in the Turning Toward 2011 report.  This is cause for celebration.  It supports the validity and ability to realize the goal of “moving ETSU to the next level in research” and of the goal set by TBR in the Vision for Research and Graduate Education report which is to double external funding for research across TBR in five (5) years.


But what does “moving to the next level in research” mean?  This definition could be met by setting some internal standard which is how the goals in the Turning Toward 2011 report were set.  But, given the fact that these were so significantly exceeded, it appears more legitimate to define the “next level” against our peer institutions, both because they have been chosen by THEC as the institutions against which ETSU will be measured, and because they represent the universities with which we most directly compete for faculty, grants, and even students.   The celebration diminishes when this is done. 

III. SPONSORED PROGRAMS ACTIVITY: COMPARISON TO PEER INSTITUTIONS

East Tennessee State University will be benchmarked by TBR and THEC against 12 peer institutions.  Data for this report have been gathered from as many of these as possible.  In addition, data were collected from a selection of other Universities categorized as Doctoral Research Intensive Universities in the former Carnegie classification.  The following information was gathered and is presented at various places in this report.

· Total amount of external grants and contract for the latest fiscal year available.

· Total amount of external funding for research

· Amount of start-up packages provided (THEC peers only)

· Amount of internal grants

· Amount spent on library journal acquisitions and interlibrary loan.

· Indirect cost distribution policy

Data were not always available from each university in each of these areas, but there was enough available to draw some valid conclusions.  The following table indicates comparisons for research and sponsored programs activity for the 2005fiscal year between ETSU and several universities.   The mean sponsored programs support for all schools in the THEC peer category is $39,538,267 (SEM $4,701,639) and the median is $38,003,287.  These data indicate that ETSU is competitive with our peers in Total Sponsored Programs support.  However, we lag behind significantly in external funding for research even if the QCOM is included.  The mean sponsored research for the THEC peer group including ETSU is $17,100,991 (SEM $3,780,071) with a median of $21,332,000 when Colleges of Medicine included.  When the research dollars contributed by Colleges of Medicine are removed the mean is $14,142,031 (SEM $3,909,747) and the median is $8,754,000 for THEC peer institutions (including ETSU) where data were available.

	THEC/TBR Peer Institutions
	Total Sponsored Programs Support
	Total Sponsored Research
	Sponsored Research in Non-COM Units
	% Research of Total including COMs

	U. of South Alabama
	$41,769,687
	$23,383,525
	$8,138,306
	53%

	U. Arkansas Little Rock
	$22,449,726
	$4,725,494
	$4,725,494
	21%

	Florida A & M
	$60,091,506
	Not Available
	Not Available
	

	Florida Atlantic U.
	$51,382,092
	$25,946,000
	$25,946,000
	50%

	Eastern Kentucky U.
	$76,077,839
	$1,787,068
	$1,787,068
	2%

	Appalachian State U.
	$11,332,177
	$1,578,135
	$1,578,135
	14%

	East Carolina U.
	$39,149,076
	$21,332,000
	$8,754,000
	54%

	UNC Charlotte
	$24,058,470
	$22,527,624
	$22,527,624
	93%

	UNC Greensboro
	$35,625,617
	Not Available
	
	

	U. Texas Arlington
	$29,075,393
	$11,295,132
	$11,295,132
	39%

	U. Texas El Paso
	$36,422,606
	$32,067,735
	$32,067,735
	88%

	Old Dominion University
	$48,560,000
	$37,000,000
	$37,000,000
	76%

	East Tennessee State U.
	$38,003,277
	$7,468,185
	$2,742,644
	20%

	Other Institutions
	
	
	
	

	Western Michigan U.
	$40,197,985
	$21,086,000
	$21,086,000
	52%

	Ohio University
	$54,409,058
	$26,556,502
	$24,960,912
	49%

	Wichita State U.
	$35,925,819
	$19,654,682
	$19,654,682
	55%

	Wright State U.
	$50,462,293
	$27,389,189
	$13,003,074
	54%

	Boise State U.
	$19,611,467
	$8,105,631
	$8,105,631
	41%

	University of Memphis
	$41,399,785
	$25,000,000
	$25,000,000
	60%


Relative % of funding in 2004 for different activities nationally. (Latest available national data)
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Relative % of funding in 2004 for different activities in all TBR universities  (Latest data available).
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It should be noted that Public Service accounts for a significantly higher percentage of total sponsored programs activity across all TBR universities and is not significantly different from the ETSU percentage.  However, the percentage of the total 2004 sponsored programs support at ETSU contributed by research (17.9%) was less than half the average for 2004 of the six TBR institutions.

Do these data mean that ETSU should decrease efforts to obtain external funding for Public Service and Instruction/Training?   The answer is an emphatic no!  These are vital components of the mission of ETSU and continuing support needs to be given to efforts to garner and maintain grants in these areas.  Moreover, some of the areas of increased support for research infrastructure will also assist in supporting faculty with grants that allow us to enhance instruction and provide public service.

However, four points need to be made.  First, in 2005 total external funding for Public Service at ETSU was $17,392,131.  Three programs accounted for $16,011,840 of that total, or 92% of the Public Service dollars, and 42% of the total Sponsored Programs support.  The funding was for health care (TennCare), support for early childhood enrichment and interventions, and social services centered on Families First.  While there were multiple grants involved in the early childhood and social services areas, the risk is that changes in public policy could easily result in loss of these funds.  Given the dependence of ETSU on both the direct and indirect contributions of these three areas of funding, the impact on ETSU of significant reduction or loss of funding in these areas would be substantial.  Because the availability of these grants depends very much on public policy decisions loss of this source of funding could be precipitous.  The conclusion is that the ETSU’s grant and contract portfolio needs to become more diverse and therefore less reliant on a few sources of support.

Second, the biggest weakness ETSU has in its sponsored programs portfolio is in the research area.  As can be seen from the table comparing the dollar amounts for research generated at ETSU to our peers, the amount of external funding for research produced by ETSU is small.  This weakness can be converted to an opportunity with proper attention and represents the most likely area in which to diversify our sponsored programs portfolio and increase external funding.
Third, research grants often include funds to purchase equipment.  This equipment can be used for purposes related to research and instruction during and after the grant is active.  This is not the case for service grants and contracts.

The final point is that Public Service and Instructional/Training grants return a significantly smaller percentage of indirect cost (Facilities and Administrative costs) compared to direct costs than research grants.  Given the use of Facilities and Administrative costs to support continuing and new initiatives at ETSU, such as start-up support for new faculty, expansion of the portfolio by increasing research would on a dollar-for-dollar basis result in a bigger return on investment than an increase in the other sponsored program categories.  At the current full research F & A recovery rate of 46% of modified total direct costs it would require a Public Service grant of $308,000 at the state recovery rate of 15% total direct costs to recover as many dollars of indirect costs as a research grant of $100,000 and many of the service grants yield F & A less than 15%.
IV. SPONSORED PROGRAMS ACTIVITY:  SUBMISSION AND AWARD PATTERNS


Over the last 10 years faculty and staff at ETSU have consistently submitted grant proposals, and have averaged an overall award rate of 62% which is comparable to, or exceeds, the national average.  As can be seen in the following graph, the number of research grant proposal submissions over ten years exceeds the number of service grant proposal submissions for several years and is within 15% even in 2002 (data include QCOM).

      
[image: image3]
In reviewing the success rate over that period of time for the different categories of sponsored programs activity, it is obvious that the success rate for research grant proposals is significantly lower than for the other two categories.  (Data include QCOM).                              
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There are several possible explanations for the lower success rate in obtaining grants to support research.

· ETSU has not focused on recruiting faculty whose primary interest in seeking external funding is research, but has focused on those who seek support for our teaching and community service missions.  ETSU’s success in obtaining public service and instructional grants supports this supposition.

· Public service and instructional grant proposals are usually written in response to requests for proposals that outline specific gaps that need to be filled in public service or instruction.  If the institution has the qualified faculty members and resources, it is easier to meet the requirements of the funding agency than is the case for investigator-initiated research grants.

· Research grant proposals are competitively reviewed by peers, which is often not the case for service grants.

· Public service grant proposals are often targeted toward a specific population and even a particular geographic region, thus limiting competition.

· Many of the public service grants come from state agencies and for that reason competition is limited to institutions, agencies, and individuals in Tennessee whereas research grants are almost always open to all applicants regardless of location.  Thus, rather than competing against a small number of applicants the competition is with hundreds of applicants.

· The largest source of research grant support is the federal government and this funding comes from a relatively few number of agencies. 

V. BALANCING THE THREE COMPONENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY’S MISSION
Universities have always educated students in settings beyond the traditional classroom.  As we enter the 21st century this is increasingly so. On-line and ITV courses are now commonplace, adding to the learning opportunities that occur in laboratories and studios, and by means of tutoring, community projects, exchange programs, field experiences, and internships. ETSU has made significant efforts to enhance emphasis on undergraduate research, by the establishment of the Honors College and Office of Undergraduate Research.  National data indicate that many students will confirm that research experiences are among the highlights of their college careers.

While it is sometimes convenient (usually for the purpose of faculty evaluation) to separate activities into teaching, research, and service, it is important to stress the interrelationships and synergies among the three, particularly when students are involved. Whenever students and faculty members are working together, teaching and learning occur (and sometimes it may be difficult to distinguish who the “learner” is).  Whether the activity is funded through an external grant or contract, by means of an internal grant or scholarship, or is departmentally funded, and whether the work involves undergraduates, graduate students or postdoctoral associates, it is still a teaching/learning activity.

As we seek to increase research at ETSU, and to double the current level of external funding for research and related activities, it is important to emphasize that this will not come at the expense of teaching. In many, if not most, instances, there will be opportunities for graduate and undergraduate students to participate in externally funded research.  These opportunities will provide learning experiences that simply would not be available to them otherwise. Further, undergraduate research experience often facilitates acceptance into high quality graduate and professional programs and, in some cases, may be the deciding factor in admission.

Further, as faculty members engage students more extensively in research activities, we need to broaden our view of what constitutes teaching, and our definitions of teaching loads; for example, a faculty member who teaches two formal courses and mentors a number of research students may contribute as much, or more, to the overall teaching enterprise than one who teaches three more traditional courses. Also, from the more conventional teaching perspective, it is generally accepted (though not universally true) that research-active faculty members are more engaged in their discipline and bring a greater level of enthusiasm and current knowledge into the classroom. Simply put, their research activities inform their teaching in a way that cannot happen even when using the most current textbooks.  Indeed, research enhances a university’s teaching mission.
VI. WHY EMPHASIZE RESEARCH AND EXTERNAL FUNDING?

Recognizing that teaching/learning are central to ETSU’s mission the last revision of the East Tennessee State University Mission Statement (10/31/01) yet made a very strong statement concerning the importance of research to the University.
“Research and scholarship are essential components of the University’s mission.   The University supports quality research and scholarly activities in all areas of its academic programs and community service activities.  These programs enhance the contributions of East Tennessee State University’s partnerships and collaborations. ETSU’s faculty is responsible for developing and maintaining programs of scholarly activity appropriate to their disciplines.  The University seeks to reward practicing researchers and scholars who are current and active in their disciplines and who incorporate the products of their research and scholarship in teaching, professional publications or exhibits or performances, and in professional services to business, education, government, the arts community and health care systems.”


This statement clearly indicates both the University’s responsibility to support “quality research and scholarly activities” and the faculty member’s responsibility “for developing and maintaining programs of scholarly activity appropriate to their disciplines.”   Some key words that appear in this statement relate to the need for external funding.  These are quality, support, and developing and maintaining  programs. 


A strong research, scholarly, or artistic program requires more than production of occasional, isolated pieces of work.  It requires a long-term agenda that continually advances production of new knowledge and creative work.  To realize such an agenda requires continued support in terms of dollars, time and infrastructure.   The University must make a commitment to support research, scholarly and creative activities in accord with its own Mission Statement, but this commitment does not necessarily bring with it additional dollars from the State of Tennessee to support these activities.

Therefore, internal realignment of priorities and reallocation of resources will be required to obtain the goal of “achieving the next level” in research.   However, these actions alone cannot achieve success in this component of the Universities mission.  For that reason, we must, with vigor, turn to external sources of both direct and indirect dollars if we are to reach this goal and realize fully the implications of the ETSU Mission Statement.  The remainder of this report presents recommendations for accomplishing the objective of “moving ETSU to the next level of research”.   Supporting discussion and anticipated outcomes are included.  

VII. WHAT IS THE “NEXT LEVEL” IN RESEARCH?

When the position of ETSU in 2005 is compared to that in 1989, it is clear that substantial increase in external support for research has occurred.  We have far exceeded the goals set in the Turning Toward 2011 report for total sponsored programs funding and for external research funding.   Several hundred peer-reviewed publications are produced each year and a significant number of faculty members have substantial reputations in their field of study.  Student involvement in research continues to grow and the fund to support faculty/student collaborative research has increased as well.  An Office of Undergraduate Research has been established and a Research Foundation created.  Indeed, compared to our position in 1989, or even in 1996, we have reached a higher level of research.

The goals of the Turning Toward 2011 report appear to have arisen from introspection as opposed to systematic analysis of the research ambient at other institutions.  It is time to turn our gaze outward, examine our peer institutions, and determine whether they offer insight into what we can become.  The dollar figures reported in Section III indicate that most of our THEC peers received significantly more research dollars than ETSU.  In picking the next level, these peers, particularly, as indicated above, the University of South Alabama and East Carolina University, seem to be reasonable targets.  For that reason some additional information, which will inform some of the recommendations found below, has been collected concerning peer institutions.
VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUPPORTING RESEARCH GROWTH AT ETSU

A. Faculty Recruitment and Retention

Recruitment - Compensation
At ETSU we are committed to recruiting and retaining the best possible faculty; those who will be caring and challenging teachers, productive researchers and scholars, and who will provide meaningful service to the university, to their professions, and to the community. At the same time, we are committed to treating all people with dignity and respect. The second point does not imply that every faculty member is paid the same as all others at the same rank with the same years of service. We recognize the need to consider market factors in determining starting salaries.  For example, a new hire in Accounting is not paid at the same level as a faculty member in English.  Regardless of discipline, ETSU must offer competitive compensation if the university is to hire and keep quality faculty.   Compensation includes salary and fringe benefits.

If only salary is considered cost of living should be included in making comparisons.  According to salary data for 2005 published in the Chronicle of Higher Education the median salary for assistant professors at ETSU (excluding the QCOM) was $7,000 below the median for our peer group.  However, when adjusted for differences in cost of living the ETSU median salary for assistant professors was only $800 below the median for our THEC peers.  However, it may be that to be truly competitive in attracting the very best new faculty members ETSU must do better than the median.  It should be noted that even adjusted for inflation ETSU lagged the three top salaries for assistant professors by $6,200, $5,200 and $3,200 respectively.


Salary is only one of the two components in total financial compensation.  The other component is fringe benefits.  Comparison of fringe benefit packages is complex and beyond the ability of the committee responsible for this report to accomplish.  But it should be noted that among our THEC peer institutions, the best paid assistant professors are employed by East Carolina and the third best paid are at U.N.C. Greensboro, but there are indications that the fringe benefit packages for the North Carolina universities are significantly lower than for the Tennessee state universities. This would change the differences in total compensation.  

Recommendations:


· Maintain flexibility in salary for assistant professors such that ETSU can be competitive with the top of our peer group. 

Timeline – Immediately.

· Prepare a comparative study of compensation including cost-of-living and fringe benefit comparisons to be used by search committees and departments in the recruiting process.

Timeline – Complete within 12 months of acceptance of this document by the Provost and President.

Recruitment – Start-up Packages

Competitive and appropriate start-up packages must be offered in addition to competitive salaries.  Here too there will be differences by discipline in the amount of money provided to assist a new faculty member in beginning her or his research career at ETSU. Particularly, but not exclusively, in the laboratory sciences, adequate money must be made available to enable new faculty to initiate their research programs and continue these programs long enough to achieve a record where they can attract external funding.

A review of the start-up packages routinely provided at THEC peer institutions supports the assertion that, with the exception of the QCOM, ETSU did not provide competitive start-up packages to new faculty until 2005 and still lags some of our peers who are more successful than ETSU in attracting external funding for research.  The only non-THEC peer institution included in the following data is the University of Memphis. However, the figures are similar for the non-THEC peers listed in Section III.

	University
	Amount(s)
	Source
	Responsible Office

	U. of South Alabama
	Art $7,500; Biology $25,000 to $100,000;Chemistry & Engineering $45,000-$55,000;Psychology $5,000 to $70,000
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Primary – Dean

Secondary – Research Office

	U. of Arkansas Little Rock
	$100,000 for lab sciences including technology
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Deans; In some cases the Provost has gotten a one time budget addition

	Florida A & M
	Not available
	
	

	Florida Atlantic
	$100,000-$250,000 for lab sciences including engineering & technology.
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Deans; Office of Research; Provost

	Appalachian State U.
	$20,000-$40,000
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Dean, Provost, Research Office

	East Carolina U.
	$100,000-$200,000 for natural sciences and technology, $5,000 for social sciences and business.
	Salary Savings
	Provost in consultation with the Chancellor and VC for Research

	Eastern Kentucky
	$50,000 for lab sciences
	Colleges, F & A & Salary Savings
	Dean of College

	UNC Charlotte
	Up to $250,000 lab sciences including technology, $30,000 social sciences & business.
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Dean of College

	UNC Greensboro
	Varies a great deal but has been as large as $500,000.  $75,000 to $125,000 is typical for bench sciences and technological sciences.
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Dean of College and Associate Vice President for Research

	U. Texas Arlington
	BioSciences $150,000; Physical Sci. & Technology $200,000-$500,000; Soc. Sci. & Business $25,000; Humanities $10,000.


	F & A, Some from designated tuition, Salary savings is not a source.
	In order of contribution: Provost, VP for Research, Chair, Dean.  

	U. Texas El Paso
	Varies by department.  Typically $100,000 for a promising faculty member in the bench sciences or engineering
	Salary Savings and F & A
	Provost is responsible with input from the Dean, Chair and VP for Research

	Old Dominion
	$50,000 to $200,000 for sciences and engineering. 
	F & A and endowment
	Dean, Chair and VP for Research

	ETSU
	$15,000 to $30,000 through 2003. Beginning 2004 $50,000 to $100,000 for lab sciences and technology, $7,500 to $50,000 for social sciences & business depending the field of research.
	F & A predominantly through 2004.  2005 F & A and other sources.
	Vice Provost for Research almost entirely through 2004. 2005 forward: Vice Provost for Research, Deans, Chairs, Provost.

	University of Memphis
	$100,000 - $200,000 in Biology, Chemistry, Engineering and Biomedical Sciences; $10,000 to $75,000 in Social Sciences and Business depending on discipline.
	F & A, endowment trust (Engineering); Salary savings and base budget (Provost)
	Vice Provost for Research (50%) & Department (up to 25% if funds from F & A available); Provost remainder.


The purpose of this section is to document that ETSU lags the norm of its peer group in the amount of start-up given to new faculty.  However, the purpose of this entire document is to provide a guide to bring ETSU to the next level in research and this requires accountability.  If ETSU provides start-up packages designed to attract faculty who will produce research, scholarly, and artistic activities, than these faculty must demonstrate that they have contributed to accomplishing this goal.  Ensuring this is ultimately the responsibility of the department, the department chair, and the dean of the college, and must be related to recruitment, tenure and promotion and, if possible (see Retention section below), compensation.

During recruitment the vice provost for research (VPR) may share responsibility for selecting new faculty who demonstrate strong potential in research if a competitive start-up package is required, and will be in whole, or in part, funded from the office of the VPR.  In this case the VPR should review the application materials, including a plan provided by the candidates for how they would use the start-up funds with a projection of what would be the expected outcomes, interview the faculty member, and make a recommendation to the search committee.  The contract issued to the new faculty member should include the amount of start-up, the time frame for its distribution, and the expected outcomes such as publications, presentations, performances, shows and grant submissions.  By ETSU policy the department, the department chair, the college committee, the dean of the college, the provost and the president have responsibilities in the promotion and tenure process.   Each of these should be aware of the expectations for research placed on a faculty member during each evaluation, whether that be prior to tenure and/or promotion or during the tenure and/or promotion process, and hold the individual accountable for his or her research productivity as determined at the time of hiring.

Recommendations:
· Consistently provide start-up packages to new faculty that meet their demonstrated needs to a level of between $100,000 and $125,000 for the natural sciences, technology, and laboratory sciences in the College of Public Health; between $20,000 and $50,000 for social sciences, business and the non-laboratory-based health sciences in the College of Public Health and College of Allied Health Sciences; between $2,500 and $10,000 for the arts and humanities.  The candidate must make the case that she/he will require the requested money, i.e. $100,000 plus may not necessarily be guaranteed and the amount provided must be linked to the needs of the new hire’s research plan.
· Costs of renovation of space should not be included in the start-up package unless the renovation is unique to the faculty member’s research and would not likely be used by someone else.

· The start-up funds may be used to purchase equipment, hire research-related technical support, pay GA stipends or undergraduates, summer salary, travel, etc.

· Source – Funds from various sources available to the Provost and F & A recovery primarily from the VPR with support from the dean and department where F & A recovery is available.

· Budget – Prior to signing her/his contract the new faculty member must submit a budget for start-up and relate it to research goals.  The new hire must also agree that she/he will meet the expected outcomes as a condition for promotion and tenure.

· Accountability – The college and department must commit to seeing that the start-up is used to support the new faculty member’s research, that the required outcomes (grant proposal submissions, publications, presentations, performances, shows, etc. depending upon the discipline) are clear to the new hire, and that yearly evaluations and promotion/tenure decisions are made against whether or not the outcomes have been accomplished.

Timeline:  Continue current growth to meet goal.
Retention
In addition to providing competitive salaries, attractive working conditions, and appropriate start-up packages for new hires, we must also be concerned about retaining our best and most productive faculty.   This report is concerned with research and some of the recommendations in this section may be more applicable to faculty who seek to emphasize this aspect of their commitment to ETSU, or who are in disciplines where external funding is more readily available than in other disciplines.  However, some of the recommendations apply to rewarding excellence in each of the three traditional functions of university faculty, i.e. research, teaching and service.
Area 1:  Salaries
Current salary considerations involve across-the-board raises, longevity bonuses, and equity adjustments designed to bring all faculty salaries closer to the mean for their rank and discipline at peer institutions. This does nothing to address faculty performance. It does not discourage poor performance, and it does not reward excellence or encourage extra effort. It does not indicate to a productive faculty member that he/she is valued by the university.  As with many universities, the only way a faculty member is likely to receive a sizable salary increase is if he/she seeks and obtains an offer of employment elsewhere, and often by that stage the faculty member is committed to leaving ETSU.  

We have many fine teachers and researchers at ETSU, but certain individuals are critical to the continued success of programs here. As we place greater emphasis on research, and externally funded research in particular, there will be researchers whose productivity and funding will bring recognition to the university, and whose loss would have serious detrimental effects. Merit-based salary adjustments, in the form of an increase in base salary and/or annual performance-based bonuses, would provide one important means by which to try to retain such individuals.  Increases to base salary could be given to faculty members who have proven consistently productive over several years, while bonuses might be given for significant performance in a particular year, e.g. the first external grant obtained by the faculty member.
In view of our desire to respect the individual, and to retain our best faculty members, it is imperative that we recognize the accomplishments of our most productive faculty members. Whereas across-the-board increases may be mandated by the state, ETSU’s Salary Equity Plan is discretionary (subject to TBR approval).  While we must continue to deal with chronically low salaries, equity adjustments should also be used to address the differences in salary between our productive faculty members and their peers at other institutions. Because we want to retain our best faculty, we need to do what we can to match the overall package they would receive at another institution, and that includes salary. This is obviously a more difficult task than seeking to approach generic targets; it is probably more subjective, and it will not always have the desired result, but it is an important component in retaining faculty. 
Recommendations:


· Divide the equity pool into two components. One pool of funds should continue to be used to address chronically low salaries, salary compression and inversion within departments, gender inequities, etc. The second pool should be used to reward excellence, either as adjustments that become a part of the faculty member’s base salary for consistent achievement in research, or as performance-related bonuses that would not be added to base salary. 
· Recognize at least two or three levels of performance that exceed normal expectations, involving perhaps $1,000, $2,000 and $3,000 adjustments to the base salary and/or annual performance-based bonuses that would not be built into the base salary. Depending on the available pool, chairs and deans would recommend a certain number of faculty members for increases. There would be no reason why the same productive faculty members should not be rewarded regularly.
Timeline:
Begin as soon as fiscally possible with a target date of FY 2008 or the first time the next equity step is implemented.

Area 2:  Teaching Loads and Service Loads

This section applies to faculty at all ranks and time in service.  If ETSU is to meet the dual goals of achieving the next level of excellence in this area and doubling research funding in five years, research productivity must be recognized when considering faculty work load distribution.  Additionally, one reason given by research productive faculty members who have left ETSU for their decision is that they could not get adequate assigned time for their research.  Thus, this is also a faculty retention issue.

The consequences of increasing emphasis on research when making decisions regarding relative time spent on teaching, research and service are not trivial.  In many departments these decisions will entail reaching balance among teaching, research and service assignments such that the department is accomplishing its total mission while making every effort to recognize the unique contributions of individual faculty members.


This report emphasizes that assigned time for research is not released time, but an integral part of a faculty member’s workload at a doctoral granting university.  Recruitment and retention of quality research faculty requires an increase in assigned time for research with a commensurate decrease in teaching and service assignment.  


The ETSU faculty handbook reflects the TBR policy and states that ETSU faculty members are expected to carry a full teaching load of 15 FTE hours for undergraduate instruction or 12 FTE for graduate instruction.  However, it also states that “Equivalency hours may be assigned for administrative, advising, research or service activities.”  Further, in its 2001 report to SACS ETSU stated that “The ETSU policy on faculty load (ETSU Faculty Handbook, Teaching Load) recognizes that quality instruction is the primary goal of the university, but also governs the teaching load of faculty to ensure that faculty members have time to devote to service, scholarship, and advising.  Faculty workload reports are reviewed every semester at various administrative levels to ensure that adequate faculty time is available to execute the institution's mission of quality instruction, scholarship, and service.“  Thus, there are no institutional barriers to encouraging differential workload assignments.


There are at least three instances where increased assignment for research might be justifiable.

· Newly hired faculty.  A person who has been offered a faculty position at ETSU should be encouraged to negotiate the relative research, teaching and service assignments he or she will have during the first two or three years of employment with the chair of the department during the hiring process.  This will permit the department and faculty member to achieve a balance in expectations and plan for appropriate resource allocation.  Thus, if a prospective faculty member wishes to focus on teaching with less attention to research, and this is compatible with the department’s goals, objectives and evaluation policies, it might be expected that that person would be assigned a larger proportion of time to teaching, and perhaps be expected to develop novel approaches to teaching.  Research, while expected, would not be as important as contributing to the teaching mission of the department.  Research quality would not be allowed to diminish, but it would be anticipated that quantity would be commensurate with the amount of time assigned to research.

If, on the other hand, a new hire has a desire for a stronger research emphasis the assigned time to research would be increased relative to the assigned time for teaching and service, including committee work and advising.   The expectation for increased research productivity, including grant applications and comparatively greater numbers of publications, will be made clear to the faculty member.  Teaching and service quality would not be allowed to diminish, but the number of hours assigned to teaching and service would be fewer than for faculty who emphasized teaching.

· Faculty members who do not have external support for their research/scholarship/artistic endeavors, but can make a strong case that additional time for research, scholarship or creative activity will enable them to assist in moving ETSU toward the next level of productivity in this area of its mission. At least three groups of faculty members might fall into this category.

1. Faculty members in the arts, humanities and some areas of business comprise the first group.  Such faculty members should be encouraged to seek fellowships to support the assigned research time, but it is recognized that support for scholarship and artistic endeavors is not as readily available as support for research in the social and natural sciences, yet their contributions to the research mission of ETSU are not the less for that reason and need to be supported.

2. More senior faculty with a past record of research accomplishment in areas where funding is more readily available, and who are returning from a non-instructional assignment with a renewed research agenda comprise the second group.

3. Faculty members who have had external research funding and have recently had a competing renewal submission declined comprise the final group in this category.  The amount and length of assigned time to research, scholarship or artistic activity would be negotiated between the faculty member and the department in the absence of an official departmental policy concerning this issue.

Assigned time for research will affect departments differently such that a university-wide policy is likely not workable.  Each department should be encouraged to develop, at the least, general guidelines for increased research time and decreased teaching and/or service obligations to ensure that all faculty members are treated fairly, and that the maximum benefit from the research accrues to the faculty member, the department, the college, and the university.

· Faculty members who have sufficient grant or contract support to “buy out” obligations to other components of the department’s mission including teaching.  It is the policy of the ETSU general academic campus that “salary savings realized in this manner must first be used to replace the courses that the faculty member would teach if they were not being paid from the grant or contract to conduct the project.  To encourage departments to support this activity the salary savings remaining after adjunct faculty salaries are paid to meet course requirements will remain at the disposal of the department”.  Salary savings can amount to a significant amount, particularly if the faculty member holds the rank of Professor, and can be used to support such things as new research projects, travel to conferences and meetings, equipment, faculty start-up packages and student stipends.  There may be two weaknesses in the policy as it currently stands.  The first is that there is currently no agreed upon rate for “buy-out” of a course.   The second is that currently all of the salary savings is held by the department, which may mean by the department chair.  This may be viewed as a disincentive by some faculty members.

Given the apparent financial benefit to the department, it might seem obvious that faculty should always seek salary support to pay for time devoted to research that would otherwise be spent teaching or performing departmental service.  However, potential difficulties also arise.  The first of these is that it may not be possible to find someone who is qualified to teach the courses for which the faculty member is responsible.  The second is that if a large percentage of faculty members of a department are able to “buy out” of teaching and advising than the quality of the curriculum may suffer, even if enough adjuncts can be found to teach the courses.  These potential problems will affect departments differently such that a university-wide policy is likely not workable and each department should be encouraged to develop at least general guidelines for course “buy outs”.

Recommendations:
· Encourage colleges and departments to develop ways of reducing teaching and service loads for new faculty during their first two years at ETSU if these faculty members elect to concentrate more strongly on research.  These guidelines would include specific expected outcomes that would impact the tenure and promotion decision.

· Encourage colleges and departments to develop guidelines and methods to allow course reductions or reductions in service commitment for faculty members who can make a case for the value of increasing their assigned research time, and for course “buy out” by grant and contract funds.

· Review application of the current salary savings policy at the college and departmental level to determine whether some salary savings should be returned to the faculty member who generated it for discretionary use in support of his or her research.

· Establish set rates for course “buy out” as appropriate to each department.

· Revise departmental and college promotion and tenure guidelines to reflect differentiated work assignments.

Timeline:  Two years for the first two bullet points and one year for the second two.

B. Internal Support for Research

Funding for Library Materials
The Sherrod Library supports the research and curriculum for all ETSU colleges except the College of Medicine.  The Library's books, journals, databases, and study space are considered by most accrediting agencies.  Housed in a new, modern facility, the Library has done an excellent job of providing databases and technological access to data, and also of purchasing books, mostly with end-of-year funds. We've grown concerned, however, about our ability to provide journals to support new and expanding programs.

Sherrod Library’s base library materials budget has remained static for years.   This is especially harmful to journal subscriptions.  It is much easier to order a book, a one-time purchase, but the information in a book is three years out of date the moment it goes in print.  A robust research program requires more current data, the kind found in journals.  Our flat budget prohibits this kind of commitment.

While we have been able to support existing programs through print, full-text databases, and interlibrary loan, there have been no additional funds to support our elevated Carnegie and SACS status or to support departments that have updated their degree offerings. Wes Brown, Dean of Graduate Studies, reported to the Faculty Senate in February 2006 that "ETSU’s graduate programs have grown 30% in eight years, 60% since 1990. We have one third to one half more programs than peer institutions. In Tennessee only UT-Knoxville and the University of Memphis have more."  

Interlibrary loan (ILL) requests are a good gauge of the sufficiency or inadequacy of library materials for supporting research; our patrons request material that ETSU simply does not own.  Few requests mean that our holdings are sufficient; many requests from a particular area indicate a shortfall.  ILL requests for journal articles surged for all programs at the University, increasing to the point that the Sherrod Library, a traditional net lender and staunch resource for other libraries, became a net borrower for the first time in FY 2004. From FY 2004 to FY 2006 ILL requests for articles increased by 275%. The number of requests for books, however, was stagnant, indicating a growing need for current periodical content to support research and evidence-based teaching.  

Interlibrary Loan – Items Requested by ETSU
	Year
	Articles
	Books
	Total

	FY2004
	5985
	3604
	9589

	FY2005
	12018
	3790
	15808

	FY2006
	16503
	3570
	19973


ETSU has added doctoral programs in the areas of Pharmacy, Psychology, Public Health and Environmental Sciences and it will be impossible to serve the library needs of the increasing numbers of faculty recruited into doctoral granting programs and the graduate students that they will be working with. We are already seeing the effects of the “ramp up” towards higher levels of research and the granting of doctoral degrees. Between FY 2004 and FY 2006 the number of ILL requests increased almost 500% in Environmental Health and more than 100% in Psychology.           


In FY 2004 ETSU was 11th of the 13 schools in our THEC peer group for total library materials expenditures, which include books, electronic materials, print and electronic serials subscriptions, interlibrary loans and binding. This is the latest comparable data available and the library materials expenditures reflected in the table below include what is spent by both the university library and the QCOM library. Three years ago, ETSU would have needed a 93% higher library materials expenditure to be at the same level as the two other THEC peers that have a QCOM; a 78% higher library materials expenditure to be at the average of our comparison group of THEC peers; and, a 23% higher library materials expenditure to be at the same level as the 10th school. 
National Center for Education Statistics

Data from Academic Libraries Survey Fiscal Year: 2004

	University
	Total Expenditures: Library Materials 
	Expenditures: Serials
	Percent of Total Spent on Serials

	UNC Greensboro
	$7,020,037 
	$4,167,128 
	59.36%

	East Carolina U. (Includes COM)
	$5,400,981 
	$3,262,373 
	60.40%

	U. Texas Arlington
	$5,270,034 
	$4,115,416 
	78.09%

	UNC Charlotte
	$4,141,868 
	$2,795,149 
	67.49%

	Florida Atlantic U.
	$4,091,477 
	$2,810,296 
	68.69%

	Old Dominion U.
	$3,767,208 
	$2,935,772 
	77.93%

	Comparison Group Average
	$3,669,382 
	$2,510,507 
	68.42%

	U. Texas El Paso
	$3,208,308 
	$2,668,936 
	83.19%

	Florida A & M 
	$3,137,600 
	$1,866,284 
	59.48%

	Appalachian State U.
	$3,037,290 
	$2,241,474 
	73.80%

	U. of South Alabama (Includes COM)
	$2,541,080 
	$1,502,728 
	59.14%

	ETSU (Includes QCOM)
	$2,062,434 
	$1,788,677 
	86.73%

	Eastern Kentucky U.
	$1,372,435 
	$1,110,898 
	80.94%

	U. of Arkansas Little Rock
	$1,044,266 
	$649,626 
	62.21%


For ETSU to serve its students and faculty the base budget spent on library materials will have to be increased. There is no reason to expect that the need for increased serial subscriptions will abate. Not only are subscriptions an ongoing expense but the annual inflation rate for them has been 8% to 10% for years. Inflation combined with a static materials budget means that ETSU already spends a higher percentage of its materials budget on serial subscriptions than any of our peers. Since one-time infusions of money do not allow us to place serial subscriptions, it is important that new money be put into the base budget. It is also important that the base budget be increased each year to take inflation into account.

Recommendations:
· Provide subscriptions to journals needed by our expanding programs and our focus on research.

· Reach the average expenditure for the THEC peers within five years by increasing the base library materials budget by $320,000 per year adjusted upward for inflation annually.  
Timeline: Begin in FY 2008 fiscal year.
Distribution of Indirect (Facilities and Administrative) Costs

There may not be a more potentially contentious issue to faculty members with grants than the use of indirect costs.  The government refers to indirect costs as “facilities and administrative” or F & A costs.  This nomenclature is used because the rate at which the federal government reimburses universities for costs associated with grants that cannot be easily attributed to the grant is derived from the amount it costs the university to provide the physical facilities and administrative support for funded research.  For example, the salaries and fringe benefits paid to the grants accountant, the sponsored programs staff and others who contribute to the grants process is a component and the space used to conduct sponsored research must be lit, heated and cooled, and cleaned.  All of this amounts to real costs to ETSU which is recognized as a legitimate expense by the federal government.  However, the government does not joyfully give ETSU 46% of the modified total direct costs of a research grant (that is, 46% of all costs less exclusions such as equipment purchased from grant funds).  ETSU engages in very detailed and lengthy negotiations to establish this rate during which it must demonstrate that in fact it truly costs ETSU that percentage of the direct costs to hold the grant.


This means that when ETSU returns F & A to any pool other than the education and general fund it is surrendering money that has been accumulated based on real costs to the University.  F & A is not profit to the University.  Compared to our peer institutions and other similar institutions ETSU’s F & A return policy distributes less to the general fund and more to the colleges, graduate school and the VPR than most.   This policy does not apply to the QCOM.
F & A Distribution Policies

THEC PEERS

	U. of S. Alabama
	1/3 Dean of the Grad. School;1/3 General Fund; 1/3 to the College

	U. Arkansas Little Rock
	55% Chancellor; 20% VP for Research;25% College

	Florida A & M
	Not available

	Florida Atlantic
	60% VP for Research; 32% College

	Eastern KY University
	10% PI; 20% Department ;15% College; 55% General Fund

	Appalachian State
	20% Department in the name of the PI; 5% College; 75% General Fund.

	East Carolina Univ.
	10% College; 10% Department;10% PI; 70% General Fund.

	UNC Charlotte
	10% Department; 90% General Fund

	UNC Greensboro
	10% Department; 10% College; 80% Provost

	U. Texas Arlington
	7.7% to Physical Plant for lab and other renovations; 14.5% VP for Research; 38.9% Provost for Start-ups; 38.9% College

	U. Texas El Paso
	50% College; 50% General Fund

	Old Dominion Univ.
	32.5% Department; 35% General Fund; 9.75% College; 22.75% VP Research

	East Tennessee State University
	20% General Fund taken from total then fixed costs of 2.5 positions that support pre- and post award grants administration.  Of the remainder 62.5% College; 22.5% Vice Provost for Research; 8.75% Graduate School; 6.25% Library


Other Universities

	Ohio University

(As an example of how arcane F & A distribution can become)
	Centers – 50.917% to Center; 49.083% General Fund.  Of what the Center gets 23.175% goes to the PI, 8.913% goes to the PI’s department, 67.911% goes to the Center;  Departments – 65% to General Fund, 35% to the department of which 65% goes to the PI, 25% to the department, 10% to the College

	Wichita State
	5% PI; 5% Department; 10% College; 80% General Fund

	Central Michigan Univ.
	55% VP for Research; 45% College

	Western Kentucky
	40% General Fund; 40% College; 20% VP Research

	Boise State
	40% General Fund; 40% Department; 20% College

	U. of Memphis
	25% General Fund; 75% Vice Provost for Research



While the above sample of universities is just that, a sample, it is a representative sample, and the data suggest that at ETSU more of the F & A is returned for discretionary use of deans and the VPR than is typical at other schools.  Much of this money is used to directly support faculty efforts in research in the form of start-up packages, travel, and support for undergraduate and graduate student research.

In most of the colleges at ETSU between 50% and 75% of the F & A returned to the college is given to the departments that generated it.  However, this is not a part of the official ETSU policy on return of F & A.  There is also no policy for return of any F & A to the faculty member(s) who generated it.  

Recommendation:

· Because each college has different needs to which the F & A can be applied it is probably not the best course of action to establish uniform percentages across all colleges on the ETSU general academic campus.  The recommendation is that each college (including the College of Pharmacy) convene a committee to review the policy for F & A distribution by the dean to the departments and to the PIs and develop a policy to determine how much F & A will be returned from that given to the college.

Timeline:
Completed by end of FY 2007.

Internal Funding for Research:


We have excluded F & A distribution from this section because of substantial differences in distribution patterns of F & A by peer and other universities.  Because the analysis and recommendations contained in this report are at the level of the university, funds allocated by individual colleges and departments are also not included, although both of these units contribute significantly to the research effort.  For example, the College of Business and Technology allocates $70,000 per year for datasets and library resources that facilitate student and faculty research.  

Area 1:  Funds Distributed by the Research Development Committee (RDC)


Every university reviewed for this report offers an internal grants competition.  It should be noted that these are, indeed, competitions.  That is, receipt of these funds is not an entitlement, but must be won with a successful proposal.  These competitions are not designed just to provide support for faculty, but as a way of shaping successful grant-writing behavior.

As can be seen from the table below ETSU compares well to its peer institutions in the amount of dollars it offers to those that are successful in internal, faculty-reviewed competitions for internal grant funding. 

Internal Grant Amounts (Upper Limits)

THEC PEERS

	University of S. Alabama
	$5,000

	University of Arkansas at Little Rock
	$4,000

	Florida A & M
	Not available

	Florida Atlantic University
	$15,000

	Eastern Kentucky University
	$5,000

	Appalachian State University
	$5,000

	East Carolina University
	$40,000

	UNC Charlotte
	$6,000

	UNC Greensboro
	$5,000

	University of Texas Arlington
	$10,000

	University of Texas El Paso
	$7,000

	Old Dominion University.
	$7,000

	East Tennessee State University
	$9,000 Major Grant

$1,200 Small Grant


Other Universities

	Western Michigan University
	$10,000

	Ohio University
	$8,000

	Wichita State University
	$4,500 and has a separate competition for $3,500 for Summer Salary

	Central Michigan University
	$7,500

	Western Kentucky University
	$4,000 Junior Faculty Award

$1,000 Senior Faculty Award

	U. of Memphis
	$6,500


ETSU compares favorably to the internal grants competitions at our peers, including the total amount distributed which ranges between $90,000 and $212,000.  ETSU distributes $150,000 per year.  As the following summary of Major Grant activity for the 10 year period from 1997 – 2006 indicates, there is significant variation in the number of applications from the different colleges.  Some of this has to do with the differences in number of faculty members among the colleges, but at least the College of Business and Technology, the College of Education, and the College of Nursing have far lower numbers of faculty applying for these grants than there size would predict.

	 Summary of Major RDC Awards for the 10 Year Period 1997 - 2006
	

	
	
	Awarded
	Submitted
	% Success
	% Total Submitted
	% Total Awarded

	Arts & Sciences
	70
	114
	61%
	40%
	42%

	Applied Sci. & Tech.*
	6
	8
	75%
	3%
	3%

	Business*
	
	2
	4
	50%
	1%
	1%

	Education
	
	6
	8
	75%
	3%
	3%

	Medicine
	
	62
	94
	66%
	35%
	35%

	Nursing
	
	5
	7
	71%
	3%
	3%

	Public & Allied Health
	24
	35
	69%
	14%
	12%

	Total
	
	175
	270
	Mean = 65%
	
	

	* These units merged but the data are kept separate because for most of the period

	they were separate colleges and because of the differences in type of research done

	by faculty in the two divisions of Business and Technology.
	


In areas where external funding is more difficult to find and awards are generally smaller, such as the disciplines in business, the arts and humanities, the RDC is a potentially important source of funds.  The number of applications for Major RDC grants submitted and funded in business is presented in the table above The data for the arts and humanities indicate that for this time period 12% (33) of the total major RDC grant submissions came from the Departments of Art and Design, English, Philosophy and Humanities, Foreign Languages, History or Music.  Thirty per cent (81) came from the natural science and social science departments within Arts and Sciences.  The arts and humanities accounted for10% (18) of the funded Major RDC grants and had a success rate (#funded/#submitted) of 55%.  The natural science and social science departments within Arts and Sciences accounted for 30% (52) of the funded proposals and had a success rate of 64%.  

The percent of the total number of RDC awards made to faculty in the disciplines included in the arts, humanities and business is low compared to the natural, social and medical sciences, but so are the number of submissions made by faculty members in these disciplines.

During the same time period 29% of the Small Grants were awarded to faculty in the Arts and Humanities and 79% of the proposals submitted by these faculty members were funded.  Seventy one percent of the Small Grants were awarded to faculty in the sciences (including medicine) and 96% of the Small Grant proposals submitted from this group were funded.  The success data from both the Major and Small RDC mechanisms suggest that faculty in the arts, humanities, and business may not write proposals that are as strong as those from the sciences.  If this is true the probable explanation is that faculty in the arts, humanities, and business are not trained in proposal writing to the degree that their colleagues In the sciences are trained.

The total amount allocated by ETSU to the RDC has not increased in at least 15 years.  For the past three years the RDC has funded between 40% and 45% of Major Grant proposals submitted.  This is lower than the 10 year mean because in 2003 the amount of the awards were raised from $6,000 for the Major Grants to $9,000, but the amount of funds available did not increase.  Further, beginning in 2004, the number of submissions increased from about 25 to about 35 per year. 

Nursing has recently received a major research infrastructure grant from the NIH (ACTRID) which is an indication of the intention to become more active in research, including submission of grant proposals.  This implies that the historically low number of proposals from the College of Nursing to the RDC will increase.  Both the Dean of Business and Technology and of Education have indicated that they are encouraging larger numbers of submissions to the RDC as well in order to provide resources to enable their faculty members to be in a better position to seek external funding.  ETSU has added doctoral programs in the areas of Pharmacy, Psychology, Public Health and Environmental Health with a concomitant increase in the number of faculty who will be drawing on this fund. In order to accommodate these initiatives and maintain the current percentage of RDC funding in the face of increasing numbers research active faculty, of faculty recruited into doctoral granting programs, as well as inflation, an increase in the amount of money available to the RDC must be considered. This level of funding is necessary if ETSU is going to support an adequate number of preliminary studies to increase the probability of securing external funding.

Recommendation and Timeline:
· Increase the amount of money available to the RDC $230,000 (an increase of $80,000) by Fiscal Year 2008.

· Encourage faculty without substantive grant writing experience to seek mentorship from more experienced colleagues, take the grant-writing course described elsewhere in this document, and consult with members of the RDC and the staff of the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs Administration as they prepare their proposals.

Area 2:  Support for Faculty Who Submitted Grant Proposals which were not Funded


The availability of support to faculty members who have had grant proposals declined can make a crucial difference in the success of reapplications.    The program described in this section is designed for investigators who have submitted an application that was not funded but the reviews of which indicate significant probability of funding if additional research is done.  The principle can, and probably should, apply to any investigator who has had a recent (within two years) grant, is currently not funded, has not submitted a proposal, and needs support to sustain his or her research program in order to remain competitive for funding.  In these cases the investigator should apply for an RDC award and seek support from his or her department, college and the VPR for “Bridge Funding”.


Thomas Jefferson Medical School has a program which is called the “Reapplication Enhancement Award”
 that may serve as a useful model. The purpose of the Reapplication Enhancement Award (REA) is to provide support for investigators who have received a generally positive critique on an NIH, NSF or other national, peer reviewed grant application for which a critique is available, but did not receive funding.  This may include “triaged” or other grants which were not recommended for funding.  However, a REA grant will not be awarded in cases where an application was found to be poorly written, unfocused, or otherwise seriously deficient, and in need of major revision. The REA grant provides funds to an investigator to specifically address weaknesses indicated in the grant critique, in order to permit resubmission of a stronger application.  The REA program is competitive and the applicant must submit a proposal that addresses how the funding will be used to improve the proposal.  The review of the declined proposal must be submitted with the request for a Reapplication Enhancement Award.  Eligibility is not restricted to previously funded investigators, although this status will positively influence the decision of the committee.

Recommendations:
· Develop a pool containing twenty thousand dollars in constant 2007 dollars to be used for competitive funds for those investigators who have received reviews of external research grants.

· The investigator must submit a proposal for the Reapplication Enhancement Award funding and the reviews from the external sponsor must be included.

· The RDC should develop guidelines for awarding the ETSU REAs.

· A subcommittee of the RDC will be charged with reviewing these proposals.

Timeline:
Begin accrual of the REA pool in FY 2007.

Area 3:  Support for New Initiatives by Senior Faculty Members


Just as there may be reason to assign relatively more research time to senior faculty (associate and full professors) who have been funded from external sources, but are not currently funded, or are in areas where funding is difficult to obtain, there are many cases where internal funding will be productively used by these faculty.   Although the first priority of the RDC is to assist new faculty members this committee has been a continued source of support for senior faculty members.

From FY 2004 through FY 2007 34% of the total RDC Major Grants have gone to senior faculty and 62% of the RDC grants submitted by senior faculty have been funded.  During this same time period 66% of the awarded RDC grants have gone to junior faculty and 64% of the grant proposals submitted by junior faculty have been funded.  


For the Major Grants these data indicate that there is a bias toward junior faculty members, as is intended by the RDC Guidelines, but that this bias does not preclude senior faculty who write a strong proposal from being funded.   Indeed, it should be noted that the success rate for the two groups compared is almost identical although a larger percentage of junior faculty are funded.  This is because more junior faculty members submit proposals than do senior faculty so, although more are funded, they are drawn from a larger sample size.

The comparison for the RDC Small Grants yields a slightly different picture.  Major Grants have been awarded for 2007 as of August 2006, the date of this document, but Small Grants for FY 2007 will be awarded during that fiscal year so only three years are included in this analysis.  From FY 2004 through FY 2006 44% of the funded RDC Small Grants went to Senior Faculty and 81% of the Small Grants proposed by Senior Faculty were funded.  Fifty six percent of the RDC Small grants were awarded to Junior Faculty and 98% of the Small Grant proposals by Junior Faculty were funded.  These data indicate that a proportional higher number of Senior Faculty apply for RDC Small Grants than RDC Large Grants and that, while there appears to be some bias against making these awards the success rate for Senior Faculty is high.

Recommendations:
· These data suggest that the RDC process provides opportunity for all faculty members and should continue to be the main source of support for faculty without funding and who would not qualify for an REA.

· The recommendation to increase RDC funding is essential to the continued success of this program.

· All faculty members seeking both Major and Small RDC Grants should consult with members of the RDC and/or the Vice Provost for Research or the Assistant Vice Provost for Research/Director of Sponsored Programs during the development of the proposal. 

Timeline: Immediately
Area 4:  Support for Expanded Projects by Funded Faculty Members


The initiatives proposed in this plan are all intended to support ETSU’s advance to the next level of research productivity.  One strategy to accomplish this goal is to place additional internal resources at the disposal of individuals who already have external resources.  This support facilitates exploration of new ideas, collection of new data that can support additional grant applications, and diversification of the faculty member’s research agenda, thus increasing the probability of continued external funding.


Funding this initiative could come from multiple components ETSU, but the recommended source is F & A and salary savings from grants and contracts.  What components would be involved should depend upon how the colleges and departments use these funds.  If a percentage of the F & A and salary savings is returned to the PI, than he or she should plan to use a portion of these funds to support new research.  If additional funds are needed a research plan for the use of the funds should be developed and discussed with the chair of the department, the dean of the college and the VPR who may contribute support to the new project.

Recommendation:
· Because each college and department has different needs to which the F & A can be applied it is probably not the best course of action to establish a single policy for additional support for new research by funded investigators.  Each college and department should review the potential costs/benefits of such support and determine whether this type of support is appropriate.  If it is determined that this support should be made available, develop in discussion with the VPR, guidelines for providing the support.

Timeline: 
Subsequent to review F & A and salary savings distribution policies and practices and implementation of any recommended changes in this distribution.

Area 5:  Support for Research-Related Travel


The RDC will support travel to collect data, work with collaborators, or develop new skills in research, and the Presidential-Grants-in-Aid (PGA) will support travel for professional development, including acquisition of new research skills.  However, travel to professional meetings to present papers, develop or sustain collaborations, and maintain currency in the discipline will not be supported by either the RDC or the PGA.  The responsibility for this support falls to the departments and colleges with some assistance from the office of the VPR.  


Although some departments have F & A and salary savings that is used to support faculty travel, the ability of many departments to support travel to conferences and conventions is limited, and generally resources are not adequate to support fully travel for all members of a department who have the opportunity to present their work at a national conference to even one meeting per year.  For a variety of reasons, including limited budgets that must be prioritized and external pressure to limit State-support of faculty travel, this is a difficult problem to address.  However, for the University to meet the goals of doubling research funding in five years and moving to the “next level” as a research university, it is a problem that must be addressed.  Attendance at national and international meetings, conventions, and conferences is crucial to achieving the visibility necessary to enhance external collaborations that can lead to increased grant funding, to making contact with representatives of funding agencies, and to being asked to serve on grant review panels.

Recommendation:

· Re-establish the Travel Pool funded by the Office of the VPR from F & A recovery and administered by the RDC.

· Consider, on a college by college basis, allocating some percentage of F & A that comes to the dean for use to support faculty travel.

Timeline:  Re-establish the Travel Pool in the Office of Research by FY 2008.

C. Development of Improved Research Infrastructure
Support for Grant Preparation and Management

Area 1:  Development of Grant-Writing Skills



In order to achieve the goal of moving to the next level as a research institution ETSU must provide faculty the tools necessary to have substantial success in attracting external grants to support research.  Successful grant-writing involves planning and developing a significant long-term research agenda, solid advance design of the research proposed in the grant application, significant advance planning of the proposal itself, and considerable effort in preparation of the proposal.  It takes time to coordinate the planning and research, develop relationships with the appropriate program officers, organize, write and package the proposal, and submit the proposal to the potential funding entity.

Proposal development may be difficult for even experienced grant writers and can be a very daunting challenge to new faculty members.   The first-time grant writer needs at least two types of support to improve her or his chances of success – the time to work on the proposal and support and guidance from peers and experienced grant writers.  To accomplish this we propose a “Faculty Grant Leadership” similar in spirit to the “Faculty Technology Leadership” course that has been offered at the graduate level for several years through the Department of Curriculum and Instruction.  As with the Faculty Technology Leadership course the proposed Faculty Grant Leadership course would be offered at the graduate level for 3 credit hours each for two terms.  

Enrollment in the course would be limited to no more than 12 faculty members and preference would be given to faculty members within their first 3 to 5 years at ETSU who have not had experience in obtaining peer-reviewed external funding for research.  If the faculty member is teaching more than a 2 – 2 load one course release from teaching might be necessary.  Submission of a proposal would be a requirement of the course. Senior faculty members who have had experience in obtaining research funding would be recruited as mentors.

The faculty members who take the course would be given assistance in the following specific activities that underlie a strong proposal.

1. Refinement and/or development and focus of the research program.

2. Identification of important gaps in knowledge that will be filled by the research.

3. Identifying research funding sources including federal, state and private agencies to determine their funding purposes and priorities, and applicant eligibility. 

4. Determining whether the funding agencies’ goals and objectives match the interests and capabilities of the faculty member such that the proposal will be directed to a funding agency, or funding agencies, appropriate to the faculty member’s field and project. 

5. Developing an outline of the proposal that includes a statement that presents the gaps in knowledge that the research will fill; why the research is on the “cutting edge” of the discipline; what hypotheses will be tested; and what specific aims will be accomplished in testing these hypotheses.

6. Determining whether or not collaborations will strengthen the proposal.

7. Understanding and following the exact specifications and directions contained in the funding agency’s guidelines concerning format of the grant including budget and the meaning and requirements of Requests for Proposals (RFPs) and Requests for Applications (RFAs) if applicable. 

8. Contacting the appropriate program officers at the funding agency or agencies to discuss the faculty member’s ideas for the proposal.

9. Developing a well written proposal that states the objectives, hypotheses and specific aims clearly and concisely following basic guidelines such as not wasting words, use active rather than passive verbs, using proper grammar and correct spelling, and presents a convincing argument for the superior value of the proposal.

Points 1 through 5 to 7 would be accomplished in the first semester and the proposal written in the second semester.  Peer review will be an important component of the process.  Both the class itself and selected senior ETSU faculty would review the proposals.

Recommendations:

· Office of the VPR will develop a grants-writing course as outlined above in cooperation with the deans of the colleges.  This effort will include:

· Development of syllabus for the course.

· Recruitment of an advisory committee of senior faculty members and deans.

· Development, with the advisory committee, of guidelines for selection of faculty to take the course and outcomes expectations and measures.

Timeline:
First course should begin in Fall of FY 2006.

Area 2:  Facilitation of Pre- and Post-Award Activities


a.)
Routing of Proposals


It is important that both real and perceived impediments to seeking and managing grants and contracts be reduced and managed as ETSU seeks to move to the next level in research and external funding for research.  In fact, this is not restricted to research, but applies equally to grants and contracts supporting service and instruction.  There are two areas that are often mentioned by faculty members when the discussion turns to difficulties in the grant process.  These are (1) excessive steps in routing and approval of the proposal and (2) inadequate help with developing the proposal and not enough assistance with pre- and post-award grants management.


Grants and contracts are awarded to the institution, not to individual faculty or staff members.  For this reason every university that accepts grants and contracts must ensure that the proposal meets agency and institutional requirements, as well as state and federal regulations as applicable to the grant.  Further, departments, colleges and the university must ensure that obligations of space, equipment, matching funds (if required) and faculty and staff can be met if the award is made.


Therefore, proposals must be reviewed by university and administrators from the level of the department chair through the dean of the college and the university’s responsible official(s) for grants and contracts.  Finally, if the proposal involves special areas of compliance such as use of human or animal subjects, radioisotopes or radiation emitting devices, biohazards, pathogens and toxins, or recombinant DNA additional special review must, by federal and state laws, be conducted.


However, each step in the review process, and each form used to document the process, should bring value added in managing any risks to ETSU that managing the sponsored activity might cause.  Multiple review of a grant or contract at the same administrative level may simply slow the process and create extra work for the faculty member and administration without adding significantly to protection from risk.  At ETSU this may be the case in the Division of Health Sciences where all colleges must route grants and contracts through the QCOM Office of Finance and Administration regardless of whether or not the PI, Co-Is or Project Director(s) are QCOM faculty members.


b.)
Assistance with Grant and Contract Management

Faculty members rightly expect support for certain activities related to grants and contracts.  These expectations exist whether the sponsored activity is research, service, or instruction.  The nature and amount of this support varies with the amount of experience the faculty member has in writing and managing grants.  Generally, support is requested in seeking funding sources, interpreting guidelines, budget preparation, routing the proposal through ETSU, submitting the proposal (particularly as electronic submission is becoming more frequent), and post-award management of the budget.  

Additionally, for those projects that involve the special areas of compliance noted above, assistance is often requested in meeting the requirements related these areas.  This assistance is provided by the staff and members of the committees associated with these areas.


As ETSU has increased its total sponsored programs funding over the past 10 years it has, as can be seen in the table below, fallen behind most of its peer institutions in the number of support staff devoted to pre- and post-award sponsored programs administration.

	
	
	
	
	Number of Positions in Grants and Contracts Offices THEC Peers
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Senior level*
	Pre-award
	Post-award
	Compliance
	Other**
	COM
	Total

	University of South Alabama
	2
	10
	4
	5
	2
	2
	25

	U. of Arkansas Little Rock
	1
	4
	4
	2
	0
	n/a
	11

	Florida A & M
	
	2
	7
	6
	3
	1
	n/a
	19

	Florida Atlantic
	
	4
	9
	6
	2
	5
	n/a
	26

	Eastern Kentucky
	
	1
	4
	2
	0
	0
	n/a
	     7

	Appalachian State University
	2
	2
	3
	2
	0
	n/a
	9

	East Carolina University
	
	2
	8
	8
	5
	4
	2
	29

	UNC Charlotte
	
	1
	3
	7
	2
	9
	n/a
	22

	UNC Greensboro
	
	1
	6
	7
	1
	9
	n/a
	24

	U. Texas Arlington
	
	1
	7
	4
	7
	3
	n/a
	22

	U. Texas El Paso
	
	2
	6
	4
	2
	6
	n/a
	20

	Old Dominion University
	
	4
	4
	15
	1
	7
	n/a
	31

	East Tennessee State University
	1
	4
	3
	5.5
	0.5
	3
	17


* Title higher than director
** Technology Transfer, General Office Staff
Including all components of the sponsored programs office, the mean number of staff is 20 and the median 22. ETSU falls behind all but three of the peer universities in total staff.  However, ETSU is second in the number of individuals in the compliance area (director of humans subjects research protection, two IRB coordinators, IRB secretary, director of radiation safety, 0.5 FTE Radiation Safety Office secretary).  When the compliance positions are removed from each of the universities ETSU has 11.5 positions in pre- and post-award sponsored programs administration, while the mean and median for our peer group (including the ETSU number) are 17 and 18 respectively and only Eastern Kentucky has fewer staff members.

In order for ETSU to meet its goals of doubling research funding in five years and moving to the next level as a research university, the personnel infrastructure must be available. These positions do not include award-related positions in the QCOM.  Both the University of Alabama and East Carolina University have colleges of medicine and the numbers of staff hired to administer sponsored programs are not included in the figures provided in this report.  If the University of South Alabama and East Carolina University are to be examples of the “next level of research” ETSU should strive to reach the numbers of staff support in sponsored programs found at these universities.  

Recommendations:
· Immediately begin to increase the number of staff in the grants accounting division of the Comptrollers Office and in the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs Administration.
· Develop a long-term staffing plan to increase sponsored programs support staff numbers to levels found at the University of South Alabama and East Carolina University.

· Recognize that support for this staffing can not come from recovered F & A.

Timeline:
· Increase staffing in the grants accounting component of the Comptrollers Office by 2 positions and by 3 positions in the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs Administration in FY 2008.

· Reach numbers of staff at the University of South Alabama and East Carolina University that these institutions have in 2009.

D. Support for Development of Interdisciplinary Research Efforts.
Interdisciplinary research integrates the analytical strengths of two or more, often disparate, academic disciplines to create a new hybrid discipline. By engaging seemingly unrelated disciplines, traditional gaps in terminology, approach, and methodology might be gradually eliminated. With roadblocks to potential collaboration removed, a true meeting of minds can take place: one that broadens the scope of research, yields fresh and possibly unexpected insights, and gives rise to new “interdisciplines” that are more analytically sophisticated. 
Interdisciplinary interaction that results in development of collaborations and research clusters among departments and colleges, and with other institutions, is critical to enhancing ETSU’s competitiveness both in obtaining grants and in increasing the positive societal impact of the research conducted by our faculty and students.  ETSU must be committed to increasing interdisciplinary interaction in research.

Support for the concept that interdisciplinary research for the advancement of science is evidenced by the fact that the NIH has established “new awards aimed at building interdisciplinary research teams to help accelerate research on diseases of interest to all of its components with an eye toward improving the nation's public health”
, and the availability of “cross-cutting” grants from the NSF
.   Several universities have recognized the importance of enhancing interdisciplinary research and have developed programs designed to accelerate the process of interdisciplinary research collaborations.  The program adopted by the University of Nebraska at Lincoln
 may serve as a model for such and effort at ETSU.

The University of Nebraska’s program is based on three assumptions.  The first is that research “partnerships should emerge naturally from shared research interests and needs.”  The second is that the partnerships should “take into account funding opportunities and the University’s unique strengths.”  The third is that “incentives for collaboration must be available”.  We recommend a modified version of the Nebraska plan to encourage strengthening of interdisciplinary research at ETSU.  This is a timely recommendation because the Provost has commissioned a task force to identify existing interdisciplinary efforts in research, teaching and service at ETSU commissioned to develop a plan to enhance interdisciplinary efforts in these areas of our effort and to create others.  The plan to enhance fundable interdisciplinary research presented herein may become a component of this larger initiative.

Recommendations:

· $50,000 should be set aside as a pool to support interdisciplinary groups of researchers whose research targets an area where there is a demonstrable opportunity for obtaining competitive federal funding.

· The proposed collaboration must include at least two separate disciplines.

· Proposals for external collaborations should be encouraged should be encouraged.

· The outcome expected is, for the sciences and technology, a proposal requesting at least $200,000, and for humanities, business, and arts, a proposal requesting at least $25,000, in direct costs per year for a minimum of three (3) years at the full federally-negotiated F & A rate.

· A Request for Proposals (RFP) should be issued describing the program.  The RFP should clearly describe:

· The interdisciplinary collaboration;

· How the proposal topic area aligns with stated federal funding priorities, e.g. NSF, NIH, Department of Homeland Security, USDA, NEH, NEA, and other agencies.

· How the strategic cluster funding will enable the team to successfully obtain such future support.

· Establish a committee including the VPR and at least one dean to develop further guidelines for the program.

Timeline:  Begin planning Fall 2006.  Establish fund and send out RFP Fall 2007.

IX. TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND ETSU RESEARCH 
The academy tends to view university research as a pure endeavor unpolluted by the need to produce measurable impact on society, particularly in the form of economic benefit.  This is an area where significant debate should, and is, occurring, but at both private and public universities the ability of research to improve economic conditions is becoming a fourth leg of the traditional three legged stool underpinning the institutions mission.

At ETSU three factors have supported the inclusion of economic development within the University’s mission.  The first is the creation and development of the QCOM.  The second is the vision of the MedTech Corridor which happened as a direct result of the development of the QCOM.  The third is the founding of the College of Pharmacy.  Public press in support of the College of Pharmacy included two compelling arguments for its creation: (1) the need for pharmacists in our region and in rural areas generally; (2) the College of Pharmacy would create a research base that would have a very substantial impact on the local economy.

University research is, indeed, a potentially important element in the matrix of regional economic development efforts.  The economic impact of university research has two distinct yet unifying components.  The first is the static, or one-dimensional impact, used in traditional economic studies.  Static impact is an assessment of how spending on a particular activity affects the rest of the economy.  An input-output model is customarily used to determine the impact of expenditure as it works its way through the economy.  The second is the dynamic impact that the development of new knowledge through university research has on the economy.  The effects of the dynamic impact on the economy are far larger and more sustained than the static impact and they also have a greater influence on enriching and improving the quality of life.

It must be emphasized that the static impact of university research on regional and national economies is far from trivial.  For example, in the State of California university research accounted for $5.2 billion in economic productivity during the 2000-2001 fiscal year. Further, 1.3% of the state’s GNP growth in 2000-2001 was attributable to University of California (UC) research activity
.  Moreover, as a result of UC research 104,000 new jobs were created during this period and a total of $3.89 ($2.63 of federal and $1.26 of private funding) was generated for each dollar of state funding for university research and development in year 2000-2001. Similarly, in 1993, university research in Canada sustained $5 billion of Canadian GDP and created 81,000 new full-time jobs, including support for 8,032 students
.

However, despite the significance of the static impact of university research on an economy, dynamic impact is far more significant and sustained. University research has a measurable impact on long-term economic growth through its influence on the underlying productivity of the economic engines.  University research contributes uniquely to the ability of other parts of the economy to improve productivity of labor and capital.  The success of technology growth poles (technopoles), such as the Research Triangle Park in North Carolina and the Silicon Valley in California, provide examples of the long-term impact of university research on local and regional economies. In addition to its impact on the economy, the development and commercialization of university research also has a measurable influence on improving human health and social environment.  Since the end of World War II, university research has been responsible for development of the computer-based global information system, vaccines, drugs, and medical equipment.

Economic and human benefits attributable directly to university research can perhaps best be exemplified by the outcome witnessed in the North Florida Mental Health Pilot Project.  Interventions that were developed by university mental health researchers to assist abused and depressed young and low-income mothers and children resulted in a dramatic reduction in child abuse/neglect from 97% (prior to treatment) to 0% (among those successfully completing the study).  Of those children who were not in parental custody at the time of the start of this study, 58% were ultimately reunified with their family or were placed in a more stable foster care environment. As anticipated, children in this study showed a remarkable improvement in developmental functions.  In addition to the improvement of social and mental health, the final benefit:cost ratio was 6.39 which meant that for every dollar invested in this project, $6.39 was ultimately saved
.

In addition to its effect on retention, strong university research serves as a magnet for corporations, and a sanctuary for intellectual talent.  This occurs because universities not only produce new knowledge that facilitates novel developments in the knowledge-based economy, but they also play an important and pivotal role in the development of a skilled workforce. For a region, state, or country to be competitive in today’s knowledge-based economy, it must incessantly affect the drivers of technological change.  However, technological change does not simply happen.  It requires the efforts of a technologically skilled workforce without which there will be no innovation and technological progress.  
Yet another measure of the dynamic impact of university research on regional, national, and global economies is the commercialization and transfer of intellectual property.  For example, the University of Michigan, which received $591 million in external research support in 2001, was involved in establishing 32 university-related start-up companies between 1998 and 2002.  However, this entrepreneurial activity is not limited to large research universities.  The University of Central Florida (UCF), a regional university founded in the early 1970s, developed a university-based technology incubator in 1999. Since its establishment, the UCF Technology Incubator has helped more than 70 emerging technology companies create over $140 million in revenue and more than 450 new jobs with an average annual salary of $59,000
.
At universities such as UCF economic development /technology transfer has almost become a fourth component of the University’s mission.  This addition may be viewed as heretical by many traditionally oriented university faculty members and administrators.  However, as pursued by schools like UCF and, with the development of the East Tennessee State University Innovation Laboratory, by ETSU, it may better be viewed as the amalgamation of the three traditional components of the university mission: teaching, research and service. 
The ETSU Innovation Lab was founded in August of 2002. [image: image5.png]


  

[image: image9.bmp]Since its inception eight companies have entered the ETSU Innovation Lab and two have graduated.  Two of the companies have been started by ETSU faculty (Bioinventions) or students (Proteogenesis).  Both of these companies are biomedical research and development firms. Both provide opportunities for collaborative research with faculty and students at ETSU.  Another company, Yasoo Health, is also a biomedical R & D company which is involved in joint research with ETSU that includes graduate students. All of the companies provide internships opportunities for students in the life sciences, business and/or computer science.  The opportunities afforded by these companies are unique in that ETSU students have the chance to work with entrepreneurs in the process of starting new companies and developing strategies for sustainability.   The economic impact of the companies on the community is significant (approximately $1.6 million per year in direct impact) and is a unique type of community service.

The Innovation Lab provides a significant platform for technology transfer, including technology transfer for ETSU.  Technology Transfer means more than simply patenting inventions.  It is the entire process whereby invention disclosures occur, are evaluated for patentability and potential for commercialization, a patent is filed and a license is sought, or some other method of commercialization is developed (e.g. creating a university spin-out company).  In sum, it is a way of using intellectual property (IP) for the public good while protecting the rights to the intellectual property developed by university faculty members.

University technology transfer has become an important activity of universities in the United States, with, as might be expected, the large research universities leading the way.  A simple summary of this impact can be presented as indicated in the following table based on information for all universities reporting data to the Association of University Technology Managers (AUTM) over the period 2001-2004
. 
	Year
	Number of US Patents Filed
	Patents Issued
	Licenses and Options Yielding Income
	Income
	Number of Start-up Companies

	2001
	9,454
	3,179
	7,715
	$827,261,752
	402

	2002
	10,632
	3,109
	8,490
	$959,027,454
	364

	2003
	7,203
	3,450
	8,976
	$968,120,572
	348

	2004
	9,462
	4,087
	9,543
	$1,034,055,106
	425



The yearly income generated may be the first thing that attracts attention, and a billion dollars certainly is not trivial, but the more important data point is the number of start-up companies that resulted from university technology transfer activity.  This is a measure of the impact of innovation and, indirectly, a measure of new opportunity for students.


Clearly most of the technology transfer to date has originated from the traditional research universities.  However, as can be seen from the following Tables, regional universities, including our THEC peers, have become active in this arena.  The University of Tennessee is included as an in-state benchmark.  NR indicates not reporting.  Only THEC peers that reported during in at least one of the four years are included.

FY 2001

	University
	Number of US Patents Filed
	Patents Issued
	Licenses and Options Yielding Income
	Income
	Number of Start-up Companies

	ECU*
	13
	2
	4
	$147,378
	2

	FAU
	13
	2
	2
	$101,000
	0

	ODU
	10
	5
	4
	$108,875
	1

	UNCC
	28
	6
	5
	$46,815
	6

	UNCG
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	UTArlington
	2
	3
	1
	$92,074
	0

	U. So. Ala.*
	7
	4
	5
	$86,125
	0

	ETSU
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	U. Tenn.
	35
	21
	39
	$2,012,938
	1

	U. Cent. Fl.
	77
	26
	32
	$877,695
	3

	U. So. Fl.*
	27
	16
	7
	$222,950
	4

	Wright St.** 
	6
	0
	8
	$149,135
	0


*Includes a medical school.  **Includes a Teague Cranston Medical School
FY 2002

	University
	Number of US Patents Filed
	Patents Issued
	Licenses and Options Yielding Income
	Income
	Number of Start-up Companies

	ECU
	8
	1
	5
	$149,031
	1

	FAU
	20
	3
	0
	$87,950
	0

	ODU
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	UNCC
	40
	0
	7
	$74,500
	4

	UNCG
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	UTArlington
	2
	2
	3
	$113,250
	1

	U. So. Ala.
	7
	4
	7
	$89,953
	0

	ETSU
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	U. Tenn.
	59
	36
	34
	$938,068
	1

	U. Cent. Fl.
	24
	18
	9
	$279,028
	2

	U. So. Fl.
	100
	16
	27
	$1,479,580
	1

	Wright St. 
	1
	3
	6
	$115,865
	1


FY 2003

	University
	Number of US Patents Filed
	Patents Issued
	Licenses and Options Yielding Income
	Income
	Number of Start-up Companies

	ECU
	11
	3
	6
	$164,934
	0

	FAU
	8
	0
	4
	$121,355
	0

	ODU
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	UNCC
	42
	7
	6
	$134,197
	4

	UNCG
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	UTArlington
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	U. So. Ala.
	8
	6
	7
	$169,229
	0

	ETSU
	0
	3
	1
	$2,500
	1

	U. Tenn.
	36
	28
	33
	$867,872
	1

	U. Cent. Fl.
	37
	22
	12
	$179,292
	0

	U. So. Fl.
	92
	20
	22
	$1,230,953
	1

	Wright St. 
	3
	0
	7
	$65,892
	0


FY 2004

	University
	Number of US Patents Filed
	Patents Issued
	Licenses and Options Yielding Income
	Income
	Number of Start-up Companies

	ECU
	5
	5
	7
	$418,610
	0

	FAU
	15
	3
	5
	$71,608
	2

	ODU
	8
	1
	5
	$25,000
	0

	UNCC
	47
	6
	6
	$77,300
	2

	UNCG
	5
	1
	2
	$32,212
	1

	UTArlington
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	U. So. Ala.
	6
	1
	5
	$339,430
	0

	ETSU
	2
	1
	1
	$250
	0

	U. Tenn.
	105
	14
	35
	$1,169,365
	3

	U. Cent. Fl.
	33
	39
	11
	$337,725
	1

	U. So. Fl.
	100
	22
	29
	$1,357,725
	4

	Wright St. 
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR



This document began by returning to a central theme of the Turning Toward 2011 report -  ETSU is experiencing the most dramatic evolution in mission in its history.  Perhaps nothing exemplifies the validity of this theme for 2006 than the technology transfer activity at ETSU.  ETSU may be at the low end of the data presented above, but it must be noted that less than half of our peers have technology transfer data to report.  It must also be noted that in 1986 ETSU had no patents to report, but between 1996 and 2006 six (6) patent applications have been filed and four (4) have been either awarded or donated.   Additionally, through August 1 of calendar year 2006 ETSU received $37,085 in royalty payments from the licensing of one invention.

 
Further, ETSU was the first state-supported university in Tennessee to have a business incubator.   The Innovation Lab has enabled creation of Bioinventions, an ETSU spin-out started by a faculty member, and of Proteogenesis, an ETSU spin-out company started by two students.  Proteogenesis was founded in December of 2005 and is supported by $800,000 in local “angel investment”.  The issued patents and the presence and success of these companies is having a subtle, but definite, effect on the research culture at ETSU by causing faculty and students to begin to think about applications for their research beyond publication.  This is new ground for ETSU, but it is ground that should be plowed as a way of potentially increasing revenue; as a way to encourage faculty and student research; and as a way of producing a positive impact on society through application of research.  The $37,085 generated in royalty income to ETSU in CY 2006 is the result of adoption by school speech pathologists of a novel and effective new speech pathology tool developed at ETSU.  

However, entering into technology transfer is not an easy endeavor and requires dedicated expertise in invention evaluation and licensing.  The Vice Provost for Research and Sponsored Programs/Executive Director of the East Tennessee State University Research Foundation (ETSURF) currently performs the functions of the technology transfer officer.  Although to date this has worked, ETSU is moving forward in this area quickly enough that some thought must be given to adding staff to the ETSURF to perform this function.  It should be noted that all of the universities included in the chart above have a dedicated technology transfer office.  In the universities with research foundations that office is within the foundation.

Recommendation:

· Form a task force chaired by the VPR to review technology transfer at ETSU and develop a plan for increasing activity in this area, including:

· Development of a technology transfer office;

· Development of strategies for effective partnering with the private sector.

· Recommendations for funding of patent applications.

Timeline:
Begin Spring 2007

“The university’s path over the years bears witness to the visions that have guided the institution – first in its creation and, in turn, through the many important milestones of progress from normal school to state college to state university, and finally, to the emerging ETSU of today.  The university is passing through watershed years when certain aspects of the past are ending and those that are continuing are joined by crucial new features each year.  The changes are occurring with unusual rapidity, and they challenge the foundations of the old institutional culture.”


	Turning Toward 2011 – A Report by the Commission on the Future of East Tennessee State University, August 24, 1989.
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The East Tennessee State University Innovation Laboratory as it will appear with addition of the new wing.  The Innovation Laboratory is managed by The East Tennessee State University Research Foundation and, in addition to assisting start-up and ETSU spin-out companies, is a part of the ETSU Research Foundation’s technology transfer effort.
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