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Overview

During the academic year 2023-24, the Faculty Senate Research Committee primarily focused on
our charge to monitor the administration of the General Research Fund (GRF) and make
recommendations, as needed, to ensure its effectiveness and appropriate utilization. This work
continued that of the previous year, following up on the proposed recommendations submitted to
the FacEx Committee in October 2022 and a subsequent faculty survey sent May 1, 2023, which
indicated that faculty were in favor of modifying the current GRF allocation in a more equitable
and transparent form. In the fall, the Research Committee analyzed the survey results and
developed a new recommendation using the previous one as a starting point. The updated
recommendation was presented to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee on February 20,
2024. The Faculty Senate discussed the recommendation at the February 22 meeting. The Faculty
Senate discussed it again at the April 4 meeting, and a motion to vote on the recommendation was
raised. The motion to accept the recommendation was passed at the April 4 meeting. A letter was
emailed to all faculty on April 17 notifying faculty of the GRF adjustment and asking for
comments.

Summary of Work
The following is a concise list of all meetings, events, and significant dates that involved the
Faculty Senate Research committee during the 2023-24 academic year.

October 20, 2023: FSRC meeting. See Appendix 1 for summary slides from the meeting.
Discussed the committee charges and focused discussion on the GRF allocation and the work
accomplished by previous committees. Reviewed recommendations developed during 2022-2023
academic year, the faculty survey, and discussed possibilities and strategies for new
recommendations.

November 10, 2023: FSRC meeting. See Appendix 2 for summary document from the meeting.
Joshua Roundy presented survey results grouped by theme and talking points for committee
discussion, particularly focusing on comments shared in the survey.

January 29, 2024: FSRC meeting. See Appendix 3 for summary slides from the meeting.

Joshua Roundy presented updated allocation model using current faculty data provided by KUCR.
Committee discussion included questions of who counts as research faculty, costs of research in
different units, concerns of overfunding in a unit and equitable funding as well as considerations
of join appointments, possibilities of research faculty who may not have access to GRF, and
graduate students. Idea emerged to align CLAS units in GRF allocation similar to other Schools.
Prepared for committee vote.

February 5, 2024: Josh and Marcy meeting CLAS AD meeting
Joshua Roundy and Marcy Lascano met with Maria Orive and Nick Syrett to discuss a single
CLAS unit allocation instead of by various CLAS units. This proposal was accepted.

February 5-7, 2024: FSRC vote of use of PI data.

Committee voted in favor of using the eligible PI data to create a new allocation for the GRF.
Majority agreed (10 yes; 2 no; 1 abstain). This vote allowed the Committee to move forward with
a new recommendation for the GRF no longer constrained by the historical formula.



February 20, 2024: FacEx meeting. See Appendix 4 for slides.

Joshua Roundy and Celka Straughn met with the FacEx committee and presented the revised GRF
recommendation. Overall FacEx appreciated the historical background, focus on developing a
more equitable approach to the GRF allocations, and overall indication that a solid proposal with
good advantages. One question related to changes from last year’s recommendation; the revised
proposal includes the School of Professional Studies, categorizing CLAS as a single unit, and
updates with most current number of PIs. Another question was raised regarding better ways to
collect data to assess the usefulness of the GRF could be considered for next year’s FSRC.

The Research Committee’s proposed recommendation to change the GRF are:

o Reallocate the GRF funds based on the size of the unit, with size being calculated
as the number of individuals in each unit with PI status (Note: PI status does not
consider if an individual has been, or is currently, a PI on a grant, but only
considers if their appointment makes them eligible to be a PI).

e Add the School of Professional Studies to the allocation.

e Combine all CLAS allocations into one allocation as is done with the other
Schools.

o Transition this change over a three-year period during the next three-year review
cycle, with the following allocation:

e Year 1: 50% old allocation; 50% new allocation
e Year 2: 25% old allocation; 75% new allocation
e Year 3: 100% new allocation

February 22, 2024: Faculty Senate Meeting. See Appendix 4 for slides.

Joshua Roundy and Celka Straughn presented the GRF recommendation to the Faculty Senate for
their discussion. General support for the proposal. Discussion and questions included the
maintenance of unit autonomy, clarity regarding PI eligibility, and the breakdown of CLAS units.

April 4, 2024: Faculty Senate Meeting.

Joshua Roundy attended the Faculty Senate meeting to respond to any questions for a further
discussion of the GRF recommendation. A motion to vote on the recommendation was raised. The
motion to accept the recommendation was passed.

April 17, 2024: Email sent to KU Lawrence and Edwards Faculty.

An email was sent by Victor Gonzalez, Faculty Senate President, Joshua Roundy and Celka
Straughn to all faculty regarding the Research Committee’s revised recommendations and Faculty
Senate acceptance.

Recommendations
Based on the work completed this year, the committee has the following recommendations to be
considered for next year.

Implementation of revised GRF Allocation: Work with Faculty Senate following any faculty

comment, and the further processes toward adoption of the new GRF allocation. Work with KUCR
to begin transition of new GRF allocation for the next year’s allocation.
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Annual monitoring of GRF: Monitor the administration of the General Research Fund (GRF)
annually and make recommendations to ensure its effectiveness and appropriate utilization.

Three-year Review of GRF: For the three-year review, consider data and data collection methods
that will be useful with the new GRF allocation.



Appendix 1: Slides from the October 20, 2023 - Committee Meeting Slides
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Q1 - Should the GRF Change?
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Appendix 2: Summary from the November 10, 2023 — Document of Survey Results

Groupings of Responses to Questions 1

Allocation should be based on departmenits with fewer opportunities for external funding.

Availability of other sources of support should be taken into account in this allocation, and I do not know what the typical grant or summer salary is across these
fields. GRF funds should support faculty with lower access to other funds.

what other grant fonding avennes does each reseanch onit b ailable? Qualitatively, how modh diffe does GRF fonding make for earh research wit? (I
suspect it has more impart in some research units than in others )

Fead one way, the graph suggests reallocation smply acconding to facnlty and dollars Bat type ofunit isnt newtra in this equation Different units have vastly
ﬂdfnmttnlmdlﬁluing_ especidly external research dollars_ I the GRF is meant to support reseanch, thonght {(not representable in a graph) to what the
GEF o different mits needs to be assessed.

The degree to which each area of study is dependent upon the GRF for research funds should be amgzjor factor. Some department have access to departmental,
foundation, or department endowment funds that other departments do not. This should be 2 factor

Faculty versus allocation is one important measure. But there are also other considerations, such as the differences between disciplines and the availability (or lack of)
of outside resources.

Do the units where research faculty significantly outstrip GRF allocation have alternate sources of research funding?

Tt might be helpful to know which units are dependent on GRF for research funding compared to other sources.

Allocations should be based on Ment.

It should be merited-based

The allocation should change to reflect the faculty research productivity

1 think its not reasonabl e that the allocation hasn't changed in 30 years. Change is good and important. That said, the implication in the figure is that the allocation
should be based on # of faculty. This misses variation in the actual costs associated with the research effort (science research will be more expensive). And it misses
the - I'm assuming - much greater potential for GRF funds going to science faculty to help lead to external awards. SO in terms of information: What is the return on
investment for the awards that go to different units? What are faculty actually spending the money the receive on? Pilot projects that could lead to external grants?
Data collection that would put the final touches to an ongoing project? I think this is important to assess the value of the awards.

Simply looking at number of faculty and GRF allocations is not enough to determine if’how finds should bere-allocated. A better understanding of historic research
expenditures per faculty member for each unit and how effective units historicall y have been in terms of using GRF funds. The two questions I would like to somehow
answer would be: 1) What is the impact of the GRF funding on a particular unit in terms of faculty success? ($3k could be career-changing for someone in a field
where external funds are not common and/or are nota alarge component of evaluation. while it would be less impactful for someone who consistently is expending
hundreds ofthousands of dollars annually); and 2) Have the units receiving the GRF funds been good stewards ofthose funds? (Have the funds been effectiv ely used
to support new faculty, to allow for flexib: in new endeavors. etc_ or have they simply been used as a crutch to diminate the need to pursue any other source of
resources?).

Number of faculty should not be the only determining factor of GRF finding. Therefore I cannot make any conclusion based on the data given. Other things to
consider are number of students (undergraduate and graduate), return on investment of giving GRF funds to those departments. goals of the units and if those allign
with GRF, etc.

1 do think reallocation is probably in order, but using number of faculty per unit as the metric for guiding reallocation is misguided. Would recommend using some
other metric of (a) external funding productivity, (b) productivity, or (c) societal impact

Allocation should be based on cost to do research

1 think both faculty number and average research expenditures per faculty in that unit should be considered in allocating the funds.

The amount should be proportional to the number of faculty who do research and the average cost of that research.

It would be helpful to know the average cost of a research project from each of these units. For example, the cost for aresearch project in the humanities may be
different than for one in the physical sdences life sciences, or engineering. Additionally, I would like to know who counts as "research faculty.

the amounts needed for different types of research may not be the same across the board However, it is dear that some tweaking needs to happen

I'd like to know more about how many faculty in these units use and-or apply for GRF funding. Faculty in certain disdplines have different GRF needs.

Allocation should be based on how many apply for GRF.

What seems more important than how many research faculty are IN 2 unit is how many are applying - if faculty in a unit aren't applying for the fonds, I'm not sure we
should assume a change is warranted. How competitive the grants are within the units - and whether applicants are regul arly rejected in some units due to inadequate
funds seems the more useful question ifthe goal is to ensure that the greatest number of active researchers seeking funds receive them across the entire university.

Allocation should be based on Junior Faculty

The allocation shoald b Aeweil, tadng intn dderation KITs goas and other fartors_ In might be appropriate t cons der not only facnlty lines, bat dso the
nomber of grafduate stndents supported by the mit What are the goals of the GRF - if seed fonding, perhaps a three-vear ranning average of proposas sopported by
GRF-generated data could be factored in If support of jondar famnlty is a goal, pathaps the allocation should factor in only junior famity members_

Allocation should be based on mumber of faculty

Match of the finding allocated and the number of faculty members among all units.

Allocation should consider the disproportionate allocation to Life Science



The disproportionate funding in li fe sdences needs explaining.
Assuming life sciences uses other funding, rather than "going without" GRF, but that's not on the graph.

Allocation should be based on students

‘Number of pradanie stadents in each program_ External fonding of each program

Allocation should be based on number of people funded

What matters is not the dollar amounts of the awards. but the number of people funded.

Allocation needs to consider units that don’t current receive an allocation

There are units that do not qualify for GRF (probably because they are set up as programs rather than departments). There are some faculty with joint appointments in
one or more of these units that do not then have access to GRF funds. That is inequitable.

Allocation should consider how research faculty floctuates over time

Iwould like to know how "Research Faculty" are determined for this metric. Faculty Research takes different forms in different fields (esp. the Arts). but also
headcount can fluctnate in smaller units (Arts, Journalism, Social Welfare, etc) so is the metric based on a2 snapshot, 3 year average, or what?

T'd like to see this data over time. Have some departments recently over-hired. so that they've outgrown their research funding? Have others responsibly opted not to
hire, delayed hiring, or rejected new budget lines for employment. in order to ensure a roomy research budget for the unit? Longitudinal data would reveal situations
such as these. In the event a unit has planned to leave itself a roomi er research funding budget. it hardly seems fair to penalize it for responsible budgetary strategy. On
the other hand, in the event aunit has over-hired without regard for its limited research funding. it hardly seems fair to appropriate research funding from other
departments in order to cover its lack of budgetary foresight. Another report that would shed some light on this oneis how much available research funding per unit is
from the past fiscal year. I'd like to know if some units have amassed research fanding vear-over-year, or if there's some other way that they've managed to accrue
assets as a division. Finally. one other piece of data that would be relevant if we had it is some sort ofnational average of per-capita research expenditures by
discipline or division. How do we know if we are overfunding research in one division and underfunding it in another if we don't compare to some sort of standard
that suggests thereal cost of doing research within each discipline?



Appendix 3: Slides from the January 29, 2024 Committee Meeting Slides
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Appendix 5: Slides from February 20, 2024 Final GRF Recommendation to FacEx
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The Committee tried to change the allocation last year (spring 2023)
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How should the GRF be allocated moving forward?
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Final Thoughts

unmtendedennzequence:
[En——

s caninn abGaF funds

” he imaacs

New ARscation witnset Com Baig CLAS

13

14

Maw ARecatios with 3 combissd CLAS s

ABseate bases s Reters on myesm ant

Mum ber of extemal ronas

ed from GRF e

15

16

MBserte ases oa Conen aa Resanch

fverage &

Auward Amaun

Bisedan D
s R

Alocate based on Need

Number afSubmi

Number af Eigihis

17

13

18




Mew Allocition Relzth to M acelty

Proposed
Allocation I
wilnll
Current £
Allocation -

rGreA lezton W

IIIIlI;-Il;i.

19

14



