Scholarship of Application Mini-Grants

The CEAP Dean’s Office and SUTEP are sponsoring a mini-grants program that supports engaged scholarly activity through the scholarship of application (sometimes known as the Scholarship of Engagement) of the Boyer Model. The program is designed for a CEAP tenure track faculty member or a pair of CEAP faculty members, one of whom is a tenure track and the other tenured, who will work on an identified project with a community institution such as a school. Faculty submitting joint proposals do not have to be in the same department. Individual proposals will be funded up to $1,000. Joint proposals will be funded up to $2,000. A total allocation of $10,000 has been set for all mini-grants funded for the 2008-09 academic year.
Purpose

The purpose of the mini-grant program is to help us to move some of our service activities to scholarly engagement. Please read Appendix A at the end of this document for further information on the Scholarship of Application. Some financial support can assist faculty persons to implement, evaluate, and disseminate the results of a product based on the scholarship of engagement. Proposals may have an interdisciplinary or discipline specific emphasis, and should relate to faculty engagement agendas and the perceived need of the community institution. The Scholarship of Application Mini-Grants program is intended primarily to fund projects that can be completed within a year or to provide seed money to initiate projects that can be continued with funding from other sources. If your proposal is funded, in whole or in part, you agree to submit a detailed year-end report and present the results of your project at a future collegewide symposium. 
Eligibility

The Scholarship of Application Mini-Grants will be awarded only to a CEAP tenure track faculty member or a pair of CEAP faculty members, one of whom is a tenure track and the other tenured, who will work on an identified project with a community institution such as a school or other organization. A faculty member may participate in only one proposal.
Because the Scholarship of Application Mini-Grants Program is new, each academic department will be eligible for one mini-grant given that the proposal by its faculty member(s) meets the funding criteria. Additional proposals from these departments can be funded until the $10,000 allocation is met.
Deadlines & Important Dates

Proposals (see below) are due in your department’s office no later than Friday, October 10, 2008.
Suggested Areas of Focus

Since the Scholarship of Application Mini-Grant program is to foster scholarly engagement, focus your proposal on a need identified by your community partner that matches an area of your expertise. Due to funding sources, $5,000 of the funding must go to P-12 public school projects. Some general examples are:
· Assisting a school system to decrease its drop out rate
· Assessing methods to support beginning teachers

· Identifying practices to recruit and retain teachers
· Working with a community agency to change its strategic mission.
· Collaborating with a group home staff in evaluating the efficacy of an independent living program for adolescents who are aging out.

· Helping school administrators develop a means of identifying and intervening with potential high school dropouts in the ninth grade.

· Working with school personnel officers to compare alternative means for retaining effective middle school math teachers who are eligible to retire.

· Studying the effectiveness of a parent education program on increasing school bus ridership. 

· Helping a school district’s reading teachers assess the effectiveness of a system-wide afterschool reading intervention.
· Assisting teachers in a school or district to:

· Acquire leadership skills
· Restructure their classroom environments

· Introduce diversity issues into the classroom

· Add student self-assessment for instructional improvement

· Use formative and summative assessment for instructional improvement

· Increase teacher-student interaction

· Increase cooperation among students
· Encourage active learning

· Emphasize time on task

· Communicate high expectations

· Promote diverse talents and ways of learning

· Improve learning outcomes on end of course tests
Selection Committee

The selection committee will be comprised of the CEAP department heads and the Director of SUTEP.

Budgeting                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
Funds may be requested for expenses directly related to the project, such as materials, supplies, student assistants, travel, communications, honoraria, and 
printing. The Selection Committee will recommend a maximum of $1,000 for a proposal from a single faculty person. The total award for a proposal involving two 
faculty members will not exceed $2,000 per joint proposal. The selection committee will recommend no more than the published maximum allowed for each 
mini-grant.  Proposer(s) may request less than the maximum amount allowed. Mini-grant funds may not be used to purchase equipment (except under extraordinary circumstances) or for travel to professional conferences. Travel will be funded only when the success of a project requires visits to public schools, community colleges, libraries, archives, museums, laboratories, computer facilities, natural settings, government agencies, corporations, etc.  The applicant must justify the necessity for travel and explain what materials and/or facilities will be used. Funds may not be used as salary for the grant proposers.
Format of the Proposal 

Each proposal must be typed and include the following components, in order:

I.          Title Page, stating title of project and department(s) and community institutions involved.
II.        An Abstract of the project, not to exceed 250 words.  The abstract should be a concise summary of the project and must include your intended outcomes/ objectives, explain why they are valuable to the faculty person and the community institution, and highlight the plans and methods for achieving the project goals.
III. A completed Budget Request Form (Appendix D) that has been signed by the department head(s) responsible for the unit submitting the proposal.        

IV.       A Project Narrative, typed and double-spaced and not to exceed 2500 words, 
which must describe the project explicitly and address each of the following 
areas: 

A) Specific Aims
This section should contain the following elements:

 1.   The overall purpose of the project and its value.
2.   The specific and realistic objectives to be achieved during the course of the project.
3.   How the project ties into the faculty member(s) academic role. If this is a joint proposal, the roles and activities of both faculty members are to be clearly defined
4.   State the rationale for the proposed project, plainly illustrating why it should be funded. This section should put the project in context: identify the problem to be addressed and the relation of the project to applicant’s scholarly agenda and the community institution’s perceived need.  Include 

any planning, pilot work, or prior observations that support the project should be included.

B) Literature Review
A brief review of the relevant literature should illustrate that your project is grounded in research and will demonstrate your knowledge of the issues involved in your problem.  It will also indicate your ability to synthesize recent literature in your project area and will provide a conceptual framework for your project.  The literature review will also help convince the Selection Committee that the results of the project have the potential to be published or presented in a relevant forum.  

C) Methods
Use the methods section to explain your overall project plan and all the activities required to complete the project.  Demonstrate that the project is well planned.  The methods should be presented in sufficient detail to allow the Selection Committee to understand the steps that will be required to complete the project. Ensure that your methodological approach is valid and reliable and will, in fact, address the stated needs of the project.

D) Evaluation
The expected outcomes and impact of your project are extremely important.  Your proposal must describe to the Selection Committee how you will assess the success of your project. Your proposal needs to detail what you will measure, how you will measure it, and why the measures are appropriate. Include a description of the data collection, instrumentation, and/or analysis methods you will use.  The evaluation section must clearly indicate how your evaluation methods are directly linked to your intended outcomes and project objectives.  Both formative and summative evaluations should be included, as appropriate. External peer review of some kind is required. Your proposal should describe how external peer review will occur.
E) Knowledge Dissemination
This grant program is a professional development opportunity.  Grants must describe how the results of the project will be communicated to the Western Carolina University community and to the field.  You should list the target audiences with which you plan to share your results, such as the specific journals and conferences and so forth. 
F) Extramural Funding
If you will be seeking extramural funding for this project, please list the programs and agencies and specify how the Scholarship of Application Mini-Grant funds 
will be leveraged to enhance the overall project.  For example, a project could serve as a pilot test for a larger, externally funded project.  The Committee strongly recommends that you contact the Office of Research Services about possible outside grant programs for which this proposal and others might be appropriate.

G) Timeline
Provide a timeline of proposed project activities, from start to finish.  An annotated list of dates and activities is the preferred format.

Application Process

Prior to submitting your proposal, review the Scholarship of Application Mini-Grant Proposal Checklist (Appendix B). Email a copy of the proposal to your department head for approval. Upon approval of your proposal, the department head will forward it to the CEAP Dean’s Office no later than Friday, October 10, 2008. 

Selection Process

The Selection Committee will review and rank proposals based on their overall quality, such as the importance and impact of the proposed project, the clarity and completeness in addressing components of the proposal; the degree to which the budget supports the project goals, the extent of impact on student learning, the congruence with unit, college, and campus academic plans; and the clarity of the plan for evaluation (including external peer review) of the project and use of the results.  The Committee will use a standard scoring rubric (Appendix C) on all proposals.  We encourage you to review this rubric to better understand what may make your proposal successful.
The Selection Committee reserves the right to modify any budgetary requests that it considers are unreasonable or unexplained and may reduce allocations to all funded proposals to accommodate the funding of a greater number of projects.

Notification of awards will be made by October 24, 2008. Funding for project expenses will be available on October 24, 2008, and must be expended by April 30, 2009, for Year One Budget. A final report on activities including how funds were spent is due in the Office of the Dean on June 15, 2009. 
Questions about the review of unfunded proposals should be addressed to the appropriate department dead no later than November 1, 2008.
Questions and Comments

If you have any questions about the grants program or proposal process, please contact your department head.
Appendix A
Information about the Scholarship of Application
Elements of Scholarship of Application

· Service, in a variety of forms, is a requirement of faculty in most universities.

· The scholarship of application looks at service from the perspective of engagement.

· Information is often first discovered…then applied.

· The scholar may ask the question

“How can knowledge be responsibly applied to consequential problems?”

· When theory, research  and practice come together, then engagement becomes scholarly
· In one form, the scholarship of application seeks to discover how the university may assist with the problems being experienced by its constituencies. 

Evaluating the Scholarship of Application

The evaluation of scholarship must be characterized by:

· Clear goals with definable objectives

· Adequate preparation with a clear understanding of the research in the field

· Appropriate methods that are wisely used to support the effort. 

· Important results obtained. 
· External peer review

· Effective dissemination of results. The effort is communicated in suitable forums.

· Reflective critique and evaluation of one’s own scholarship.

Summary of the Scholarship of Application

· In application scholarship, CEAP faculty members build bridges and collaborative relationships with their constituencies in order to apply theory and research to solve significant everyday problems. This process involves dynamic engagement and the translation of new knowledge in practical interventions that solve problems or improve the difficulties experienced by, such as, a school. 

· CEAP faculty members engaged in applied scholarship seek to understand how knowledge can be responsibly and ethically applied to important problems, for example, the high school drop out rate in many of the counties in our region. 

· Evaluating the scholarship of application is predicated upon identifying examples of applied scholarly activities and developing comprehensive reporting methods. There must be a direct correlation between the intellectual work of the scholar and the applied work, such as consultation, evaluation and analysis.  

· Reporting applied scholarship should include the evaluation by the scholar, and by the recipients of the service, such as decision and policy-makers and organization personnel. Those assessing applied scholarship should ask whether the activity is directly related to the academic expertise of the scholar and whether project goals have been defined, whether procedures have been well planned and whether actions have been carefully recorded. 

· Evaluation should include how the project has not only benefited the recipients, but also added to the faculty member’s own understanding of their own professional expertise. 

· Work with constituencies will only be defined as scholarship when there is clear evidence of links with current research findings and discipline specific knowledge, when the products are peer reviewed and are available for public scrutiny, use, evaluation.

· Before you complete your proposal, you are strongly urged to go to the following website for further information on the scholarship of application: http://schoe.coe.uga.edu/index.html
Appendix B
Scholarship of Application

Mini-Grant Proposal Checklist
As you complete your mini-grant proposal, the following checklist highlights important points to remember and items that are commonly forgotten. 

	
	Item

	
	The material in Appendix A including the website: http://schoe.coe.uga.edu/index.html has been thoroughly reviewed.


	
	If this is a joint proposal, the roles and activities of both faculty members are clearly defined.

	
	Project has measurable outcomes that will show evidence of success. 

	
	Project can be completed within a year. 


	
	Project will benefit the Western Carolina University and the community institution.

	
	Clear plan in the Project Narrative details how the results of the project will be disseminated. 

	
	Grant application is tailored to meet the criteria found on the Scoring Rubric (Appendix C). 

 

	
	Proposal conforms to sections I-IV on the Format of the Proposal description.

	
	The Budget Form and Budget Narrative are complete. 

	
	Budget guidelines have been adhered to.


	
	External peer review process is clearly described.



	
	An electronic copy of the proposal has been forwarded to your department head for approval and forwarding to the Dean’s Office. 



Appendix C
Scholarship of Application Mini-Grant Application Scoring Rubric

Applicant Name(s):_____________________________________________________
	
	EXEMPLARY                    (3 PTS)
	ADEQUATE          (2 PTS)
	NEEDS IMPROVEMENT  (1 PT) 
	MISSING (0 PTS)
	SCORE

	Purpose and Objectives

	Clear purpose; clearly defined, specific, measurable, and testable objectives listed
	Adequate purpose; objectives listed but could be more fully explained
	Purpose vague and/or objectives vague or untestable

	No purpose or no objectives listed

	

	Rationale for the Project

	Shows rationale in a well-structured, logical argument; plainly illustrates why it should be funded; puts project in context; explicitly relates project to applicant's unit's mission, objectives, and priorities
	Shows effort to provide a rationale in a well-structured fashion; illustrates why it should be funded; somewhat relates project to some of unit's mission, objectives, and priorities
	Rationale presented in a weak or unstructured argument; lacks enough supporting information; too general: needs to show better relation to mission, objectives, and priorities of unit, college, or university
	Rationale not articulated 
	

	Literature Review

	Provides a clear and thorough introduction and background; illustrates project is grounded in research; demonstrates knowledge of issues involved in project; synthesizes recent literature in project area; provides conceptual framework for project; well organized and engaging to read
	Provides a clear introduction and background; illustrates project is grounded in research; demonstrates knowledge of issues involved in project; synthesizes recent literature in project area; provides conceptual framework for project; fairly well organized and engaging to read
	Introduction and background unclear; vaguely shows how project is grounded in research; unclear about knowledge of issues involved in project; fails to synthesize recent literature in project area; lacks conceptual framework for project; poorly organized

	Introduction and/or background not provided

	

	Methods (Research Design)
	Specific and comprehensive explanation of all the steps that will be required to complete the project
	General but sufficiently detailed explanation of the steps that will be required to complete the project
	Sketchy and non-specific about the steps required to complete the project
	Methods not provided
	

	Evaluation Methods
	Clearly and specifically states what applicant(s) will measure, how they will measure it, and why the measures are appropriate; includes detailed description of the data collection, instrumentation, and/or statistical methods to be used; clearly relates to and shows linkage to project objectives and outcomes

	States what applicant(s) will measure, how they will measure it, and why the measures are appropriate; includes description of the data collection, instrumentation, and/or statistical methods to be used; generally relates to and shows linkage to project objectives and outcomes
	Partially states what applicant(s) will measure, how they will measure it, and why the measures are appropriate; contains a vague description of the data collection, instrumentation, and/or statistical methods to be used; vaguely relates to and shows linkage to project objectives and outcomes
	Evaluation methods not provided or fails to show linkage to project objectives

	


	
	EXEMPLARY                    (3 PTS)
	ADEQUATE          (2 PTS)
	NEEDS IMPROVEMENT  (1 PT) 
	MISSING (0 PTS)
	SCORE

	Knowledge Dissemination

	Describes explicitly and clearly how the results will be communicated ; describes the methods and steps necessary for doing so; also describes specifically how the results will be communicated to the field; lists specific journals/ publications, conferences, et al., external peer review is clearly described
	Describes how the results will be communicated; describes the methods and steps necessary for doing so; also describes that the results will be communicated to the field; lists general types of journals/ publications, conferences, et al., external peer review is adequately described
	Some information on knowledge dissemination but too vague or lacks specifics; commitment to knowledge dissemination unclear; may be too vague or lacks specifics regarding the field. External peer review is not adequately described.

	Does not include plan for dissemination of knowledge, external peer review is not described.

	

	Timeline

	Provides a clear and logical timeline of proposed project activities from start to finish; format of timeline is an annotated list of dates and activities
	Timeline outlines activities adequately; format of timeline is an annotated list of dates and activities

	Timeline given but shows gaps, is disorganized, or lacks proper formatting

	Timeline not given

	

	Budget Narrative

	Budget items clearly support project activities and are reasonable and appropriate. If this is a joint proposal, the roles and activities of both faculty members are clearly defined
	Budget items support project activities and are reasonable and appropriate. If this is a joint proposal, the roles and activities of both faculty members are adequately defined
	Budget items vaguely support project activities and/or are seemingly reasonable and appropriate. If this is a joint proposal, the roles and activities of both faculty members are not clearly defined
	Budget items not connected to project activities and/or are inappropriate. If this is a joint proposal, the roles and activities of both faculty members are not defined.

	

	
	TOTAL SCORE (MAX = 24)
	


Comments:

                                                                                                                      Scorer’s Initials: 
	Appendix D
	
	
	
	
	

	Budget Request for Scholarship of Application Mini-Grant

	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Year :                      
	2008-2009
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Joint proposal?
	
	Yes
	
	No
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Name
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	Dept
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	Name
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	Dept
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Title of Project
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Projected Budget
	For Office 

	 
	Expenses
	October to April
	Use Only

	 
	Graduate Student Salaries
	 $                        -   
	 

	 
	Student Temporary Wages 
	 
	 

	 
	Non-student Temporary Wages  ( inc social security costs)
	 
	 

	 
	Honorarium (Individual(s) not with WCU)
	 
	 

	 
	Travel 
	 
	 

	 
	Printing / Postage
	 
	 

	 
	Supplies
	 
	 

	 
	Educational Equipment
	 
	 

	 
	Other Contracted Services
	 
	 

	 
	   Subtotal        
	 $                        -   
	 $                        -   

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Grand Total
	 

 
	 

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attachments:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.
	Attach a narrative that explains how the funds requested will be used.

	2.
	Has funding for the project been requested from other sources?

	
	
	 
	Yes
	 
	No
	
	
	

	
	If yes, list sources:
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Department Head Approval
	 
	
	Date
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(For joint proposals from two departments)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Department Head Approval
	 
	
	Date
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Email a copy of the proposal to your department head for approval. Upon approval of your proposal, department head will forward it to the CEAP Dean’s Office no later than Friday, October 10, 2008.
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