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1.​ Background and main findings 
1.1.​ Background of the survey 

During the Research and Creative Achievement Council (RCAC) meetings in 2024-2025, many 
members thought a research climate survey among our faculty would help identify their needs 
and challenges. This anonymous survey was intended to provide university leaders useful 
information and suggestions on what efforts they could focus more in order to help faculty to 
conduct research. Some questions of the survey are based on the results found by the BOLD 
conversation Subcommittee on the Research Enterprise in 2023; this survey aims to build on 
the efforts begun by that initiative. RCAC helped with the design of the survey and the process 
was explained throughout the RCAC meetings. 
 
The survey was designed for faculty who have PI eligibility and have experiences with proposal 
submissions and grant management. The survey has four sections and takes 15-30 minutes to 
complete. The survey was conducted in March and April 2025.  
 
The five sections cover comprehensive aspects of research related activities. Section 1 asks the 
background of the survey respondents, including college, rank, years at UMBC, teaching load, 
and research type. Section 2 seeks assessment from our faculty on three types of activities: 
pre-award activities (budget, proposal submission, grant writing, etc), post-award activities 
(grant management, rebudget, no-cost extension, etc), and other activities (travel system, 
student hiring, faculty hiring, equipment purchasing, electrical and machine shops, etc). Section 
3 seeks assessment from our faculty on four types of infrastructure: library, general 
infrastructure (electricity, water, wireless and other), research computing infrastructure (High 
performance computing, cloud, software, etc.) and research data infrastructure (data storage, 
management, and sharing, etc.). Section 4 seeks assessment from our faculty on six general 
research related questions: how easy it is to collaborate on research at UMBC, how easy it is for 
faculty to sustain research impacts and outreach efforts from individual grants, how UMBC 
values research impacts and outreach efforts, how UMBC supports and outreach to build 
external partnerships, current UMBC support for bringing media attention to research, and how 
UMBC is doing on its global ranking. Finally, Section 5 seeks overall feedback from our faculty 
on five general research related questions: which parts of UMBC need the most improvements, 
which parts do faculty enjoy the most in terms of research at UMBC, the most important 
long-term changes UMBC can make to support research activities, the most important 
short-term changes UMBC can make to support research activities, and additional comments. 
 
We received 121 submissions in total. The survey responses contain about 32K words in 
total and it would be a 77 page document if we print the responses from Google Form directly. It 
shows many faculty provided detailed comments to the survey questions. 

 
The texts below are the summary from the survey responses. The tables are generated by 
Google Form directly with additional explanations from the document contributors. For text 
comments from respondents, large-language models (LLMs) were used to summarize the key 
points and the results are manually checked by document contributors. 

https://research.umbc.edu/rca-council/
https://president.umbc.edu/bold/
https://president.umbc.edu/bold/


1.2.​ Major findings from the survey 
Table 1.1 is the summary of quantitative survey results of all 13 types of activities surveyed. 
Among all research supporting activities surveyed, on average, faculty are satisfied with 7 types 
of activities, and are unsatisfied with the remaining 6 activity types. Specifically, faculty have the 
most positive assessment on 1) whether UMBC values research impacts and outreach, 2) and 
library. The top two aspects that need the most improvements from the survey are 1) other 
activities (most the travel system) and 2) UMBC's efforts on improving its global ranking. 
 
Table 1.1: Overall assessment ratings of different activities and infrastructures. Positive values 
means satisfaction on average and negative values means dissatisfaction on average and. The 
higher the value, the more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted Average is calculated 
via 2x(Percentage for Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage for 
Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage for Very Dissatisfied).  
Activities Weighted Average Ranking 

Whether UMBC values research impacts and outreach 0.74 1 

Library as infrastructure 0.60 2 

Research computing infrastructure 0.36 3 

Easiness for faculty to conduct research collaboration 0.32 4 

Research data infrastructure 0.29 5 

Easiness for faculty to sustain research impacts and outreach 0.11 6 

Pre Award 0.03 7 

General infrastructure -0.07 8 

UMBC's efforts on building external partnerships -0.21 9 

Post Award -0.22 10 

UMBC's efforts on bringing media attention to research -0.33 11 

Other activities (mostly travel system) -0.65 12 

UMBC's efforts on improving its global ranking -0.68 13 

 
Summary of the survey results are: 

1.​ Evaluation by faculty on research support is critical for possible improvement 
Research support could be evaluated by faculty regularly just like our faculty are 

evaluated every year on many aspects such as faculty annual reports (FAR), tenure and 
promotion, merit review, and course evaluation. This provides a way to understand how 
our faculty think of the support they receive for them to conduct research. Like most 
research, evaluation is a critical component to close the loop and to understand which 
aspects need further improvement. The extensive feedback we received (23K words and 
77 page document) shows our faculty have a lot to say and they want their voice heard. 
It would be great if evaluation can be institutionalized at each component level (such as 
feedback for each proposal submission and travel reimbursement) or/and at a collective 



level (such as bi-yearly research climate survey like this one). We can also understand 
the changes and trend of faculty satisfaction if the evaluation could be done regularly.   

2.​ Faculty appreciate that UMBC values research impacts and outreach 
As shown in Table 1.1, among all research supporting activities surveyed, faculty 

have the most positive assessment on whether UMBC values research impacts and 
outreach. 

3.​ Faculty enjoy translational/interdisciplinary research at UMBC 
For the question on “which parts do you enjoy the most in terms of research at 

UMBC?”, 61.2% of respondents said translational/interdisciplinary research, which 
shows the majority think it could be a strength of UMBC’s research. On how to improve 
support for inter and cross disciplinary work, suggestions include internal grants and 
better infrastructure. 

4.​ Most think UMBC should improve its international presence 
As shown in Table 1.1, among all research supporting activities surveyed, the 

most negative assessment is UMBC's efforts on improving its global ranking. It suggests 
the university can put more efforts on international presence to improve its visibility and 
ranking. Possible solutions include: 1) have a strategic and coordinated plan for 
international visibility and research collaboration, 2) involve faculty in the efforts such as 
funding mechanisms to support international travel for faculty. 

5.​ Faculty really do not like the current travel system 
As shown in Table 1.1, among all research supporting activities surveyed, faculty 

have the second most negative assessment on other activities (most the travel system). 
It suggests the university’s travel system should be overhauled and more staff training 
on how to better help faculty and students. Faculty should be able to provide their 
evaluations on their experience, which can provide feedback for continuous 
improvements of the travel system. We note that the survey was conducted in March 
and April 2025, which is before the launch of the new travel system, namely Concur, in 
November 2025. So some statements in the summary might not be applicable to the 
new travel system. 

6.​ Administrative burden lowers research productivity 
In the survey, faculty frequently mentioned excessive administrative tasks (e.g., 

compliance, IRB, effort reporting) that detract from research time. There are concerns 
about inefficient processes and lack of supporting staff to handle administrative work. 
One possible area to be improved is to streamline administrative requirements as much 
as possible such as requirements for different funding agencies, and faculty annual 
reports (FAR).  

7.​ Faculty hope to have better funding and grant support 
Overall, many expressed a need for stronger pre- and post-award grant support. 

There were also calls for internal seed funding, bridge funding, and clearer 
communication about available resources. Some expressed difficulty in identifying 
funding opportunities. 

8.​ Faculty call for better faculty mentorship and research collaboration support 



Junior faculty mentioned a lack of structured mentoring for research 
development. Some faculty desired more interdisciplinary collaboration opportunities and 
networking support. 

9.​ Faculty call for better research recognition and incentives  
Several respondents felt research efforts, especially in non-STEM or applied 

areas, were undervalued in tenure and promotion. Recognition of research success 
across diverse outputs (e.g., community engagement, policy impact) was recommended. 

10.​Faculty call for better infrastructure and resources for research growth 
Many respondents mentioned the current infrastructure, including outdated lab 

spaces, lack of equipment, and limited research space, impacts their research and limits 
the growth of research. IT and data infrastructure support were also mentioned as areas 
needing improvement. There were also calls for transparency and faculty involvement for 
infrastructure planning.  

11.​Workload balance can help incentivize research activities 
Many faculty were frustrated with the overload from teaching and service 

assignments, which greatly limits time for research. They call for more equitable 
workload distribution and teaching buyouts for active researchers. More TA positions 
were also mentioned in both most important short-term changes and most important 
long-term changes to be made, which can help reduce faculty’s workload, stabilize the 
support to the graduate students and boost faculty’s willingness to guide more graduate 
students. 

12.​Inclusive institutional culture on research is needed 
There were mixed responses on whether the university fosters a positive 

research culture. Some noted that while leadership voices support research, 
follow-through on policy or resource support is lacking. One possible solution is to better 
engage research active faculty in leadership committees so their voices are heard during 
decision making. It is also aligned with the shared governance tradition of UMBC. 

 

2.​ Section 1 summary: background of the survey respondents 
2.1.​ Basic statistics of survey respondents 

This section asks the background of the survey respondents, including college, rank, years at 
UMBC, teaching load, and research type. As shown in the table below, the survey respondents 
are spread out among the three colleges; the rest (5%) are from centers outside the colleges. 
Interestingly, we have more higher ranked responders and more responders have worked at 
UMBC for more than 9 years. The most common teaching loads are 1+1, 1+2, 2+2, and 2+3, 
respectively. And most work on basic or applied research.  
 
Table 2.1: Background of the survey respondents.  
 CAHSS CNMS COEIT Other   Total 

College 33.88% 33.88% 27.27% 4.96%   100.00% 

 Professor 
Associate 
Professor 

Assistant 
Professor Other    



Rank 42.98% 29.75% 19.01% 8.26%   100.00% 

 0 - 3 3 - 6 6 - 9 More than 9    

Years at UMBC 18.18% 15.70% 12.40% 53.72%   100.00% 

 0+1 1+1 1+2 2+2 2+3 Others  

Teaching load 7.44% 23.97% 16.53% 23.97% 14.88% 13.22% 100.00% 

 Basic Applied Experimental     

Research type 63.64% 55.37% 18.18%     

2.2.​ Assessment ratings based on colleges 
By grouping the responses based on the colleges, Table 2.2 shows how faculty in different 
colleges think of activities and infrastructures. The table is a deeper dive of Table 1.1.  
 
Table 2.2: Overall assessment ratings of different activities and infrastructures by colleges. 
Positive values means satisfaction on average and negative values means dissatisfaction on 
average and. The higher the value, the more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted 
Average is calculated via 2x(Percentage for Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 
1x(Percentage for Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage for Very Dissatisfied). The ratings that have 
large variations are in red. 

Activities 

Weighted 
Average 
(COEIT) 

Weighted 
Average 
(CNMS) 

Weighted 
Average 
(CAHSS) 

Ranking 
(COEIT) 

Ranking 
(CNMS) 

Ranking 
(CAHSS) 

Whether UMBC values research 
impacts and outreach 0.76 0.73 0.83 1 1 1 

Library as infrastructure 0.58 0.49 0.68 3 2 2 

Research computing infrastructure 0.32 0.18 0.52 5 4 3 

Easiness for faculty to conduct 
research collaboration 0.67 0.20 0.22 2 3 6 

Research data infrastructure 0.32 0.16 0.37 5 6 5 

Easiness for faculty to sustain research 
impacts and outreach 0.33 0.02 0.05 4 7 7 

Pre Award -0.02 0.18 0.01 9 4 8 

General infrastructure 0.18 -0.76 0.44 7 12 4 

UMBC's efforts on building external 
partnerships -0.03 -0.32 -0.29 10 8 9 

Post Award 0.09 -0.56 -0.15 8 10 10 

UMBC's efforts on bringing media 
attention to research -0.05 -0.36 -0.61 11 9 13 

Other activities (mostly travel system) -0.36 -0.89 -0.57 12 13 12 

UMBC's efforts on improving its global -1.24 -0.59 -0.41 13 11 11 



ranking 

Average 0.12 -0.12 0.08    

 
While most of the college based ratings correlate with the overall rating, the table does show 
some variations among colleges. The ratings that have large variations are in red. Highlights of 
the colleges based survey result grouping are: 

1.​ On average, faculty in CNMS have the most negative feelings and faculty in COEIT 
have the most positive feelings 

The last row of the table shows the average values of all ratings for each college. 
It shows faculty in CNMS have the most negative feelings (-0.12) on the support they 
receive and faculty in COEIT have the most positive feelings (0.12). The average rating 
of the feeling of CAHSS faculty is in the middle (0.08). The negative feelings of CNMS 
faculty are mostly on the travel system (-0.89), general infrastructure (-0.76) and post 
award support (-0.56).  

2.​ Faculty in COEIT have the most negative feelings on UMBC’s global ranking 
The rating of COEIT faculty on UMBC's efforts on improving its global ranking is 

-1.24, which is lowest among all ratings from all colleges. A possible explanation is that 
COEIT has a large international graduate student population and a better global ranking 
could help attract good international graduate students. 

3.​ Faculty in CNMS have the most negative feelings on the travel system 
The rating of CNMS faculty on UMBC's efforts on improving its global ranking is 

-0.89, which is lowest among all ratings in the CNMS rating category. The second lowest 
rating is general infrastructure (-0.76), which might reflect the importance of general 
infrastructure to CNMS related research.  

4.​ Faculty in CAHSS have the most negative feelings on UMBC's efforts on bringing 
media attention to research 

The rating of CAHSS faculty on UMBC's efforts on bringing media attention to 
research is -0.61, which is lowest among all ratings in the CAHSS rating category. A 
possible explanation is the importance of publicizing research and creative achievement 
for CAHSS faculty. 

3.​ Section 2 summary: research administration support 
This section seeks assessment from our faculty on three types of activities: 1) Pre Award 
activities (budget, proposal submission, grant writing, etc), 2) Post Award activities (grant 
management, rebudget, no-cost extension, etc) and 3) other activities (travel system, student 
hiring, faculty hiring, equipment purchasing, electrical and machine shops, etc). For each activity 
type, the survey asks how satisfied they are with the services/support and how the services are 
compared with aspirational peers.  
 
The table below shows positive feelings on pre-award activities (0.40 as weighted average), 
fixed feelings on post-award activities (0.01 as weighted average) and very negative feelings on 
other activities (-0.45 as weighted average). The detailed comments showed the negative 
assessment of other activities is mostly on the travel system. When compared to aspirational 



institutions, the survey results show all three activities could be improved. Weighted averages 
are -0.35 for pre-award activities, -0.45 for post-award activities, and -0.75 for other activities, 
respectively. It shows other activities need the most improvement. 
 
Table 3.1: Overall assessment ratings of Pre Award, Post Award and Other activities. Positive 
values means satisfaction on average and negative values means dissatisfaction on average 
and. The higher the value, the more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted Average is 
calculated via 2x(Percentage for Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage 
for Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage for Very Dissatisfied).  

 
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral 

Unsatisfi
ed 

Very 
Unsatisfi
ed 

N/A or 
do not 
apply Total 

Weighted 
Average 

Assessment on Pre 
Award 18.18% 31.40% 20.66% 12.40% 7.44% 9.92% 100.00% 0.40 

Assessment on Pre 
Award in comparison 
with aspirational peers 5.79% 6.61% 23.14% 28.10% 12.40% 23.97% 100.00% -0.35 

Assessment on Post 
Award 6.61% 28.93% 15.70% 19.83% 10.74% 18.18% 100.00% 0.01 

Assessment on Post 
Award in comparison 
with aspirational peers 3.31% 1.65% 28.93% 23.97% 14.88% 27.27% 100.00% -0.45 

Assessment on other 
activities 3.31% 14.88% 19.83% 28.10% 23.97% 9.92% 100.00% -0.55 

Assessment on other 
activities in comparison 
with aspirational peers 2.48% 3.31% 21.49% 22.31% 30.58% 19.83% 100.00% -0.75 

3.1.​ Background of respondents on proposal submission and grant 
management 

The table below shows most respondents are active in research proposal submission and have 
active grants to manage. The last row shows most respondents do not understand DRIF returns 
well. 
 
Table 3.2: Background of the survey respondents on their proposals, grants and understanding 
of DRIF.  
 0 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 10 10+ 

Number of proposals 
submitted each year 7.44% 61.16% 23.14% 6.61% 1.65% 

 0 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 10 10+ 

Number of grants to be 
managed each year 20.66% 71.07% 7.44% 0.00% 0.83% 



 
Understand 
very well 

Understand a 
little bit 

Don't 
understand well 

Don't 
understand at all 

N/A or do 
not apply 

Do you have a good 
understanding of DRIF 
returns? 8.26% 28.10% 21.49% 23.97% 18.18% 

3.2.​ Assessment on pre-award activities 
This subsection summarizes feedback on Pre-Award activities (budget, proposal submission, 
grant writing, etc). The table below shows most respondents are satisfied with the support they 
received for pre-award activities. The last row of the table shows the support could be improved 
since more respondents (a little worse and much worse category) think the support at UMBC is 
worse than peer institutions.  

 
Table 3.3: Detailed assessment of Pre Award activities. Positive values means satisfaction on 
average and negative values means dissatisfaction on average and. The higher the value, the 
more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted Average is calculated via 2x(Percentage for 
Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage for Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage 
for Very Dissatisfied).  

 
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral 

Unsatisfie
d 

Very 
Unsatisfie
d 

N/A or do 
not apply 

Weighted 
Average 

Assessment on Pre Award 18.18% 31.40% 20.66% 12.40% 7.44% 9.92% 0.40 

Assessment on Pre Award 
in comparison with 
aspirational peers 5.79% 6.61% 23.14% 28.10% 12.40% 23.97% -0.35 

 
 
We also analyzed the comments from the survey respondents. The main findings are listed 
below: 1) Staffing Challenges: Multiple respondents consistently highlighted understaffing as a 
major issue. Quotes that illustrate this include "Shared Services is understaffed," "Personnel is 
helpful and competent, but overworked," "Our pre-award staff are talented and work very hard. 
But we need more of them." 2) Limited Grant Writing Support: Many faculty expressed a need 
for more comprehensive grant writing assistance. Specific gaps identified are: Lack of proposal 
writing support, No professional language editing, and Limited assistance with technical aspects 
of grant preparation. Representative quotes include "We do not have strong support for the 
budgeting aspect of the proposal process." 3) Uneven Support Across Departments: Support 
varies significantly between colleges and departments. Some departments have minimal or no 
grant support. Related quotes include "We don't have access to these services since we are not 
housed within one of the larger colleges." 4) On positive feedback, some individual staff 
members received high praise with examples: "GESTAR2 staff fully support me in my budget 
prep," "The pre-award team is amazing. It makes planning the budget and proposal documents 
almost fun!" 5) Specific pain points felt by faculty include complicated compliance processes, 
slow response times, high staff turnover, and limited external funding prioritization. 

https://irads.umbc.edu/university-data/comparative-and-peer-data/


 
Major recommendations from faculty include: 1) Hire more pre-award support staff, 2) Create 
more comprehensive grant writing workshops, 3) Develop standardized templates and 
boilerplate documents, 4) Create mentorship programs for faculty and provide more support for 
early-career faculty, 5) Standardize support across different colleges, and 6) Improve grant 
opportunity notifications and communication. 

3.3.​ Assessment on post award activities 
This subsection summarizes feedback on Post-Award activities (grant management, rebudget, 
no-cost extension, etc). The table below most respondents are satisfied with the support they 
received for pre-award activities. Similar to Pre-Award activities, the last row of the table shows 
the support could be improved since more respondents (a little worse and much worse 
category) think the supports at UMBC are worse than peer institutions.  
 
Table 3.4: Detailed assessment of Post Award activities. Positive values means satisfaction on 
average and negative values means dissatisfaction on average and. The higher the value, the 
more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted Average is calculated via 2x(Percentage for 
Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage for Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage 
for Very Dissatisfied).  

 
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Unsatisfied 

Very 
Unsatisfied 

N/A or do 
not apply 

Weighted 
Average 

Assessment on Post 
Award 6.61% 28.93% 15.70% 19.83% 10.74% 18.18% 0.01 

Assessment on Post 
Award in comparison 
with aspirational peers 3.31% 1.65% 28.93% 23.97% 14.88% 23.97% -0.45 

 
 

We also analyzed the comments from the survey respondents. The main findings are listed 
below: 1) Staffing and Resource Challenges: Significant understaffing in post-award support. 
Many departments have limited personnel managing grants. A key quote is "We do not have 
enough post award capacity in CAHSS or OSP." 2) Communication and Transparency Issues: 
common challenges include a lack of clear financial reporting, inconsistent budget updates, 
limited transparency about indirect costs and DRIF returns, slow response times from support 
staff, difficulty tracking grant expenditures, frequent staff turnover disrupting continuity, and 
reactive rather than proactive support. 3) Positive Observations include some individual staff 
members receiving high praise. 4) Many New Faculty Face Challenges including lack of clear 
guidance, assumption of pre-existing knowledge about grant management, and limited 
onboarding support. 5) Some think there are Systemic Concerns: Decentralized support model 
creating inefficiencies, Compliance processes perceived as burdensome, and Inconsistent 
practices across departments. A representative quote summarizing overall sentiment: 
"Individual staff members work hard but the support system needs improvement." 

 

https://irads.umbc.edu/university-data/comparative-and-peer-data/


Overall recommendations from faculty include: 1) Increase post-award support staffing, 2) 
Develop standardized communication protocols including regular and detailed budget 
reconciliations, 3) Create comprehensive onboarding resources for faculty, 4) Improve financial 
reporting systems, and 5) Establish more transparent budget tracking mechanisms. 

3.4.​ Assessment on other research related activities 
This subsection summarizes feedback on other research related activities including travel 
system, student hiring, faculty hiring, equipment purchasing, electrical and machine shops. The 
table below shows that most respondents are not satisfied with the support they received 
for other activities. The percentages for dissatisfaction (52.1% for question 1 and 52.9% for 
question 2) is much larger than that for satisfaction (18.2% for question 1 and 5.8% for question 
2).  

 
Table 3.5: Detailed assessment of other research related activities. Positive values means 
satisfaction on average and negative values means dissatisfaction on average and. The higher 
the value, the more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted Average is calculated via 
2x(Percentage for Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage for 
Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage for Very Dissatisfied).  

 
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Unsatisfied 

Very 
Unsatisfied 

N/A or do 
not apply 

Weighted 
Average 

Assessment on other 
activities 3.31% 14.88% 19.83% 28.10% 23.97% 9.92% -0.55 

Assessment on other 
activities in comparison 
with aspirational peers 2.48% 3.31% 21.49% 22.31% 30.58% 19.83% -0.75 

 
We first report the major findings on the travel system. The survey reveals a deeply frustrated 
faculty body that sees the current travel system as a significant obstacle to research 
productivity and professional development: 1) Overwhelmingly negative perception of the 
current travel system. Consistent complaints and pain points include: slow reimbursement 
process, frequent rejections, unclear and inconsistent policies, excessive bureaucracy, long 
processing times (often 2-3 months for reimbursement), complicated paperwork, and multiple 
rounds of rejections and resubmissions. Representative quotes capturing overall sentiment are: 
"This is the worst travel system I have ever had to deal with at the 5 institutions I have been a 
part of. System is very user unfriendly," "It takes me about 2-3 hours on average to fill out the 
reimbursement forms," and "The travel system is a nightmare." 2) The system has a very 
negative impact on Faculty and Students, including: discouraging conference and research 
travel, financial burdens on graduate students, significant waste of faculty time on administrative 
processes, and creating embarrassment when inviting external speakers. 3) Specific System 
Criticisms are: unintuitive website design, inconsistent policy application, overly strict 
interpretation of rules, and lack of clear guidelines. 4) Some highlight international travel 
challenges: the system is particularly problematic for international research, does not 



accommodate different international travel practices, and complicates booking processes (e.g., 
24-hour approval windows). 
 
Recommendations from faculty on the travel system are: 1) Complete overhaul of the travel 
reimbursement system and streamline reimbursement process (who is responsible on what 
activities with what timeline), 2) Develop more transparent and consistent policies, 3) Invest in 
user-friendly technology and online system, 4) Reduce administrative barriers, 5) Improve 
processing speed, 6) Improve staff training and support, and 6) Allow evaluations/feedbacks 
from faculty/students for every reimbursement.  
 
We also saw some hiring challenges from the survey, which include: lengthy hiring processes, 
excessive paperwork, difficulty hiring technicians and postdocs, and slow response times from 
HR.  Challenges on electrical and machine shops include severe infrastructure gaps, many 
shops non-functional, lack of replacement for retired technicians, and no readily accessible 
support. A Representative Systemic Critique says: "UMBC does not have the infrastructure to 
support R1 research." 
 
In summary, the survey reveals significant administrative obstacles that potentially impede 
research progress and faculty effectiveness. Potential impacts are: 1) Decreased research 
productivity, 2) Increased faculty frustration, 3) Potential difficulty attracting and retaining top 
talent and 4) Reduced competitiveness as a research institution. 

4.​ Section 3 summary: experiences and opinions with infrastructure 
This section seeks assessment from our faculty on four types of infrastructure: 1) Library, 2) 
General infrastructure (Electricity, Water, Wireless and other), 3) Research computing 
infrastructure (High performance computing, cloud, software, etc.) and 4) Research data 
infrastructure (data storage, management, and sharing, etc.). For research computing and 
research data, the survey asks how satisfied they are with the services/support during proposal 
submission phase and everyday research.  
 
The table below shows positive feelings on the library (0.40 as weighted average), positive 
feelings on research computing (0.36 as weighted average), positive feelings on the research 
data (0.29 as weighted average), slight negative feelings on general infrastructure (-0.07 as 
weighted average). The difference between the support for proposal submission phase and 
everyday research are minimal for both research computing and research data.  
 
Table 4.1: Detailed assessment of different types of infrastructure supports. Positive values 
means satisfaction on average and negative values means dissatisfaction on average and. The 
higher the value, the more satisfied our faculty is on average. Weighted Average is calculated 
via 2x(Percentage for Very Satisfied) + 1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage for 
Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage for Very Dissatisfied).  

 
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral 

Unsatisfi
ed 

Very 
Unsatisfied 

N/A or 
do not 

Weighted 
Average 



apply 

Assessment on library as 
infrastructure 17.36% 45.45% 16.53% 9.92% 4.96% 5.79% 0.60 

Assessment on general 
infrastructure 12.40% 27.27% 15.70% 22.31% 18.18% 4.13% -0.07 

Assessment on research 
computing during 
proposal phase 8.26% 33.88% 23.14% 5.79% 4.96% 23.97% 0.35 

Assessment on research 
computing for everyday 
research 12.40% 32.23% 20.66% 9.09% 5.79% 19.83% 0.36 

Assessment on research 
data during proposal 
phase 8.26% 29.75% 28.93% 9.09% 4.13% 19.83% 0.29 

Assessment on research 
data for everyday 
research 7.44% 34.71% 28.10% 11.57% 4.96% 13.22% 0.28 

 

4.1.​ Assessment on library as infrastructure 
This subsection summarizes feedback on the university library. Table 4.1 above shows most 
respondents think UMBC library meets their needs for research.  
 
We also analyzed the comments from the survey respondents. The main findings are: 1) Journal 
and Resource Limitations: Consistently reported challenges with journal subscriptions. 
Key quotes are "Journal subscription access is fairly meager," "We do not have enough 
subscription to useful major databases in my field," and "Barely has any journals I need." 2) 
Interlibrary Loan (ILL) Challenges: We saw mixed experiences with ILL services. Representative 
comments include "Our reliance on ILL is a problem in that we have to wait for many articles", 
"We often have to wait for ILL which hinders literature review". 3) Resource Access Issues: 
Limited access to specialized resources. Examples include "On multiple occasions, the library 
has not had access to resources I needed for my research," and "Lacks most seminal 
Astrophysics textbooks." 4) We also saw some positive comments including responsive library 
staff. A quote highlighting staff quality is: "Library staff are typically highly responsive to 
requests."  
 
For usage patterns, many faculty use the library primarily for digital resources. Quote: "I only 
use the Library for getting pdf files of papers via ILL". Overall, the survey reveals significant 
frustration with limited journal and resource access, balanced by appreciation for individual 
library staff members. The primary recommendation is to expand and diversify research 
resources across disciplines. 
 



Recommendations from faculty are: 1) Increase journal and database subscriptions, 2) 
Enhance digital resource access, 3) Improve interlibrary loan efficiency, 4) Invest in specialized 
research resources, 5) Improve open access agreements.  

4.2.​ Assessment on general infrastructure  
This subsection summarizes feedback on the university’s general infrastructure (Electricity, 
Water, Wireless and other). Table 4.1 above shows the percentages for dissatisfaction (40.5% 
for disagreement or strong disagreement) is slightly larger than that for satisfaction (39.7% for 
disagreement or strong disagreement).  
 
The survey responses regarding general infrastructure show the infrastructure challenges are 
significantly impacting research productivity and creating frustration among faculty 
members. Key findings include 1) Power Outage Challenges: Overwhelmingly the most 
significant infrastructure issue, Frequent and disruptive electrical interruptions. Quotes 
highlighting the problem: "Continuous power outages," and "Too many power blips and water 
shutdowns." 2) Infrastructure Deterioration, which includes aging building infrastructure, HVAC 
system problems, and water and utility issues. A representative quote is "Things are falling 
apart. There are frequent shutdowns of basic utilities." 3) Wireless and Network Challenges: 
these include inconsistent WiFi coverage, and connectivity issues across campus. One quote 
says: "Wifi is spotty in the building." 4) Systemic Maintenance Concerns: these include a lack of 
proactive infrastructure management, delayed repairs, and unaddressed building maintenance 
issues. These challenges, especially power interruptions, have negative impacts in damage to 
sensitive research equipment and loss of experimental data. Sample quotes are "I burnt at 
least three ion gauges on an instrument due to sudden power issues," and "Electrical outages 
can sometimes mean losing data."  
 
Key recommendations from the faculty survey on general infrastructure include: 1) Invest in 
electrical infrastructure reliability, 2) Improve power backup systems, 3) Upgrade HVAC and 
utility systems, 4) Enhance wireless network consistency, and 5) Develop more responsive 
maintenance protocols. 

4.3.​ Assessment on research computing infrastructure  
This subsection summarizes feedback on the university’s research computing infrastructure 
(High performance computing, cloud, software, etc.). Table 4.1 above shows the percentages 
for satisfaction (42.15% for agreement or strong agreement) is larger than that for 
dissatisfaction (10.74% for disagreement or strong disagreement) during proposal submission 
phase. For everyday research phase, percentages for satisfaction (44.63% for agreement or 
strong agreement) is also larger than that for dissatisfaction (14.88% for disagreement or strong 
disagreement), but the percentage for dissatisfaction is slightly higher than the percentage 
during proposal submission phase.  
 
We also checked the comments from the survey. Overall, the survey reveals faculty frustration 
with the current research computing infrastructure, balanced with some hope for future 
improvements. The survey responses regarding general infrastructure show: 1) Computing 



Resource Limitations: Significant challenges with high-performance computing (HPC) 
infrastructure. Key critical comments include: "The computing facilities are weak and maintained 
largely by transient students," "Cloud infrastructure and GPU clusters could be vastly improved," 
and "We're out of GPUs." 2) Support and Training Deficiencies: A lack of comprehensive 
computing support. Notable quotes are: "There is no HPC training for new students in our 
groups," "Very limited support is available for using HPC," and "There is no support for 
optimising our computer code." 3) Access and Allocation Issues: these include Unequal 
resource distribution, and Bottlenecks in computing access. Representative comments are: 
"Larger groups completely take over cpu2021 for hours/days," and "I've been told point blank... 
my work is less important than others.” 4) Technical Infrastructure Challenges including 
insufficient storage and software compatibility problems. Example quotes are "Insufficient 
storage for large data sets," "Some software packages for numerical simulation are inadequate." 
5) Positive Observations include some recognition of ongoing improvements. Representative 
comments are: "DOIT is doing a good job but they need more resources," and "Research 
computing is in process of addressing issues with new management." 
 
Key recommendations from faculty comments include: 1) Expand GPU and computing 
resources, 2) Develop comprehensive HPC training programs, 3) Create more transparent 
resource allocation processes, 4) Increase support staff for research computing, and 5) Invest in 
modern software and storage infrastructure.  

4.4.​ Assessment on research data infrastructure 
This subsection summarizes feedback on the university’s research data infrastructure (data 
storage, management, and sharing, etc.). Table 4.1 above shows the percentages for 
satisfaction (38.02% for agreement or strong agreement) is larger than that for dissatisfaction 
(13.22% for disagreement or strong disagreement) during proposal submission phase. For 
everyday research phase, percentages for satisfaction (42.15% for agreement or strong 
agreement) is also larger than that for dissatisfaction (16.53% for disagreement or strong 
disagreement). Both percentages for satisfaction and dissatisfaction are slightly higher than the 
percentages during proposal submission phase.  
 
We also checked the comments from the survey. Overall Sentiment shows faculty are 
frustrated with the current data infrastructure, viewing it as inadequate for supporting 
research needs at an R1 institution. A notable quote summarizing overall perception is: "The 
university does not make it easy to implement cloud storage for a lab. No information or 
guidance has been provided regarding data management plans for grant proposals." 
Based on the Research Data Infrastructure survey responses, here are the key findings: 1) 
Storage Challenges: There were significant concerns about insufficient data storage. 
Representative quotes are "Not enough storage space for research data," "We desperately 
need the university to provide data storage options," and "Forced to buy storage from DoIT at 
10x market value." 2) Lack of Comprehensive Infrastructure: Many faculty report limited or no 
data management support. Notable quotes are: "As far as I know UMBC does not provide any 
infrastructure for data management," "Students and faculty in the sciences are left on their own," 
and "I do not know of any infrastructure for this." 3) Cost and Access Issues: Expensive storage 



solutions and unequal access across departments. Example quote: "Not clear how data storage 
costs are managed". 4) Compliance and Security Challenges: Inconsistent data management 
policies and Complicated access requirements. A representative comment: "UMBC held my 
data to stricter rules than UMB." 5) Specific Infrastructure Gaps: No centralized data repository, 
Limited cloud storage options, and Lack of backup solutions. 
 
Key recommendations from faculty comments include: 1) Develop a comprehensive data 
storage infrastructure, 2) Create clear data management guidelines, 3) Provide affordable 
storage solutions, 4) Implement university-wide backup systems, and 5) Offer training on data 
management practices. 

4.5.​ Assessment on other infrastructure 
We also checked the comments from the survey regarding other research-related infrastructure. 
Overall, the survey responses about other research-related infrastructure reveals frustration 
with the current research infrastructure, with faculty feeling that the university is not 
adequately supporting cutting-edge research capabilities. Key findings are: 1) Core 
Facilities and Research Support Challenges: Insufficient research infrastructure across campus.  
Key quotes highlighting the issues are "There are no facilities to support materials/devices 
research on campus," and "We don't have basic research infrastructure like e-beam lithography, 
X-ray diffraction spectroscopy, etc." 2) Space and Facility Limitations: Significant space 
constraints for research. A representative comment is "Space is a significant problem. There are 
no space available to carry out applied and experimental research for testbed oriented grants." 
3) Financial and Cost Structure Concerns: Arbitrary and unreasonable cost structures. One 
faculty member noted: "Measurement facilities are expected to be self supported. This 
unrealistic expectation results in overly high instrument use charges." 4) Budget Prioritization 
Issues. There was a perception of reactive rather than proactive budgeting. A quote says 
"Budget seems to often prioritize 'keeping the lights on' rather than moving forward." 5)  Specific 
Infrastructure Gaps including limited support for digital humanities projects, lack of 
comprehensive data management infrastructure, and cybersecurity concerns about online 
storage. A representative quote capturing the overall perception is "As described above, general 
building infrastructure! There should be a clear, transparent, and well communicated plan on 
how buildings that are supposed to house cutting edge research will be updated to have 
appropriate facilities, this will go a long way to letting faculty know that research is actually a 
priority." 
 
Notable recommendations from faculty comments are: 1) Develop more comprehensive core 
research facilities, 2) Create clear infrastructure development plans, 3) Improve space allocation 
for research, 4) Develop more supportive cost structures, and 5) Enhance digital and physical 
research infrastructure. 



5.​ Section 4 summary: research collaboration, research impacts, 
outreach effort, global presence, and others 

This section seeks assessment from our faculty on six general research related questions: 1) 
How easy it is to collaborate on research at UMBC, 2) How easy it is for faculty to sustain 
research impacts and outreach efforts from individual grants, 3) How UMBC values research 
impacts and outreach efforts, 4) How UMBC supports and outreach to build external 
partnerships, 5) Current UMBC support for bringing media attention to research, and 6) How 
UMBC is doing on its global ranking.  
 
The table below shows positive feelings on research collaboration, research impacts and 
outreach and university valuing research impacts and outreach (0.32, 0.11 and 0.74 as weighted 
average, respectively), negative feelings on building external partnerships, bringing media 
attention to research and improving its global ranking (-0.21, -0.33, -0.48 as weighted average).  
 
Table 5.1: Detailed assessment of research collaboration, research impacts, outreach effort, 
global presence, and others. Positive values means satisfaction on average and negative 
values means dissatisfaction on average and. The higher the value, the more satisfied our 
faculty is on average. Weighted Average is calculated via 2x(Percentage for Very Satisfied) + 
1x(Percentage for Satisfied) - 1x(Percentage for Dissatisfied) - 2x(Percentage for Very 
Dissatisfied).  

 
Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral 

Unsatisfi
ed 

Very 
Unsatisfied 

N/A or do 
not apply 

Weighted 
Average 

Easiness for faculty to 
conduct research 
collaboration 17.36% 27.27% 22.31% 18.18% 5.79% 9.09% 0.32 

Easiness for faculty to 
sustain research impacts 
and outreach 9.92% 22.31% 27.27% 16.53% 7.44% 16.53% 0.11 

Whether UMBC values 
research impacts and 
outreach 34.71% 23.14% 21.49% 11.57% 3.31% 5.79% 0.74 

UMBC's efforts on building 
external partnerships 5.79% 21.49% 24.79% 22.31% 15.70% 9.92% -0.21 

UMBC's efforts on bringing 
media attention to 
research 4.96% 20.66% 22.31% 22.31% 20.66% 9.09% -0.33 

UMBC's efforts on 
improving its global 
ranking 2.48% 28.93% 25.62% 28.93% 26.45% 7.44% -0.48 



5.1.​ Assessment on research collaboration 
We also checked the comments from the survey. Primary collaboration challenges include: 1) 
Structural and Organizational Barriers: Representative quotes include "College structures, 
difficulty navigating shared budgets and courses across divisions," "Different colleges seem to 
have different rules on various things," and "Working between colleges seems especially 
challenging." 2) Limited Collaboration Mechanisms: Representative quotes include: "There are 
no clear mechanisms or opportunities to interact with faculty in other departments," "No system 
to easily track what others are working on," and "Generally, to find collaborator at UMBC I need 
to find them myself through searching websites or asking colleagues." 3) Interpersonal and 
Cultural Challenges: "Faculty are too overworked to entertain interdisciplinary conversations," 
"It's hard to get to know faculty in other departments, particularly now that so many rarely work 
in their offices," and "The culture does not encourage inter-disciplinary research." 4) Specific 
Collaboration Difficulties: "It is difficult for faculty in engineering to initiate collaboration with 
faculty in Science," "Finding healthcare/clinical collaborators," and "Setting up Data Use 
Agreements (DUAs) with other institutions is tedious." 
 
Notable recommendations from faculty comments are: 1) Create internal funding for seed 
collaborative projects, 2) Develop better networking opportunities, 3) Establish mentorship for 
identifying potential collaborators, 4) Create internal grants supporting cross-disciplinary work, 
and 5) Improve infrastructure for interdisciplinary research. 

5.2.​ International and global presence/profile and impact 
We also checked the comments from the survey to understand why the overall rating of 
international and global presence/profile and impact was the lowest among all 
assessments. Based on the survey responses about UMBC's global presence and international 
profile, critical insights are: 1) Some faculty believe UMBC has been overly teaching-focused 
and needs to prioritize research, 2) There's a need for more strategic international 
collaborations, and 3) Marketing and communication of research achievements are critically 
underdeveloped. 
 
Overall, the survey reveals significant faculty frustration with UMBC's current approach to 
international research visibility and support. Major Challenges are: 1) Marketing and 
Visibility:  "Nearly all of our promotion of [global] work is done by us," "We have continually 
faced nearly zero support and attention for publicizing our global work," and "UMBC has 
absolutely ZERO global presence... 4-year colleges have better visibility." 2) Infrastructural 
Limitations: "Absent or inadequate infrastructure at UMBC hinders international collaboration", 
"We need staff trained in international research or experienced with international projects".  
 
Key recommendations from the comments are: 1) Improve Communication and Visibility: "Hire 
people to help departments put together communications," "Promoting UMBC faculty's research 
results and findings," and "Make use of social media". 2) Support International Research: 
"Having a funding mechanism to support international travel for faculty," "Create a better 
infrastructure for partnerships between UMBC and international universities," and "Fund more 



exchange and research visitor programs, international workshops." 3) Recognize Research 
Impact: "Value faculty who have developed international profile," and "The global rankings are 
directly related to research productivity and impact outside." 

6.​ Section 5 summary: overall feedback 
This section seeks overall feedback from our faculty on five general research related questions: 
1) which parts of UMBC need the most improvements, 2) which parts do faculty enjoy the most 
in terms of research at UMBC, 3) the most important long-term change UMBC can make to 
support research activities, 4) the most important short-term change UMBC can make to support 
research activities, and 5) additional comments.  

6.1.​ Aspects faculty enjoy the most in terms of research 
Based on the survey data about aspects faculty enjoy most in research at UMBC, here are the 
key findings: 1) Translational/Interdisciplinary Research: This was overwhelmingly the most 
frequently mentioned aspect, appearing in approximately 60-70% of responses. Faculty 
appreciate the opportunity to engage in research that crosses traditional disciplinary boundaries. 
2) Shared Governance: The second most common theme, with multiple faculty members 
highlighting their appreciation for collaborative decision-making processes. 3) Research Culture 
and Environment: Several notable comments reflected positive sentiments about the research 
environment, such as: "Passion and motivation of the faculty, positive and supportive faculty 
environment", "The collaborative and collegial culture among faculty, staff, and students". 4)  
Research Independence. Some faculty specifically mentioned enjoying: "I can determine 
individual projects", and "Research freedom on topic selection, and trust and respect supporting 
faculty research". 5) Unique Positive Mentions: Interesting positive comments included: 
"Proximity to NASA and other centers," "Geographic location to DC," and "Having post-docs and 
students involved in research."  
 
A key takeaway is: while translational/interdisciplinary research is the most appreciated 
aspect, faculty value a supportive, collaborative research environment that allows 
individual freedom and meaningful engagement. 

6.2.​ Areas that need the most improvements 
Based on the survey responses about areas needing improvement at UMBC, top areas 
requiring improvement include 1) Competitive Compensation: Competitive salaries for faculty 
emerged as a critical concern. Competitive salaries for students were also frequently 
mentioned. Many faculty feel current compensation is not on par with peer institutions. 2) 
Teaching and Service Load: Teaching load was consistently highlighted as a major challenge. 
Service load (including advising and committee work) was frequently cited, One faculty member 
noted: "Our department is 5 courses a year which makes it exceedingly difficult to pursue 
significant research grants." 3) Infrastructure and Support: Infrastructure needs were repeatedly 
mentioned across responses. Seed grants for research were frequently requested, and 
Teaching Assistant (TA) support was a common area of concern. 4) Disciplinary Inequities: 
"Inequities across the disciplines" was a recurring theme. Unique needs of disciplines outside of 



STEM were highlighted. The survey suggests there is uneven support and resources across 
different academic areas. 5) Specific Systemic Challenges: One respondent critically noted: 
"The supporting infrastructures -HR, Payroll, travel, procurement and grant support are horrible. 
These systems are not only inefficient but actively create an environment that makes UMBC an 
frustrating and unpleasant place to work for PIs." 
 
The main recommendations are: 1) Reduce teaching loads, 2) Provide more competitive 
compensation, 3) Improve research infrastructure, 4) Create more equitable support across 
disciplines, and 5) Streamline administrative processes. 

6.3.​ Most important short-term changes 
Based on the survey data, here are the key findings for short-term changes to support research 
activities at UMBC. The key takeaway is that faculty want reduced administrative burden, 
more support for graduate students, improved infrastructure, and strategic focus on 
research productivity. Top priority areas include: 1) Reduce Teaching Load: Multiple faculty 
members strongly emphasized reducing teaching loads: "Reduce teaching load," "Reduced 
teaching load; in the short term, this provides more time for research," and "Teaching load 
changes." One specific comment noted: "Teaching load, especially for departments that are 
already carrying a heavier load than their peers. A 3/2 load is not commensurate with R1 
research faculty expectations." 2) Graduate Student Support: Significant emphasis on improving 
graduate student resources: "Allocate more resources for graduate student support. This will be 
critical to maintain research productivity in the climate of reduced Federal funding for research," 
"Provide funds for GAs for five years, to make UMBC more attractive to strong applicants," and 
"Increasing teaching assistantships and/or reducing class sizes so I spend less time grading 
and more time on research." 3) Infrastructure and Administrative Support. Faculty highlighted 
needs for: "Fixing the supporting infrastructures -HR, Payroll, travel, procurement and grant 
support," "Additional staff support for grant management and infrastructure," and "Substantially 
ramping up hiring for support staff to free faculty up for research activity." 4) Research Visibility 
and Collaboration. Some suggestions focused on improving UMBC’s research profile: "Hire 
more people to market what we do," "Foster collaborations with local industry, NIST, ARL, APL, 
etc.," and "Resources for College-wide Centers to help facilitate greater cross-disciplinary 
collaborations." 5) Funding and Resources. Multiple comments addressed financial support: 
"More seed grants," "Regular and clear updates on research expenditures," "More DRIFT 
returns to faculty who bring in external grant to form a positive feedback." 6) Additional Unique 
Recommendations include: "Communicate to faculty that R1 does not mean less or no 
teaching," "Remove unnecessary distractions especially for junior faculty," and "Decide what 
UMBC wants to be good at." 

6.4.​ Most important long-term changes 
 
Based on the survey responses about long-term changes to support research activities at 
UMBC, here are the key findings: 1) Reduce Teaching and Service Load. Multiple faculty 
members emphasized the need to reduce teaching responsibilities: "Reduce teaching load to 
2-2," "Reduce teaching and service load commensurate with UMBC's R1 status," and "Adjusting 



teaching load, TA support and others to R1 standard." 2) Infrastructure and Support. There is a 
need for a significant focus on improving research infrastructure: "Better infrastructure to 
support the demands of an R1 university," "Upgrade research infrastructure," and "More 
resources need to be put in place to support research from basic infrastructure to admin 
support." 3) Graduate Student Support. Emphasis on improving graduate student resources: 
"Make more resources available to departments to recruit grad students and provide competitive 
stipends," "TA support for graduate students," and "Pay us and our students more!" 4) Funding 
and Research Culture. Key recommendations included: "Establish a true bridge funding 
program," "Sustained support at all levels to create a culture of obtaining external funding," and 
"Change the research culture commensurate with R1 status." 5) Strategic Focus. Unique 
suggestions for long-term improvement include: "Have a strategy to identify UMBC's research 
strength and build on top of the strength," "Foster a healthier research atmosphere," and "Better 
engage research-engaged faculty in leadership committees."  
 
One faculty member captured the overall sentiment: "Professors and students are the 
fundamental pillars of a university. We need to establish a system that prioritizes and 
respects professors and students, rather than focusing on respecting administrators." 

6.5.​ Additional comments  
Based on the additional comments from faculty, here are the key insights. 1) Research 
Infrastructure and Support. Several faculty members highlighted critical infrastructure needs: 
"One needs to invest in research infrastructure both physical and human, before demanding that 
faculty bring grants and produce high impact work." Infrastructure upgrade suggestions 
included: Upgrading classrooms, Expanding lab and office spaces, Improving building 
maintenance, and Upgrading high-performance computing infrastructure. 2) Institutional 
Research Culture. Multiple comments suggested UMBC's R1 status is superficial, or at least, 
the University does not currently have the corresponding infrastructure, workload, and support: 
"We may be an R-1 institution on paper, but it is a smoke screen." "UMBC might technically be 
an R1 university, but it is not functionally an R1 university." 3) Staffing and Administrative 
Support. Faculty emphasized the need for better staff support: "We need better staff support to 
prevent us faculty from being distracted by administrative and bureaucratic issues," "We should 
offer more competitive salaries for staff positions so we can hire capable people who actually 
DO the job." 4) Funding and Research Visibility. Some unique perspectives on research were 
given, including: "Research is not all about grant money. It is about producing high quality 
papers, patents, art exhibits” and "Requests for help identifying alternative funding sources, 
especially during federal funding cuts.” 5) Undergraduate Research Challenges. One faculty 
member provided an extensive critique of undergraduate research: Current system creates 
significant faculty burden, Unclear compensation for undergraduate research, and Systematic 
inequities in student research opportunities. 6) For positive notes, some faculty expressed 
appreciation: "Thank you for making UMBC a great place for research and scholarship." 
One noted the strong internal grant support system as a recruitment tool.  
 



Recommendations for the leadership are: 1) Invest in research infrastructure, 2) Improve staff 
support, 3) Clarify undergraduate research policies, 4) Create more interdisciplinary 
opportunities, and 5) Develop mentorship programs. 
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