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Introduction 

The research climate survey (included in Appendix One) was distributed to UM faculty and 

was completed by N = 303 respondents. Eleven respondents were excluded from final 

analyses because they were not faculty, (e.g. postdoc). Our final sample (N = 292) reported 

being faculty at UM for a median of 10.5 years (MAD = 6 years), and were a median 50 years 

old (MAD = 8; Range = 30-86). A slight majority of respondents (51.9%) were female. Figures 

in Part I display the breakdown of our sample by race/ethnicity, gender, school/college, and 

approach to scholarship.  

In the following report you will find analyses conducted for both the closed-ended and 

open-ended sections of the survey, respectively. The closed-ended section includes a brief 

description of each analysis followed by the results. For most variables, analyses were 

conducted by school and faculty rank.  

For the open-ended portion of the survey, analyses were conducted across all of the major 

areas of interest (e.g., pre-award, barriers to grant funding, interdisciplinary collaboration) 

and a description of the most frequently provided responses to each question is reported. 

All responses to the open-ended questions can be found in Appendix Two.  

Descriptions of all closed-ended and open-ended analyses are followed by a 

summary/discussion of the findings. In the final section of the report we propose solutions 

to the major concerns raised across all sections of the survey.  
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Closed-Ended Results 

Part I: Demographic Summary 
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Part II: Research Resources    

Respondents who have been at UM for 5 or fewer years, and were at another institution 

previously, were asked to rate how the research resources provided at UM compared to those 

at their previous institution.  

Respondents were also asked about their satisfaction with the resources UM provides to 

support research, scholarship, and creativity (e.g., core / shared resources, purchasing, seed 

and pilot funding), as well as with their research space (e.g., amount of space, location of 

space, lab equipment). Note that all items and scales related to research resources were 

rated on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  
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There was a significant difference in respondents’ satisfaction with resources compared to 

their previous institution X2 (27, N = 84) = 40.43, p = .047, with Miller School of Medicine 

respondents rating the resources provided by UM as worse more often than other schools.    
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Ratings of satisfaction with research resources appeared to be lowest for Workday Finance, 

purchasing / procurement, and availability of funding for costs related to research. Ratings 

appeared to be highest for software library / site licenses, performance venue space, and 

workshops / support for writing. 

Research Resources Scale 

A scale (Research Resources) was created to account for the mean satisfaction with research 

resources across all 17 of the resources listed (α = .84).  

School 

Scores on the Research Resources scale differed significantly by school F(10, 230) = 13.85, p 

<.001. Because there were fewer than two cases for the School of Architecture and the School 
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of Law, post hoc tests evaluating the significant differences across each school were not 

conducted. However, examination of the figure suggests that School of Law, Miller School of 

Medicine, and Frost School of Music tended to have lower scores compared to School of 

Architecture, School of Communication, College of Engineering, RSMAS, and School of Nursing 

and Health Studies.  
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Research Space 

Ratings of satisfaction appeared to be lowest for the amount of space, service from vendors, 

and maintenance. Ratings appeared to be highest for location of space (relative to key facilities 

and /or collaborators), condition of space, and safety.  

Research Space Scale 

A scale (Research Space) was created to account for the mean satisfaction with research space 

across all 8 of the resources listed (α = .86).  
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School 

Scores on the Research Space scale differed significantly by school F(9, 215) = 24.93, p <.001. 

Because there were fewer than two cases for the School of Architecture and the School of 

Law, post hoc tests evaluating the significant differences across each school were not 

conducted. However, examination of the figure suggests School of Architecture, College of 

Arts and Sciences, School of Education and Human Development, College of Engineering, and 

Miller School of Medicine tended to have lower scores compared to Miami Business School, 

School of Communication, RSMAS, and Frost School of Music.  
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Part III: Pre-Award Services 
Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with the pre-award services provided by UM 

(e.g., grant workshops / consulting, negotiating contracts, pre-submission Office of Research 

Administration (ORA) review), and to rate their satisfaction with the pre-award support 

provided by their department, school / college, ORA, and the Office of Disclosures Support. 

Note that all items and scales related to research resources were rated on a scale from 1 to 

5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  

Ratings of satisfaction appeared to be lowest for identifying industry support, negotiating 

contracts, grant proposal editing services, research methods support, and planning for 

participant recruitment / retention and PRMC (Protocol Review and Monitoring Committee) 

review. Ratings appeared to be highest for grant workshops / consulting, identifying federal / 

state funding, understanding sponsor deadlines, proposal budget preparation, and keeping up 

to date with research news and sponsor deadlines. 



14 

Pre-Award Services Scale 

A scale (Pre-Award Services) was created to account for the mean satisfaction with pre-award 

services across all 13 of the resources listed (α = .88).  

Satisfaction with pre-award services did not differ significantly by school, or faculty rank, and is 

not reported here.  

Pre-Award Support from Various Groups   
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department pre-award support.   
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Rank 

Satisfaction with pre-award support from these four groups did not differ significantly by 

school. However, satisfaction with pre-award departmental support differed significantly by 

faculty rank F(3, 180) = 6.13, p = .001. Assistant professors (M = 3.1, SD = 1.21) were marginally 

significantly less satisfied with departmental pre-award support than associate professors (M = 

3.7, SD = 1.21) and significantly less satisfied than full professors (M = 3.85, SD = 1.21). 

Part IV: Post-Award Services 
Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with the post-award services provided by 

UM (e.g., Institutional Review Board, hiring staff, managing IT, project closeout), and to rate 

their satisfaction with the post-award support provided by their department, school / college, 

and ORA. Note that all items and scales related to research resources were rated on a scale 

from 1 to 5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  
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Ratings of satisfaction appeared to be lowest for monitoring accounts, hiring staff, purchasing 

and invoicing, managing sub awards, purchasing equipment, tech transfer, and participant 

recruitment. Satisfaction appeared to be highest for The Institutional Animal Care Committee 

(IACUC), conflict of interest review, quality review auditing, clinical trials disclosure help, 

project reporting, and project closeout.  

Post-Award Services Scale 

A scale (Post-Award Services) was created to account for the mean satisfaction with pre-award 

services across all 18 of the resources listed (α = .97).  

Satisfaction with pre-award services did not differ significantly by school, or faculty rank, and is 

not reported here.  
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Post-Award Support from Various Groups   

Ratings of satisfaction appeared to be lowest for ORA pre-award support, and highest for 

departmental pre-award support.  

Rank 

Satisfaction with pre-award support from these three groups did not differ significantly by 

school. However, satisfaction with pre-award school / college support differed significantly by 

faculty rank F(3, 120) = 1.74, p = .027. Assistant professors (M = 2.94, SD = .84) were 

significantly less satisfied than full professors (M = 3.16, SD = 1.03), but not associate 

professors (M = 3.58, SD = 1.02).  
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Part V: Grant Funding 
Respondents were asked to provide the number of grant proposals submitted to an external 

agency in the past 3 years, the number of external grant proposals funded in the past 3 years, 

the number of internal proposals submitted to UM in the past 3 years, and the number of 

internal awards funded by UM in the past 3 years.   

Respondents were also asked to rate agreement with several items related to barriers faced in 

submitting grant proposals (e.g., I avoid writing grant proposals because the percentage of 

proposals that are funded are low, funding is not necessary for the type of research I conduct, 

I do not know how to write a grant proposal). Note that all items and scales related to grant 

funding barriers were rated on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree, and 5 

being strongly agree. 

Grant Funding Descriptives1 

1 Note that, objective, non-self-report data on external grant proposals can be provided by ORA. As such, the 
figures provided on external funding below are meant to summarize the self-report data from the respondents 
to this particular survey, and do not provide a complete picture of external funding success by school.  
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Grant Funding Barriers 

Respondents seemed to agree the least with the following as barriers to submitting external 

grant proposals: funding being unnecessary for the type of research they conduct, no need for 

funding to complete their research, lack of knowledge with writing a proposal, lack of 

knowledge with submitting a proposal, and department heads discouraging submitting 

proposals. Respondents seemed to agree the most with the following as barriers to submitting 

external grant proposals: avoiding writing grant proposals because the percentage of 

proposals that are funded is low, and spending time completing other high-priority activities 

(e.g., manuscript writing).  

Note: Items were rated on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being 

strongly agree.  
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Barriers to Funding Scale 

Factor analysis was conducted on the items related to barriers to submitting external grant 

proposals and two factors emerged. The first factor2 comprised seven items and was labeled 

Practical Barriers (α = .76), and the second3 factor comprised two items (conditions for a two 

item subscale were sufficient met; Carpenter, 2018) and was labeled Knowledge Barriers (α = 

.89). Analyses were conducted on these subscales by school, rank, and gender.  

Respondents seemed to find practical barriers as somewhat more of a challenge to submitting 

grant funding compared to knowledge barriers.  

2 Factor 1: funding odds are low, funding is unnecessary for my research, there are no funding opportunities in 
my area, no need for funding to conduct my work, funding success is unlikely to affect tenure and promotion, 
department head discourages submitting, time is spent doing other high-priority tasks 
3 Factor 2: I don’t know how to write a proposal, I don’t know how to submit a proposal 
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School 

Agreement over the presence of practical barriers (F(10, 190) = 8.2, p <.001) and knowledge 

barriers (F(9, 191) = 1.99, p = .009) were found to significantly differ by school. Post hoc tests 

were not completed, due to small N’s for two schools.  

Data displayed in the figure seems to suggest that Miami Business School and School of 

Communication reported more practical and knowledge barriers, whereas some schools 

reported did not report that they experienced barriers to applying for funding (RSMAS, College 

of Engineering, Miller School of Medicine). Note that some schools (e.g., College of Arts and 

Sciences, Miami Business School, and Frost School of Music) have larger differences in 

practical barrier agreement compared to knowledge barrier agreement than others (e.g., 

Miller School of Medicine), suggesting that faculty at the former might have the knowledge, 

but struggle overcoming practical boundaries to submitting.  
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Rank 

Reports of knowledge barriers F(3, 198) = 9.57, p < .001 differed significantly by rank. Assistant 

professors (M = 2.0, SD = 1.15) agreed that knowledge barriers prevent them from applying for 

funding to a slightly greater extent than associate professors (M = 1.60, SD = .81) and a 

significantly greater extent than full professors (M = 1.38, SD = .61).  

Gender  

Reported knowledge barriers differed significantly by gender, with women (M = 1.84, SD = 1.0) 

agreeing that knowledge barriers preclude them from applying to funding to a significantly 

greater extent than their male counterparts (M = 1.51, SD = .80), but no gender differences 

were found in reports of practical barriers.  

Part VI: Interdisciplinary Inquiry  

Respondents were asked several questions regarding their experience with interdisciplinary 

collaboration, including their history with Co-Is and Co-PIs from different disciplines, whether 

they have been part of an established interdisciplinary team (group with members from 

different disciplines that has worked together for more than a year), their experience with the 

University of Miami Laboratory of INtegrative Knowledge (U-LINK) funding program, attitudes 

towards interdisciplinary collaboration, and perceptions of UM’s support of interdisciplinary 

research (IDR).  

Interdisciplinary History 

Co-PI or Co-I Outside Discipline 

Of the respondents who had submitted a grant proposal to an external entity in the past 3 

years with a co-PI, 52% had a co-PI who was outside of their disciplinary field and those who 

submitted an external proposal in the past 3 years with a co-I, 68% had a co-I outside of their 

disciplinary field.    

Member of Interdisciplinary Team  

The majority of our sample reported being on an established interdisciplinary team (62%), 

whereas 15% reported not being a member on an established interdisciplinary team, 13% 

prefer to work alone, and 10% were not sure if they had participated on an interdisciplinary 

team.   
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Respondents reported, on average, that about 46% (SD = 35.13) of their work was 

interdisciplinary.  

Experience with U-LINK 

The majority of our sample had not submitted an application to U-LINK. Of the 44 respondents 

who had submitted a U-LINK application, 33 reported having received U-LINK funding.  
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The highest number of “I don’t know what U-LINK is” responses came from Miller School of 

Medicine.  

Attitudes about Interdisciplinary Research 

Respondents tended to agree to the greatest extent that interdisciplinary research (IDR) 

improves research productivity, improves research quality, that there are internal funding 

opportunities at UM For interdisciplinary research, that IDR tends to result in more 

publications than single-disciplinary research, and that it increases potential for scientific 

discovery. Respondents tended to disagree to the greatest extent that their physical proximity 

to researchers from other disciplines supported IDR and that IDR is rewarded in Tenure and 

Promotion at UM.  

Respondents tended to most likely to agree that it is difficult to allocate resources while 

conducting IDR. Conversely, respondents were least likely to agree that IDR questions do not 

interest them and that IDR waters down the science.  
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Note: Items were rated on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being strongly agree. 

Note that several of the items were presented to respondents in the reverse direction (e.g., IDR poses a time 

burden). These items are presented with an (R) in the above figure.  

Scale for Attitudes about Interdisciplinary Research 

Factor analysis was conducted on the items related to barriers to submitting external grant 

proposals and two factors emerged. The first factor4 comprised ten items and was labeled 

4 Factor 1: Improves research productivity, improves research quality, imposes a significant time burden, IDR 
questions do not interest me, interaction with scholars from other disciplines is rare, collaboration is difficult 
because of differences in research methodology, it is difficult to find a journal to publish IDR, IDR results in 
more publications than single-disciplinary research, IDR threatens my autonomy as a research, IDR increases 
potential for scientific innovation 
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Willingness to Collaborate (α = .75), and the second5 factor comprised four items was labeled 

UM Facilitates IDR (α = .66). Analyses were conducted on these subscales by school, 

membership on an interdisciplinary team, U-LINK application, and U-LINK funding (only 

significant results are provided. 

Respondents scored higher on items related to their willingness to collaborate across 

disciplines at UM, compared to their perceptions of the extent to which UM facilitates 

interdisciplinary collaboration. 

School  

Scores on the subscale UM Facilitates IDR differed significantly by school F(9, 158) = 2.14, p = 

.03. Scores suggest that the School of Architecture, School of Communication, and College of 

5 Factor 2: There are internal funding opportunity to support IDR, ample opportunities to network with 
researchers from other disciplines, physical proximity to researchers from other disciplines supports IDR, UM 
supports IDR  
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engineering had the highest agreement that UM facilitates IDR, with Miller School of Medicine 

and Frost School of Music having lowest agreement.  

UM Support of IDR 

Respondents seemed to agree to the greatest extent that UM fosters a collaborative 

environment, and that it provides seed money for IDR. Respondents seemed to disagree to the 

greatest extent that UM incentivizes IDR, and makes departmental resources available to 

support IDR.  
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UM IDR Support Scale 

A scale (UM IDR Support) was created to account for the mean satisfaction with the support 

UM provides for IDR across all 7 of the resources listed (α = .87).  

School 

Scores on the Research Resources scale differed significantly by school F(10, 166) = 3.22, p = 

.001. Because there were fewer than two cases for the School of Architecture and the School 

of Law, post hoc tests evaluating the significant differences across each school were not 

conducted. However, examination of the figure suggests that School of Law, Miller School of 

medicine, and Frost School of Music tended to have lower scores compared to School of 

Architecture, School of Communication, College of Engineering, RSMAS, and School of Nursing 

and Health Studies.  
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Closed-Ended Discussion 

Several notable findings emerged from the results outlined above. First, there were several 

research resources, as well as pre-award and post-award services that stood out as needing 

improvement. Specific areas in need of improvement are noted throughout both the closed-

ended and open-ended sections of the report.  

A figure summarizing respondents’ satisfaction with each of the areas included in the survey 

suggests that respondents are most satisfied with their research / creative space but are least 

satisfied with research resources and post-award services.  

Note that all items and scales related to research resources were rated on a scale from 1 to 

5, with 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied.  

In terms of barriers to applying for funding, respondents indicated that practical barriers (e.g., 

spending time on other high-priority tasks) were more likely to impede their funding 

applications than were knowledge barriers [e.g., “I don’t know how to write a grant 

proposal”]). Notably, both women and assistant professors found knowledge barriers to be 
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more of a challenge in applying for grant funding (compared to men and full professors, 

respectively). In addition, a few schools (College of Arts and Sciences, Miami Business School, 

and Frost School of Music) rated practical barriers to be much more of a concern than 

knowledge barriers, suggesting that if the practical barriers were overcome, more grants 

would be submitted (see specific results for which for which of the practical barriers were 

rated most likely to be a challenge in applying for grant funding). In terms of interdisciplinary 

inquiry, respondents tended to show a high willingness to collaborate on interdisciplinary 

projects but expressed concern over how interdisciplinary research (IDR) is rewarded in tenure 

and promotion. 

 Open-Ended Results 

In the open-ended portion of the survey, participants were asked to provide feedback on what 

the university does well, and what could be improved in several areas related to research 

productivity. Participants were also asked to list the barriers they face in applying for grant 

funding and provide suggestions on how the university could better foster interdisciplinary 

collaboration. When particularly informative, specific quotes from participants are provided in 

the areas below.  

What Does the University Do Well? 

Participants’ responses to what the university does well to support research were diverse and 

varied, and there was little agreement over what the majority of participants found the 

university to be doing well. Nevertheless, there were a few resources that were cited by 

multiple participants as exemplary. The most commonly referenced exemplary resource was 

the Libraries, with at least 7 participants listing the Libraries’ staff and services as particularly 

beneficial to the university community.  

The next most-cited resource (at least 6 participants) was internal awards and pilot funds. 

Participants cited these resources as a reliable source of funding for fledgling projects, 

especially those not yet be ready for external funding, “Internal seed funding for collaboration 

(U-LINK) and for fledgling projects (Provost’s Research Awards) have both been great, and are 

a true strength of the University.”  
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At least 4 participants also cited research development and opportunities for collaboration as 

a strength of the university. One participant wrote, “I truly appreciate UM's nourishing the 

practice of collaboration leading to strong interdisciplinary research, particularly the initiatives 

that engage students and postdoctoral fellows in different disciplines and departments, and 

the allocation of seed money.” 

Some of the remaining resources most commonly cited as exemplary were: 

•The Miami Clinical and Translational Science Institute (3); “The various workshops that

CTSI and the libraries put on are great for PhD students, post-docs and faculty.”

•Startup Funds (3); “Relative to other universities, the University of Miami has given

more flexibility for using startup funds for a longer period pre-tenure. This has been

extremely helpful.”

•Center for Computational Science (3); “The CCS facility has been excellent for us and

helped us make an impact on the field.”

•Biostatistical Consulting Core (3)

•RSMAS Office of Research Administration Team (3); “RSMAS ORA support at all stages

of grant preparation and implementation has been consistently excellent.”

•Research leave and travel funds (2)

•University of Miami Laboratory for Integrated Knowledge (2); “I especially appreciate

the U-LINK initiative and other supports offered for interdisciplinary research.”

•Sylvester Comprehensive Cancer Center; (2) “I have used the cancer center pre award

people, who are outstanding”

•Office of Research Administration (2)

How Can the University Better Support Your Research / Scholarly Pursuits? 

There was better overall agreement on what participants thought the university could be 

doing better compared to what participants thought the university was doing well, and several 

common areas for improvement were identified. By far the most commonly cited area for 

improvement (at least 17 participants) involved the university’s Cores and Shared Resources. 

Participants requested improvements to (a) finding up-to-date information on Core Resources, 

(b) staff expertise within the Cores, and (c) the equipment that is available to use (update
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existing equipment to state of the art and fill important gaps in available equipment). 

Participants also expressed concern over the lack of communication among Core Resource 

directors and the unnecessarily duplicated resources that result, “I wish the research core 

facilities were better and more modern.  Equipment seems to have fallen into disrepair 

because of disuse or misuse. People are more inclined to procure their own equipment for 

themselves rather than share, leading to unnecessary duplication of resources in individual 

research groups compared to faculty in general.” Another participant, in noting the lack of 

critical equipment, shared, “The obsolete capital equipment in many core facilities is alarming. 

Without major upgrades it will be impossible to be competitive for NIH grants in the near 

future. It is odd that the university does not assist cores with funding core capital equipment 

needs and has departments cover core deficits, even though faculty from many different 

departments have access to individual cores.” 

The next most-cited area for improvement was Workday (at least 14 participants), especially 

allowing researchers to see the remaining balances of their awards: “The Workday system has 

been a real problem for many PIs with external grants and has led to a considerable loss of 

time and possibly funds / resources.  I have been struggling to manage my own grants since I 

have been unable to get a clear idea of my account spending to date and how much funding is 

left in each line item.” Another participant suggested a loss of funds as a result of difficulties 

with Workday.  Participants also cited difficulties with Workday around hiring and its difficult-

to-navigate interface.   

The next most commonly cited resources needing improvement were the Office of Research 

Administration (ORA) and Institutional Review Board (IRB) (at least 12 participants). 

Participants noted considerable delays and slow turnaround times when working with ORA 

and the IRB as particularly frustrating, “ORA is horrendously slow and non-responsive.” 

Participants also noted the difficulties interfacing with ORA administration and suggested ORA 

adopt a more service-oriented approach, with at least 6 faculty citing specifically the need for 

improving ORA’s customer service, “Overhaul ORA culture with the primary goal of facilitating 

excellent research.” 

Humanities faculty, who tend to apply for smaller grants, expressed concern that the burden 

of applying for small grants is prohibitive for applying to these awards, “The University puts 
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roadblocks to seek and accept small-scale grants.  It seems not worth the time of support staff 

and prohibitively complex to adhere to guidelines. A one size policy geared to STEM penalizes 

humanities grants at the $1,000-$10,000 level. These roadblocks can frustrate foundations and 

partner institutions.” One participant suggested providing a one-stop webpage with all of the 

administrative procedures that researchers have to navigate, and that trainers / 

troubleshooters should be dispatched regularly to help with issues as they arise, “Find ways to 

facilitate navigation through all the administrative procedures that researchers have to deal 

with (COI, ACUC, IRB,...). Some of the systems are a bit hard to navigate and hard to find on 

the University webpage.  If resources allow, dispatch trainers/troubleshooters to individual 

units/ groups of units on a more regular basis to help identify/address issues.”  

At least 11 participants cited a need for better support of collaboration across campuses 

(especially for assistant professors). Several suggestions were made for how to do this, 

including, (a) providing cross-disciplinary lecture series, (b) creating online wanted ads for 

collaborators, (c) curating collaborative spaces, (d) cultivating interdisciplinary research 

groups, and (e) advertising the grant-funded projects conducted across the university. For 

example, one participant noted, “It is one thing for the university to promote interprofessional 

collaboration, but a final product in the form of a grant submission is difficult to accomplish 

without knowing what other areas of research in other departments are taking place. 

Providing a periodic roster via the research list serve of all funded projects (private and 

federal) would be a most useful tool in truly promoting interprofessional, collaborative, and 

innovative research efforts.” 

The next two most-cited suggestions for improvement were to allocate more space for 

researchers (at least 8 participants) and provide more pilot and seed funding to faculty (at 

least 6 participants). Participants also expressed frustration with university bureaucracy and 

the considerable red tape encountered when trying to conduct research (at least 7 

participants), including poor customer service and excessive wait times for entities like 

General Counsel and HR. Participants suggested that more resources be allocated to provide 

more ‘boots on the ground’ staff (who participants tended to find extremely helpful).  

At least 7 participants made calls to improve the Provost’s Research Awards (PRAs). The most 

common concerns included (a) unequal distribution of awards / the same people winning the 



37 

awards every year, (b) lack of transparency in review criteria and awardee selection, and (c) 

lack of support for Humanities faculty.  In describing their concerns with PRA funding of 

Humanities faculty, one participant wrote, “By reinstating the old system of PRAs in the 

humanities and by making the application process tailored to humanities disciplines: this 

funding is crucial, and the current process is very discouraging and time-consuming….there 

should be richer and more widely available summer funding opportunities (of at least $10,500) 

for humanities scholars so that we don't have to teach in the summer months to get by 

financially. Having the summer months to research and write is crucial to most of us.”  

Some of the remaining most commonly cited resources in need of improvement were: 

•Grant writing support (6)

•Clinical research trial participation and accrual (6)

•Support of young faculty / cultivation of young talent (5)

•Teaching loads (need to be decreased) (5)

•Purchasing / procurement (5); “The purchasing system is inflexible and only suitable to

order from major vendors.  Try to order anything from a non-vendorized company.

There is basically no way to do it.”

•Research equipment / computers (need to be updated) (5)

•Understanding by administrative bodies of Humanities research (4)

•Advertising of research resources (3); “It would be nice if there was one central

location/ repository with links to the different resources available to support research”

•How to navigate research administrative bodies (3)

•Increased valuing of graduate education (2)

•Fix no indirect cost returns (2); “The lack of a system of indirect costs returning to the

faculty member or department is a disincentive.  I have allowed co-PIs to be PIs because

I didn’t want to deal with UM paperwork on a grant that benefits me whether or not any

of the money runs through UM.”

•Support of qualitative research (2)

•Startup funds (more) (2)

Which Pre and Post Award Services are Most Useful? 
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Participants were asked to describe which pre and post award services are most useful when 

applying for and processing grant funding. The most-cited exemplary pre-award service was 

staff budget planning (at least 15 participants), followed by help from exemplary department 

staff and ORA ‘foot soldiers’ during both pre and post award (at least 13 participants); “Our 

departmental pre-award support personnel are gems. They go out of the way. The rank and 

file ORA staff are good but often overwhelmed.” Another participant reported, “Having staff in 

the department (back again) is immensely helpful. It really is my primary point of interaction 

pre award. This is where my detailed budget is drawn up and documents that I need to 

provide are tracked and compiled.” 

Some of the other resources cited as helpful by participants included: 

•OVPR-sponsored workshops on grant writing (4)

•RSMAS departmental staff (3)

•CAS research support staff (3); “Tracy Ehrlich and her staff-they are extremely helpful”

•Services provided by the Writing Center (3)

Which Pre and Post Award Services Need Improvement? 

Participants provided several suggestions for improving the University’s pre and post award 

services. The most frequent suggestion was to provide high-level grant writing support to 

faculty (6), including in-house writers and editors, as well as dedicated staff for complicated 

grant proposals.  

The next two most-cited suggestions for pre-award services were to help faculty identify grant 

opportunities (at least 5 participants), and to improve relationships with and submissions to 

foundations (at least 4 participants). One participant suggested, “Tailored, focused 

announcement[s] in addition to overall announcements will help. You need to put unit-based 

intelligence in hiring. For example, a unit-based person can select out all neuroscience related 

opportunities and have periodic liaison with faculty [on] how to tailor. Speaking to concerns 

with applying to foundations, one participant noted, “Many foundation grants have lots of 

requirements and complicated or not user friendly webpage submission that takes a lot of 
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time that could be used to improve the scientific portion. If that could be done by staff it will 

be a great help.” 

Some remaining common suggestions included: 

•Improve post-award support (3)

•Provide information on research resources (3)

•Increase understanding of Humanities research (2)

•Provide workshops on ORA procedures (2)

•Provide pre-populated to-do lists for administrative tasks associated with grant

submissions (2)

•Invite representatives from funding agencies to the university (2)

What are your Barriers to Applying for Grant Funding? 

Participants were asked to describe the barriers to grant funding that they face. The most 

common complaint was that administrative offices are understaffed, leading to faculty 

shouldering the administrative burden themselves (8). One participant noted, “…[M]y 

department's office manager… is overwhelmed by the added responsibilities [for grant-related 

tasks] for which she is not compensated and, frankly, are not part of her own tasks or 

responsibilities.”  

The next most-cited barrier to applying for grant funding was limited protected time (6). One 

faculty expressed frustration that, “The logistics [of applying for grant funding] are too many 

and too disorganized, such that even if the scientific proposal were excellent, the process is 

prohibitive for anyone who doesn't have significant protected time.”  

Another commonly cited barrier to applying for grant funding was a lack of support or 

mentoring by senior faculty members (5). Cultivating young talent was a common suggestion 

throughout the open-ended sections and support from senior faculty in applying to grant 

funding was a particularly common response here.  

Some remaining most commonly cited barriers to applying for grant funding were: 
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•Little incentive for applying for funding (4); “The administration should either pony up,

or be more realistic and stop demoralizing faculty who cannot grow an oak tree with an

eye dropper.”

•Teaching load too high / need for a course reduction (4); “I wish there were more ways

that I could teach less and devote more time for research.”

•Lack of funding for their discipline (3)

•Lack of ability to conduct pilot studies (3)

•Unfunded core resources / out-of-date equipment (2)

How Can We Better Support Interdisciplinary Collaboration? 

Participants were asked to describe what UM could do better to foster interdisciplinary 

collaboration. By far the most frequent response (at least 16 participants) was to more 

effectively recognize interdisciplinary collaboration in tenure and promotion. Participants 

expressed concern over the fact that, not only does interdisciplinary collaboration take more 

time, effectively delaying the publications necessary for tenure and promotion, but IDR is not 

valued as highly in tenure and promotion as single-authored science. For example, one 

participant wrote, “The University needs to figure out how to handle tenure/promotion with 

IDR. Right now, there is no incentive to do IDR, and there is a bias against papers with a lot of 

authors in tenure/promotion because people say ‘well how much did (person x) contribute 

anyway?’” This issue seems to be further exacerbated by the field that the participant belongs 

to. One faculty from the Humanities shared, “Your questions are clearly directed at folks in the 

sciences and STEM. In the Humanities, collaborative research is not rewarded. We are still 

measured by single-authored books and single-authored articles. I love collaborative and 

interdisciplinary research and have co-authored a special issue of an important journal in 

interdisciplinary studies (my co-author and I oversaw the publication of scholarly work in the 

humanities, arts, and social sciences), but I have no illusions that this work will count much 

when I come up for promotion among outside reviewers of my case who are strictly from the 

humanities.  The other thing that will never work for humanists is for UM to force-feed us the 

need to do collaborative and interdisciplinary research. This is particularly dangerous for junior 

scholars who will NOT get tenured if most of their work is interdisciplinary and co-authored.”   
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The second most-cited recommendation for enhancing interdisciplinary collaboration (at least 

10 participants) was to help with identifying collaborators (by keeping up-to-date websites and 

rosters) and in fostering collaboration through events like mixers and happy hours on a 

particular topic area. For example, one participant suggested, “One thing that UM could do 

better is substantially improve the webpages of all faculty across the university.  I have 

struggled to find information about what many faculty do in some departments and may be 

missing natural collaborations.  The lack of easy-to-access information also negatively affects 

our university's research profile in the outside world.” Another participant wrote, “I have 

found it very difficult to meet potential collaborators from other departments. It would be 

great if UM could organize special interest research groups and support meetings/mixers.” 

At least 8 participants suggested the university provide more funding and seed money for 

interdisciplinary collaboration, with at least 2 participants noting the importance of funding 

graduate students for this type of work, “More funding opportunities for graduate students 

that is applicable to students from all three campuses. Without the students, the work needed 

to execute IDR cannot be done.” 

Providing space where faculty from different departments can meet and collaborate was 

another commonly cited suggestion for being able to conduct IDR effectively (at least 5 

participants). One participant shared, “I cannot overstate how much it impedes my work that I 

do not have a room where I can regularly sit with more than 2 people at a time.  The campus 

just isn't built for this, but it shouldn't be that hard.” 

Some remaining most-commonly cited suggestions for supporting interdisciplinary 

collaboration included:  

•Provide protected time / it takes too much time to complete (4)

•Provide more incentives (3)

•Keep supporting U-LINK (2); “I think that the ULINK program has been a tremendous

improvement in this regard.”

•Remove administrative barriers (3); “I'm not certain that efforts at the University-wide

level are reinforced and promoted at our school level...or, if they are, they are trumped
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by other priorities (publication) and realities (teaching load). Having a consistent 

message from top-down would help foster IDR and collaboration.” 

•Publicize opportunities for attending events across departments (3); “It would be

helpful to get updates or access to a database that has information with regard to

invited speaker series, internal seminars, research focus of different labs beyond your

own division/department.”

•IDR is not feasible for everyone (3); “You can support interdisciplinary research IN THE

HUMANITIES by supporting individual humanities researchers and teams of humanities

researchers composed of faculty and graduate students. Doing "interdisciplinary"

research does not just mean, in some poorly defined way, collaborating with scientists

or whatever. It is entirely possible to do individual interdisciplinary research within the

humanities. It is also possible to do collaborative interdisciplinary research within and

across the humanities, on teams with other humanities researchers. Support research in

the humanities.”

•Don’t just favor the sciences in collaborations (2)

•Support clinical faculty and lecturers in conducting IDR (2)

Open-Ended Discussion 

Across all of the open-ended sections, several cross-cutting themes emerged. First, across all 

sections, calls for improvements in wait time, customer-service orientation, and 

responsiveness from administrative bodies like ORA were made. And, although praise for 

departmental staff was provided frequently, participants in almost every section noted that 

both their departmental staff and central ORA staff were overworked and that these 

departments tend to be consistently understaffed. Because these offices are understaffed, the 

administrative burden falls on faculty. Participants requested that faculty-centric training on 

ORA processes be provided by ORA, and that the university create a one-stop webpage where 

all research administrative bodies / tasks are located in one place (e.g., COI, IACUC, IRB, ORA). 

Low morale seemed to be a concern of both faculty at the medical school (especially clinical 

faculty who note that there is a mismatch between expectations and the resources available 

to meet those expectations), and faculty in the Humanities. Faculty at the medical school 

expressed frustration over having clear punishments for not receiving grant funding, but few 
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incentives (and support) to apply successfully.  Faculty also expressed frustration with a lack of 

cultivation of young talent and mentorship by senior faculty and university leadership, which, 

participants noted, leads to poor faculty retention and few instances of exciting new hires. The 

Humanities faculty consistently expressed frustration over a perceived lack of understanding 

by ORA about the kind of research they conduct. Multiple participants noted that the types of 

administrative procedures they must undergo to conduct their research or apply for grant 

funding are tailored to STEM fields, making the processes both nonsensical and extremely 

difficult to navigate. Similarly, several participants noted that the procedures for applying to 

and processing large grants are the same as applying to and processing small grants. And, 

because these administrative hurdles are difficult to overcome, the costs of applying to these 

small grants outweighs the benefits of receiving them. Additionally, Humanities faculty believe 

that they receive inadequate financial support via the Provost’s Research Award funding as 

well as the Fellowship in the Arts and Humanities.  

 

Workday was by far the most cited issue faculty had with research resources. The inability to 

see remaining grant balances was cited as particularly problematic for managing grant funding 

effectively. Other issues with Workday were also raised, including its unfriendly user interface.  

 

There was also a consensus that more attention needs to be paid to core resources and that, 

not only does the university need to invest in state of the art equipment, but strategic 

decisions about how to deal with overlap in core resources need to be made.  

 

Faculty also requested greater support services for applying for grant funding, including help 

with writing and editing, as well as dedicated support for more complicated grants. 

Participants also requested that support be provided for finding funding, and that tailored 

grant announcements be provided by administration (either by a central office or a dedicated 

staff member in each department).  

 

In multiple open-ended sections, participants requested that research resources be displayed 

clearly and in one place. Oftentimes faculty are unaware of how to find these resources or that 

they even exist. More clearly displaying information about research resources will go far to 

assuage these concerns.  
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Finally, to multiple open-ended prompts, participants expressed a need for better 

collaborative space, more incentives for interdisciplinary collaboration (including recognition 

in tenure and promotion), and increased seed and pilot funding.  

Proposed Actions to Address Concerns Raised in Survey 

Across almost every section of the report, concerns related to the ORA were raised 

(particularly for post-award services). Most notably, faculty expressed frustration over the 

inability to see their grant balances in Workday. ORA is aware of this issue and will be 

replacing the current pre-Award system with a new system that will reduce administrative 

burden on faculty and will provide access and transparency into the status of applications, 

contracts/agreements, subawards, and award notifications. The new system will also provide 

an interface with Workday and will enable faculty to see the current status of their grant 

funding/balances. We will also recommend that ORA consider providing more faculty-centered 

training on their processes and on Workday to ensure that faculty know what they’re doing.  

The cores / shared resources emerged as one of the most commonly cited areas in need of 

improvement. To address these concerns, the OVPR will do an analysis of the types of 

equipment that are missing from the university and identify new sources of funding to address 

glaring gaps when they exist. The OVPR also oversees the Core Advisory Committee, which is 

an advisory body tasked by the Provost to (a) provide recommendations on the opening of 

core facilities, (b) administer and review core performance via a new annual reporting process 

from the cores (c) provide feedback based on annual reporting by cores, and (d) advise 

leadership on how to improve core facilities at UM. The Committee will be tasked with 

strategically helping to address the issues that arose in this survey related to cores.  

Low morale among faculty at the medical school and within the Humanities was evident in the 

open-ended portion of the survey. The medical school is currently working on addressing the 

concerns raised by their C-Change Survey. To address concerns raised by Humanities faculty, 

the OVPR will conduct outreach to understand how Humanities faculty, when interested, can 

most effectively participate in interdisciplinary initiatives or take advantage of internal funding 
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opportunities (which remain funded at pre-2017 levels both in terms of total dollars and 

number of awards) that can accommodate interdisciplinary Humanities teams.  

In the open-ended portion of the survey, participants also raised concerns about the current 

state of the Provost’s Research Awards. This year, efforts have been made to address concerns 

around transparency in review criteria used by the Research Council, which comprises faculty 

from all eligible Schools/Colleges. Several steps were taken this year to address these 

concerns. First, a question and answer session was provided in Fall 2019 to educate faculty on 

the review criteria used by the Research Council, as well as provide tips on submitting a 

successful PRA application. Second, the PRA request for applications was edited to make 

expectations as clear as possible. Third, the OVPR worked closely with Research Deans to 

improve the school/college PRA review process (e.g., providing feedback to faculty, making 

review criteria available), which should serve to address some of the concerns raised in this 

report. To address concerns over which faculty tend to receive these awards, the OVPR will 

complete an analysis of the award recipients and observe any concerning trends. Note, 

however, that faculty cannot receive PRA funding for salary support for more than two years 

in a row.  

Across most open-ended sections, participants recommended better advertisement of the 

research resources available at the university. The Research Development and Strategy (RDS) 

office within the OVPR is developing a website that will provide a comprehensive guide to the 

research resources available to faculty. The RDS office has also been distributing a newsletter 

that outlines some of the resources available to faculty. The website should be live by spring 

2020 and the newsletter is distributed three times a year (fall, spring, and summer). The 

website will also include means with which to find grant funding tailored specifically to a 

faculty member’s interests. The Pivot platform https://pivot.proquest.com/funding_main, 

provides information about suitable grant opportunities tailored to a faculty member’s 

research interests.  

In both the closed-ended and open-ended portions of the survey, participants identified 

several resources within specific Schools/Colleges that need improvement or are missing from 

the university altogether. The OVPR will work with Deans and Research Deans from the 

https://pivot.proquest.com/funding_main
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schools where specific problem points in resource availability and services were raised and 

work to address these concerns.  

In terms of grant funding barriers, several interesting themes emerged. Notably, both women 

and assistant professors tended to identify knowledge barriers as keeping them from applying 

for grant funding. Continuing to offer and encourage attendance at grant writing workshops 

and grant writing 1:1 consultations should help to address some of these issues. A grant 

writing 101 session that provides an overview of the grant application process will also be 

developed.  

To address the need for research mentoring, a mock study section protocol is being piloted 

this year. This should not only serve to educate young faculty, particularly, on applying for 

funding effectively, but should also help to involve senior faculty in mentoring around grant 

funding. The OVPR will also work closely with the Miami Clinical and Translational Science 

Institute to identify the best ways to expand grant writing resources to meet the needs of the 

survey participants (e.g., hiring in-house grant editors). The practical barriers to applying for 

external funding need to be addressed as well. Participants cited a lack of administrative 

support due to understaffed offices. The OVPR will work to identify areas where staffing seems 

to be lacking and find ways to provide the support necessary for reducing administrative 

burnout for faculty. Participants also cited teaching loads and other responsibilities as barriers 

to applying for funding. Solutions such as teaching releases for faculty submitting external 

funding proposals will be explored.  

Some of the major barriers to effective interdisciplinary collaboration included lack of 

collaborative space, a need to recognize interdisciplinary research in tenure and promotion, 

and difficulty knowing who is interested in collaborating across departments / schools. 

Presently, the libraries are working on a plan to develop the 3rd floor of the Richter Library 

into a collaborative faculty research space, where these types of collaborations can be formed 

and nourished. The OVPR is also developing a draft tenure and promotion statement (and 

guidelines for interdisciplinary researchers) to help the Deans and Academic Personnel Board 

more accurately evaluate interdisciplinary scholars.  
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Finding collaborators was a concern for a number of faculty members. In response, the OVPR 

has generated a list of tips for how to use tools such as Pivot to identify potential 

collaborators. In addition, the OVPR will explore the use of a ‘collaborators wanted’ board, as 

well as work towards updating current research information management systems where 

faculty can search for collaborators based on research expertise. UM is a development partner 

for a new Research Information System called Esploro, which may also support the 

identification of research expertise. This new system will be launched in mid-2020.   

Although not every sticking point raised in the survey is addressed in this section, the results 

from this survey will serve as an important blueprint for how to move forward strategically as 

a university. A version of this survey will be distributed yearly and results will be compared 

over time to measure whether we are adequately addressing faculty concerns. We sincerely 

thank all faculty who completed the survey and hope to continue to serve you as you advance 

your research and scholarly pursuits. 
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Appendix One 

Research Climate Survey - Spring 2019 

Start of Block: Demographics 

Q1 The Office of the Vice Provost for Research is conducting a brief survey to help us 

understand the research climate at the University of Miami. We are asking for your 

assistance in completing the survey. All responses will remain confidential and no 

individuals will be identified in any report. Thank you in advance for your participation. 

Q4 Age (in years): 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q5 Race/Ethnic Identification (select one): 

o Black or African American  (1)

o Asian American  (2)

o European American  (3)

o Latinx or Hispanic American  (4)

o Native American/American Indian  (5)

o Multi-racial/multi-ethnic (please describe):  (6) ________________________________________________

o Other (please describe):  (7) ________________________________________________

o Prefer Not to Answer  (8)

Q6 Gender Identification (select one): 

o Male  (1)

o Female  (2)

o Other  (3)

o Prefer not to answer  (4)
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Q8 Which best describes your primary faculty appointment at the University of Miami? 

o School of Architecture  (1)

o College of Arts and Sciences  (2)

o Miami Business School  (3)

o School of Communication  (4)

o School of Education and Human Development  (5)

o College of Engineering  (6)

o School of Law  (7)

o Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science  (8)

o Miller School of Medicine  (9)

o Frost School of Music  (10)

o School of Nursing and Health Studies  (11)
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Q57 Which of the following best describes your approach to (or area of) scholarship? (you 

can select up to two) 

▢ Creative  (1)  

▢ Humanities  (2)  

▢ Social Science  (3)  

▢ STEM  (4)  

▢ Clinical Research  (5)  

▢ Other (please describe):  (6) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q10 What is your faculty rank/position?  

o Assistant Professor  (1)  

o Associate Professor  (2)  

o Full Professor  (3)  

o Instructor  (4)  

o Other (Please Specify)  (5) ________________________________________________ 
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Q43 How would you best describe your primary faculty responsibility? (select one) 

o Research / creative endeavors  (1)

o Clinical  (2)

o Teaching  (3)

Q11 Are you tenured? 

o Yes  (1)

o No (I have not yet received tenure)  (2)

o No (I am not tenure-track)  (3)

Q12 How many years have you been a faculty member at the University of Miami? 

________________________________________________________________ 

Skip To: End of Block If How many years have you been a faculty member at the University of Miami?  > 5 
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Q13 If you've been on the faculty at University of Miami for five or fewer years, how would 

you rate the support you receive for your research at the University of Miami compared to 

the support you received as faculty at your previous institution?  

o Better  (1)  

o Worse  (2)  

o Same  (3)  

o I have not been on the faculty at any other institution  (4)  

 

End of Block: Demographics 
 

Start of Block: Research Support 

 

Q14 The following questions ask about your satisfaction with the resources provided to you 

by the University of Miami and/or your School / College.  
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Q15 Rate your satisfaction with the following resources the University of Miami provides to 

support your research, scholarship, and creativity.  
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Very 
Dissatisfi

ed (1) 

Dissatisfi
ed (2) 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfi

ed (3) 

Satisfie
d (4) 

Very 
Satisfie

d (5) 

Not 
importa
nt to me 

(6) 

Not 
applicabl

e 
 (7) 

Research, 
clinical, or 

studio space 
(1)  

o o o o o o o

Start-up 
funds (2) o o o o o o o

Core / 
shared 

resources (3) 
o o o o o o o

Seed or pilot 
project 

funding (4)  
o o o o o o o

Purchasing / 
procurement 

(5)  
o o o o o o o

Funding for 
costs related 
to research 
or creative 
scholarship 
(e.g., travel, 
royalties) (6) 

o o o o o o o

Workshops / 
support for 
writing (7)  

o o o o o o o

Performance 
venues (8)  o o o o o o o
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Software 
library / site 
licenses (9)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Internal 
university 
awards / 
funds / 
grants / 

fellowships 
(e.g., Provost 

Research 
Award, CTSI 
pilot grant) 

(10)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The IRB 
submission / 

review 
process 

(eProst) (11)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Assistance 
from the 
Human 
Subject 

Research 
Office (12)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Support 
from the 
Office of 
Research 

Administrati
on (ORA, 
provides 
services 
before 

grants are 
submitted 
and after 
grants are 
awarded) 

(13)  

o o o o o o o

Velos / 
REDCap 

systems for 
recording 
research 

data from 
patients / 

study 
participants 

(14)  

o o o o o o o

Workday 
Finance (15) o o o o o o o

UDisclose 
system for 
reporting 

financial and 
obligatory 

interests (16) 

o o o o o o o
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PRMC 
(Protocol 

Review and 
Monitoring 
Committee) 
review (18)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Other 
(please 

describe): 
(17)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q16 Indicate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of your current research 

space.   
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Very 

Dissatisfie
d (1) 

Dissatisfie
d (2) 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfie

d (3) 

Satisfie
d (4) 

Very 
Satisfie

d (5) 

Not 
importa
nt to me 

(6) 

Not 
applicabl

e (7) 

Amount of 
space (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Space 
location 

(relative to 
key facilities 

and/or 
collaborator

s) (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Condition of 
space (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Computer 
equipment 

(4)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Lab 
equipment 

(5)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Service 
from 

vendors 
(e.g., 

repairs, 
supplies, 

upgrades) 
(6)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Safety (7)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Maintenanc
e (i.e. 

building 
problems 

addressed) 
(8)  

o o o o o o o

Other 
(please 

specify): (9) 
o o o o o o o

Q17 What does the University of Miami do well to support your research, scholarship, or 

creative endeavors?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

Q18 How can the University of Miami better support your research, scholarship, or creative 

activity?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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End of Block: Research Support 
 

Start of Block: Funding History 

 

Q19 The following questions ask about your history with external and internal grant 

funding.  

 

 

 

Q20 In the last 3 years, how many proposals have you submitted to federal/state/local 

agencies, industry, foundations, or other external sponsors to fund your research, 

scholarship, or creative endeavors where you served as a Principal Investigator or equivalent 

(whether at UM or at a previous institution)?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q21 In the last 3 years, how many proposals have you had successfully funded by a 

federal/state/local agency, industry, foundation, or other external sponsor where you 

served as a Principal Investigator or equivalent (whether at UM or at a previous institution)? 

(Please put in numerical format, e.g., 5) 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Skip To: Q22 If In the last 3 years, how many proposals have you had successfully funded by a federal/state/local... = 0 

 

 

Q25 Were any of your externally funded proposals submitted with a co-PI?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o Not applicable  (3)  
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Skip To: Q47 If Were any of your externally funded proposals submitted with a co-PI?  != Yes 

Q48 Was this person(s) outside of your discipline? 

o Yes  (1)

o No  (2)

Q47 Were any of your externally funded proposals submitted with a co-I? 

o Yes  (1)

o No  (2)

o Not Applicable  (3)

Skip To: Q22 If Were any of your externally funded proposals submitted with a co-I?  != Yes 

Q49 Were any of your co-Is outside of your discipline? 

o Yes  (1)

o No  (2)

Q22 In the past 3 years, how many internal grant proposals have you submitted to the 

University of Miami to help fund your research, scholarship, or creative endeavors?  

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q23 If any, which internal funding programs did you submit to in the last 3 years?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q24 How many of your internal proposals were funded in the last 3 years?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Funding History 
 

Start of Block: Pre-Award Satisfaction 

 

Q45 The following questions ask about how satisfied you are with the assistance you receive 

from the University of Miami in seeking funding. You may also indicate if the activity is not 

applicable or important to you.   
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Q26 For pre-award activities, how satisfied are you with services provided for...  
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Very 

Dissatisfie
d (1) 

Dissatisfie
d (2) 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfie

d (3) 

Satisfie
d (4) 

Very 
Satisfie

d (5) 

Not 
importa
nt to me 

(6) 

Did not 
need / 

not 
applicabl

e (7) 

Grant 
writing 

workshops / 
consulting 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Identifying 
Federal / 

State grant 
opportunitie

s (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Identifying 
foundation 

support 
opportunitie

s (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Identifying 
industry 
support 

opportunitie
s (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Understandi
ng sponsor / 

agency 
guidelines 

(5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Negotiating 
contracts (6)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Grant 
proposal 

editing (7) 
o o o o o o o

Qualitative 
and / or 

quantitative 
research 

methods (8) 

o o o o o o o

Proposal 
budget 

preparation 
(9)  

o o o o o o o

Proposal 
pre-

submission 
review by 
ORA staff 
members 

(10)  

o o o o o o o

Keeping up-
to-date on 
research 
news and 
sponsor 

guidelines / 
policies (11) 

o o o o o o o

Planning for 
recruitment 
of research 
participants 

/ study 
feasibility 

(12)  

o o o o o o o



 

 

68 

 

PRMC 
(Protocol 

Review and 
Monitoring 
Committee) 
review (14)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Other 
(please 

specify): (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q28 For pre-award support or services, how satisfied are you with the assistance you 

received from... 

 
Very 

Dissatisfie
d (1) 

Dissatisfe
d (2) 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfie

d (3) 

Satisfie
d (4) 

Very 
Satisfie

d (5) 

Not 
importa
nt to me 

(6) 

Did not 
need / 

not 
applicabl

e (7) 

Your 
department 

(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Your School 
/ College / 
Institute / 

management 
center (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Office of 
Research 

Administrati
on (ORA) (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Office of 
Disclosures 

and 
Relationship 
Managemen

t (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

Q51 Which pre-award support or services have been particularly useful in helping you obtain 

grant funding and why? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q50 Which pre-award support or services could be improved most?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q52 How could these services be improved to best meet your needs for enhancing your 

research / creative activities and grant applications?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Pre-Award Satisfaction 
 

Start of Block: Post Award Satisfaction 

 

Q53 The following questions ask about how satisfied you are with the assistance you receive 

from the University of Miami in supporting your funded activities. You may also indicate if 

the activity is not applicable or important to you.  
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Q30 For post-award activities, how satisfied are you with assistance with... 
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Very 
Dissatisfi

ed (1) 

Dissatisfi
ed (2) 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfi

ed (3) 

Satisfie
d (4) 

Very 
Satisfie

d (5) 

Not 
importa
nt to me 

(6) 

Did not 
need / 

not 
applicab

le (7) 

Setting up 
accounts (1) o o o o o o o

Monitoring 
accounts (2) o o o o o o o

IRB submission 
/ review 

processes (3)  
o o o o o o o

IACUC 
submission / 

review 
processes (4) 

o o o o o o o

IRB submission 
/ review 

processes (5)  
o o o o o o o

PRMC 
(Protocol 

Review and 
Monitoring 
Committee) 
review (6)  

o o o o o o o

COI review / 
management 

(7)  
o o o o o o o

Monitoring of 
investigator-

initiated trials 
(CRORS) (8)  

o o o o o o o
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Quality review 
(auditing) (9)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Clinical trial 
disclosure 

(clinicaltrials.g
ov) help (10)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Hiring research 
staff (11)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Purchasing 
and invoicing 

(12)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Establishing 
and managing 

sub-awards 
(13)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Purchasing 
equipment 

(14)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Setting up / 
managing IT 
services (15)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Project 
reporting (16)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Project 
closeout 

activities (17)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Technology 
Transfer (18)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Recruitment / 
retention of 

research 
participants 

(19)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Other (please 
specify): (20)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

 

Q31 For post-award support or services, how satisfied are you with the assistance you 

received from...  

 
Very 

Dissatisfied 
(1) 

Dissatisfied 
(2) 

Neither 
Satisfied 

nor 
Dissatisfied 

(3) 

Satisfied 
(4) 

Very 
Satisfied 

(5) 

Did not 
need / 

not 
applicable 

(6) 

Your 
department 

(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

Your School / 
College / 

Institute / 
management 

center (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Office of 
Research 

Administration 
(ORA) (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q54 Which post-award support or services have been particularly useful in helping you 

obtain grant funding and why? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q55 Which post-award support or services could be improved most?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q56 How could these services be improved to best meet your needs for enhancing your 

funded activities? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Post Award Satisfaction 
 

Start of Block: Barriers to Grant Funding 
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Q32 Many faculty across UM apply for and receive grant funding. While some faculty cover a 

large percentage of their effort through external funding, other faculty who could apply for 

funding do not. We are interested in the institutional and individual factors that affect 

faculty members' willingness to apply for funding. For the following questions, please think 

about the barriers you experience when considering applying for external grant funding.  
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Q33 Rate your agreement with the following statements. 



 

 

79 

 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree (4) 
Strongly 
Agree (5) 

I avoid 
writing grant 

proposals 
because the 
percentage 
of proposals 

that are 
funded is 
small (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Funding is 
not 

necessary for 
the type of 
research I 

conduct (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  

My area of 
scholarship 

does not 
have 

opportunities 
for grant 

funding (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

I do not need 
funding to 

complete my 
research (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  

I do not 
know how to 
write a grant 
proposal (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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I do not 
know how to 

submit a 
grant 

proposal (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Receiving 
funding is 
unlikely to 

affect 
whether I 

receive 
tenure or 

promotion 
(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  

My 
department 
head does 
not think I 

should apply 
for external 
funding (8)  

o  o  o  o  o  

My time is 
spent 

completing 
other high-

priority 
activities 

(e.g., 
manuscript 

writing, 
mentoring 
students, 

teaching) (9)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Other (please 
specify): (10)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q34 Please elaborate on what barriers (either at the personal, departmental, or university 

level) prohibit or discourage you from applying for grant funding.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Barriers to Grant Funding 
 

Start of Block: Intro to Interdisc (U-LINK comes next) 

 

Q35 The following questions ask about your history with and attitudes about 

interdisciplinary collaboration. The National Science Foundation (NSF) defines 

interdisciplinary research as the integration of "two or more disciplines or bodies of 

specialized knowledge to advance fundamental understanding or to solve problems whose 

solutions are beyond the scope of a single discipline or are of research practice." 

 

 

 

Q36 Are you a member of an established interdisciplinary research team (which consists of 

faculty from different departments and/or disciplines in addition to your own)? By this we 



82 

mean a collaboration that has existed for one year or more and has created at least on 

scholarly product (performance, publication, grant proposal).  

o Yes, I belong to an established interdisciplinary team  (1)

o No, my research team(s) cannot be considered interdisciplinary  (2)

o I usually work alone  (3)

o Not sure (please specify):  (4) ________________________________________________

Q37 What percentage of your research scholarship consists of interdisciplinary scholarship? 

________________________________________________________________ 

End of Block: Intro to Interdisc (U-LINK comes next) 

Start of Block: U-LINK Q's 

Q39 Have you ever submitted an application to the University of Miami's Laboratory for 

INtegrative Knowledge (U-LINK)? 

o Yes  (1)

o No  (2)

o I don't know what U-LINK is  (3)

Skip To: End of Block If Have you ever submitted an application to the University of Miami's Laboratory for INtegrative Kn... != Yes 
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Q40 Was your team ever awarded funding through U-LINK or given support as a U-LINK 

Fellows team?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

End of Block: U-LINK Q's 
 

Start of Block: Interdisciplinary Research 
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Q41 Please rate the following statements about interdisciplinary research (IDR). 
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Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Undecided 
(3) 

Agree (4) 
Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Not 
applicable 

(6) 

In general, 
collaboration 
has improved 
my research 

productivity (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

In general, 
collaboration 
has improved 
the quality of 

my research (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

There are 
internal funding 
opportunities at 

UM For 
interdisciplinary 
research (IDR) 

(3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

There are 
ample 

opportunities at 
UM to network 

with 
researchers 
from other 

departments (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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My physical 
proximity to 
researchers 
from other 

departments 
allows me to 
collaborate 
with faculty 
from other 

disciplines (5) 

o o o o o o 

Collaboration 
has posed a 

significant time 
burden in my 
research (6)  

o o o o o o 

I rarely interact 
with 

researchers 
from other 

departments (7) 

o o o o o o 

Research topics 
or questions 

that require IDR 
do not interest 

me (8)  

o o o o o o 

IDR tends to 
water down the 

science (9)  
o o o o o o 
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It's difficult to 
collaborate 

with 
researchers 
from other 

departments 
because of 

differences in 
research 

methodology 
(10)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

I am aware of 
the different 

types of 
projects 

conducted by 
researchers 
from other 

disciplines (11)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Interdisciplinary 
collaboration is 

rewarded in 
tenure and 
promotion 

decisions (12)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

UM supports 
efforts to 
conduct 

interdisciplinary 
research (13)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

An IDR program 
is incompatible 
with my college 
or department's 
strategic plans 

(14)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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When 
collaborating 

with others it is 
difficult to fairly 

allocate 
resources (e.g., 
indirect costs, 
salaries, lab 
space) (15)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

When 
collaborating 
with others, 

authorship of 
resulting 

publications is 
difficult to 
assign (16)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

IDR will likely 
result in more 
publications 

than producing 
research 

independently 
(17)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

It would be 
difficult to find 

a journal to 
publish IDR (18)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

My department 
head 

encourages IDR 
(19)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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If I conducted 
IDR at the 

university, I 
would feel less 
autonomous 

(20)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

IDR increases 
potential for 

scientific 
discovery or 

innovation (21)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

End of Block: Interdisciplinary Research 
 

Start of Block: IDR Support 
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Q38 Rate your agreement with the following statements regarding the support that the 

University of Miami provides for interdisciplinary collaborations. In general, UM...  
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Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree (4) 
Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Not 
applicable 

(6) 

Fosters a 
collaborative 
environment 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Provides faculty 
incentives 

(including hiring 
and tenure 

policies) that 
reflect and 

reward 
involvement in 

interdisciplinary 
research (IDR) 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Provides seed 
money for IDR 

projects (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

Recognizes and 
rewards faculty 

and other 
researchers for 

IDR (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Makes 
departmental 

resources 
available to 

support IDR (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Provides more 
support for IDR 

than single-
disciplinary 

work (6)  

o o o o o o 

Facilitates 
development of 
networks with 
researchers in 

other 
disciplines (7)  

o o o o o o 

Q42 Please describe what the University of Miami could do better to foster interdisciplinary 

collaborations at the university. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

End of Block: IDR Support 
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Appendix Two 

Open-Ended Responses 

What does the University of Miami do well to support your research, scholarship, or creative 

endeavors? 
 Make it difficult apply for grants so you get extra experience dealing with bureaucracy

 Plenty of seed funds

 excellent core services

 I have access to great students and colleagues. We have great staff support in our department. Our reputation

helps me get grants and our connections to the community help me with recruitment.

 1) Fire all the top unresponsive admin. Admin should ask what Karin Scarpinato, Ph.D. did in their total period of

stay here. Firing 5% top administrator will save money, support actual faculty research and make it less

bureaucratic. Every dollar you spend on an admin leader, give a simple accountability-you will be forced to

shrink admin by more than 5%. Stop your turf wars and do actual work and spend less.   2) Make a simple form-

what do you need to support your current research and figure out how to do it.   3) Give faculty flexible

accounts. Perhaps from their IDC.

 The CAS has an office that is very helpful with grant submission. Library resources are adequate.  For most of my

career at UM, I had to work in a completely obsolete, unsafe research lab within the Cox Science Building.  Only

in the last 6 years, I was provided renovated research space which is appropriate for modern research.  In my

view, UM has contributed little to any research visibility or reputation that I may have achieved.

 Good building, good startup, generally good Human Resources, good support on grant submissions and follow-

up.

 The Arts and Sciences research office is helpful.   The library is generally good.

 Moral support and appreciation for research in my department makes me feel a valued member of the

department. (However, the continued push for only revenue-generative activities by the school of medicine

where I work is very discouraging.) Over the several years I have been here, I have finally established some

relationships with others that are super helpful (though they are few and far between) with regard to research

administration. There should be a better way to reward them (submit nominations for a quarterly award at the

medical school for staff/administrators?).

 No

 UM is doing a good job of attempting to respond to the serious needs of the faculty in research, education and

the advancement of new discoveries. The administration is actively engaging the faculty to help solve problems.

 The University is not attentive to the needs of the humanities in research needs.  The funds available have been

significantly reduced over the past three years. Humanists are pretty much shutout of cooperative grants such

as the new ULinks system (with very few exceptions). PRA money has been cut in half to the benefit of ULinks

while the new Arts and Humanities funding is much less than the "old" PRAs. The forthcoming support from the

Provost's Office for the Center for the Humanities (as I understand this) is a welcome change, but it is probably

insufficient.  Moreover the allotted space for the CH has always been inadequate. And, in addition, while the CH

is critically important to the humanities, it is not THE humanities.  The functioning of the CH would be greatly

enhanced in terms of intellectual endeavors if (1) fellowships for graduate students were not linked to TAships in

Departments and (2) if funds were available for external scholars to come to UM. The College of Arts and
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Sciences, on the other hand, has been very supportive of research in the humanities and kudos to the Dean and 

Senior Associate Deans for their support. 

 Provide a wide array of excellent collaborators.

 CAS has a great research admin office, but working with ORA can be challenging.

 I do not feel the university does much at all to support my research endeavors. When I have applied for the

small funding available from the Provost's office, I have not received it. At other universities, the amount of

funding available for those types of awards is much higher and it actually makes it worthwhile to apply. After not

receiving the award once, and seeing the types of comments I received from the reviewers, I could see that they

were not well versed in my area and decided not to spend any of my time on future submissions.

 My department is very supportive.  I love the people I work with.  I like that there is funding for graduate

students to attend and present at conferences.  I really like RCIF and the value the university places on

mentoring students and training them in research.  I like that the university offers generous startup funds for

new faculty.  I appreciate having a pre-tenure sabbatical semester to enable me to focus more on research and

grant writing.

 Proposal submission process.  Space is very limited in engineering for research and the equipment maintenance

is also an issue.

 Seminars, workshops, training opportunities for pilot project support at the med campus and University-wide

 Provide the freedom to pursue what I know will be well-regarded research with little steering toward university

admin agendas.

 The department I work for is very supportive of ongoing research and progress toward tenure. They do their

best to protect my time and advocate for me.

 UM has highly talented faculty

 Support for interdisciplinary research is great. Lots of opportunities for internal awards. Strong opportunities for

collaboration. Workshops and mixers to bring groups together are very useful. Collaborative space across

campus is helpful.

 Good financial support model for my Ph.D. students (3 years grant, 2 years from school).  My group's research

just needs computers, and we obtain those through my grants.  The CCS facility has been excellent for us and

helped us make an impact on the field.  Our ORA office provides high-quality, professional support.

 ORA great staff support Collaboration- interest in team science.

 New building and facilities is great. I like the internal funds. They have been really helpful for continuing my

work while trying to get a grant.

 Pre-award services and IRB/HRSO do their jobs reasonably well - certainly well enough to be a support rather

than a hindrance (which I can't say about all UM services).

 The discretionary funds given to the deans and departments to help support publication is VERY helpful. My

book would definitely have been delayed if not for a major subvention from the College and added to by my

department.

 The multi-dimensional support system developed and managed by the office of Research, Development and

Strategy has been very effective and greatly appreciated. Similar support systems consisting of grant

opportunities, grant writing support as well as instructional development opportunities with focus on improved

teaching pedagogy offered within Colleges and department units are very engaging.

 The facilities that are work in are well supported and cutting edge. The access to journals etc. is very good.

 The only thing I think the University does reasonably well is making intramural available. But that isn't enough.

 The university provides quite generous leave time. The dollar figure, in absolute terms, for a PRA is quite

generous
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 Generally speaking. Administration doesn’t get in the way of Research pursuits or collaborations. I am free to 

reach out to whom I want to work on a project. 

 The University seems to support high-quality research and research proposals, particularly those that are apt to 

gain external funding. I think the University has adequate mechanisms in place to identify and reward these 

potentially high-impact projects. I have personally benefited from these internal, funding resources on a number 

of occasions. 

 The list-serve announcing research grants 

 Glad for provost award and that it opened up to clinical track faculty who would like to convert to tenure line 

someday 

 Not very much. Libraries are overall good. But there is a reason why I keep on losing collaborators who leave 

elsewhere and over 40% of colleagues in a recent poll indicated they would leave if they could. 

 I have taken advantage of the PRA, grant writing workshop with MLK, writing center, and various workshops and 

networking opportunities. I have also had excellent support from my department, including participating in a 

mock grant review (upcoming) with funding for an external reviewer. Relative to other universities, the 

University of Miami has given more flexibility for using startup funds for a longer period pre-tenure. This has 

been extremely helpful. 

 The University of Miami fosters a spirit of inquiry while promoting the importance of research. 

 Opportunities like the PRA and ULINK are available. Communication about opportunities, workshops, and other 

trainings are disseminated widely to make others aware of opportunities. 

 Mostly, they leave me alone to do my work. They provide pre and post-award people to support grant 

submissions and awards. 

 Writing workshops, CTSI, biostat support. 

 The grant writing support has been phenomenal! I have attended Dr King's workshop and I would never have 

been able to get ready for submitting an award without her workshop. The support regarding methodology has 

also been great. - Availability of biostats. 

 Not much 

 Very little. Deerfield is lagging behind all other Sylvester sites in research support the protocol activation 

machinery leaves the breast site disease group uniformly with 7-9 month activation times which makes us 

noncompetitive for industry trials.  Caliber of research personnel in DFB not very high.  Doubt UM provides 

competitive salaries to get best clinical research people.  emphasis of leadership on grinding out patients to 

make money does not allow time for scholarly pursuits 

 Grant submission support is good. Interlibrary loan is fast. 

 When I came in with a grant years ago, my department used its share of resources so that I could travel back 

and forth to Cleveland, OH, where the research was located. Beyond that, there was nothing good. I was 

assigned the graduate research assistant no one else wanted. I was given an inadequate research space. When 

someone else wanted that space, my data were removed to god-only-knows where. I never saw my data again.   

The University does not have a site license for NVivo, the qualitative data analysis I use, so that when I need an 

update for teaching or research, it's a major production, involving begging from my Chair. 

 Nothing 

 All support comes from the Department and very little form UM central or other facilities. If Departments are 

'wealthy' their research strives. However there is disproportionate 'wealth between departments' with the 

respect of research space and other support. 

 The Cancer Center is a major investor in cancer related studies.  That is what brought me here.  Recruitments 

are a major driver of innovation and replenishment of the talent pool.  This needs to continue. 

 I receive good summer research funding and travel/research support funds. 
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 For regular research grants ORA is excellent.  For Training grants, UM needs to provide much better support by a

dedicated (knowledgeable) team.  CCS has very good hardware but increasing costs might make people hunt for

other solutions.  The various workshops that CTSI and the libraries put on are great for PhD students, post-docs

and faculty.

 Good graduate students are present. Seminars, workshops, invited speakers. Governance.

 Various research talks and workshops to inspire new research perspectives and methods. Provide research

grants.

 The Sponsored Team, responsible for grant management activities at RSMAS, is outstanding.  But the team in

not adequately supported; they are burdened with more work than they can do well.  We have high turnover

due to the low compensation and high work.  The library is a fantastic resource.

 Not much. There is no support for labs and the equipment. One lab has never been renovated and has holes in

the wall. The cabinets are of different vintages and the floor has asbestos. The emphasis has shifted to teaching.

The university has little money but simply a bit of moral support would be nice.

 Very little.

 Provide funding for pilot research; facilitates interdisciplinary interaction through Ulink; provides regular grant-

writing workshops;

 We are improving min SONHS with collaboration on writing pubs !!! Finally!!! Teaching encompasses 80% of

workloads

 For the most part, the university is supportive of research, and the various offices do their best to help with

research administration.

 Nothing. I am totally self-funded, I have my own grants administration, I have my own study coordinator.

 The U-LINK program has been a highlight of inter- and cross-disciplinary support.

 Nothing

 Communications does a very good job of publicizing my research findings.

 Help department level administrators correctly and efficiently do reimbursement and accounting, particularly

for grants. We often have things done incorrectly for grants and startup, and then have to have them redone.

There have been times where we have had to return money or do a work-around in order to get students

funded on time.

 Lately it is hard to identify what is done well, things seem to work best when we are left to our own devices.

 Space Environment Speaker series.

 It has provided research leave; travel for both conference participation and research.

 UM has a wonderful cohort of researchers to support creative and exciting research endeavors. UM also

supports interdisciplinary work.

 CCS is a tremendous resource in support of my research.

 Increasingly supportive of non-traditional approaches to scholarship, pedagogy.

 I appreciate the internal grant opportunities (PRA, A&H, Humanities Center).

 Provide opportunities through advancement to see outside funding.

 Academic freedom.

 Facilitate collaboration. Maintain good libraries and librarians. Attempt to involve researchers in dialogue

around prospective projects. Great effort in research development strategy.

 Independence to explore important questions.

 Internal funding opportunities are good. There is equipment throughout the campuses that are helpful that I

don't need to purchase however access is an issue
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 Internal seed funding for collaboration (U-Link) and for fledgling projects (PRA) have both been great, and are a 

true strength of the University. 

 I truly appreciate UM's nourishing the practice of collaboration leading to strong interdisciplinary research, 

particularly the initiatives that engage students and postdoctoral fellows in different disciplines and 

departments, and the allocation of seed money. 

 The university does a good job on marketing research and promoting the success of researchers, but they do not 

promote new faculty, nor provide unique opportunities for new faculty without competition to develop a 

program of research. 

 Amount of pilot funding is good. There are grant-writing workshops. 

 The ORA and all IRBs, CRRCs between hospitals are difficult to navigate, bureaucratic and make it really difficult 

for coordinators and PIs to get anything started or maintained even with external grants and collaborators. It is 

really painful to be involved in clinical, administrative and research activities  The main issues are IRB process/ 

communications and ORA/ grants/ contracts/ access to our funds/ accounts who is billing whom and how can 

we get agreements expedited. Nobody checks their emails, delay responses and several times grants have been 

at risk. The process was much worse in the past, but is still not user friendly, and we waste valuable hours 

 It gives people the opportunity in Arts and Sciences, but it does not support them even when they obtain 

extramural funding form NSF, DOE, NIH etc. 

 Robust Start up package. Robust pilot grant programs. Supportive Dean. 

 The best thing it can do is to keep out of our way. I do appreciate the support provided and work done by the 

CTSI - it is one of the few positives going for the University of Miami. The support provided through libraries is 

excellent. The same is true for software licensing. 

 Occasional very small grant funds to repair/replace essential equipment. 

 Progressively support has gone down despite funding award. 

 Very little. There seems to be a focus on researchers with track records and no efforts for faculty development 

or efforts to improve and develop local talent.  It seems that the School of Medicine has made efforts to recruit 

and bring in people with prominent research portfolios and has invested very little to develop young 

investigators. I think this is a problem since I believe there is less loyalty in the people who have been recruited 

and worsens moral when UM home grown faculty see a disparity in resources placed in brining from the outside 

rather then investing and developing from he inside.  The contracting ability of the institution is too complex and 

slow and works to disadvantage clinical researchers at the school of medicine. There are many piecemeal 

programs offered by CTSI and no real longitudinal clinician/researcher development plan. 

 I feel as though the University of Miami as a whole does a good job of providing resources to support research.  I 

especially appreciate the U-LINK initiative and other supports offered for interdisciplinary research.  I feel that 

the research climate in our School has much room for improvement. 

 The staff of the ORA office are really outstanding in helping work through issues, grant preparation and award 

administration. 

 Provides various resources to support research endeavors. 

 Faculty support through training, seminars, surveys, etc. is excellent, especially for women faculty.  Availability 

of graduate student support is fantastic.  The university make me feel someone cares about me, which creates a 

great working environment. 

 Internal University awards and seed funding. 

 UM grants autonomy to funded researchers.  The downside of this is that the autonomy is largely related to very 

little oversight of the processes central to the research enterprise. It's important to have better and more 

responsive oversight of ordering/procurement, HR/Faculty Affairs (currently adequately decentralized at the 
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department level but too variable depending on the departmental reps),  and career/leadership opportunities 

for succeeding female researchers. 

 Good mentorship, good start up package, great opportunity to become faculty. 

 For the last three years the university has supported my research through my UMIA research fund, which along 

with staff support is allowing me to form two hemispheric networks and take a leadership role in a global study 

of more than 80 countries. This is the best support I have had at UM during my 16 years here. UM also provides 

productive space for me to do my work and colleagues who are supportive and caring. 

 My discipline has little research support available.   As a social scientist in the Frost School, my research is 

sometimes seen as humanities based, and when examined as social science research, not thought of as serious 

research because it is in music. 

 Generally supportive. Have not encountered any significant difficulties. 

 There is not much recognition or respect for research track faculty and even we did not get any startup funding, 

expectations are pretty much the same as if we got support. 

 Is making efforts to improve the environment.  Promotes and rewards collaboration and team science. 

 The start-up fund was generous. The policies in the College of Arts and Sciences are intelligent and promote 

scholarship. 

 Provides space, provided startup funds.  Some support for core facilities and instrument maintenance. 

 The University has a vast array of research opportunities that then leads to scholarship. 

 Access to students and some space. 

 The library faculty/staff and ORA have been amazing resources. 

 Library resources are excellent. 

 Travel funds, Research space. 

 I have small hope that the c-change will be effective. Actions speak louder than surveys. 

 Pilot funding for new research projects (in the past more than today, the recent changes to a smaller number of 

large grants to groups means less $ for individual new research), grant administration, full resources at the 

library. 

 The faculty and staff are extremely supportive of other faculty applying for grants and other opportunities. 

Anything from reviewing the application to actually funding an endeavor. Most faculty are also always willing to 

give notes on creative projects. People here want you to succeed. I also feel as though certain organizations are 

making a push for all levels of faculty to get funding and support. 

 Helps in assembling grants; Has internal grants to award 

 Excellent travel funds; time for sabbatical / associate professor leave, parental leave were very helpful earlier in 

my career 

 I have not had much support from UM for my research as I am a lecturer and my primary responsibility is 

teaching, and so I have had to carve out time for myself for any research I want to do 

 Stimulate collaborations and career development through CTSI. 

 The CAS support for book production costs is helpful. However, sometimes there's not enough understanding of 

the need for book subventions when it comes to certain presses. 

 Questions about computer and lab equipment, service from vendors are specious.  We have to purchase all 

these from grants, so UM may NOT claim credit for "providing" them. 

 Has plenty of patients. 

 The startup funding was ok. 

 University of Miami has a long way to go to support mid-career scientists. There is no support from department 

or institutes. Research is all self-driven which is not sustainable. 
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 The U is excellent at verbal support for research and scholarly projects.  Unfortunately, the financial support and 

time needed is lacking.  Part of this is understandable as the U is not as endowed as other universities that have 

the ability to provide more.  This makes us obligated to meet our salaries through other activities like clinics. 

 1) Writing workshops, courses, one-on-one 2) eProst has improved 3) IT works well 4) ORA and RCQA efforts to 

disseminate new knowledge works well. 

 They have made important improvements in HSRO and grants administration. 

 UM internal grant opportunities (i.e. for Sylvester Comprehensive Cancer Center Members); large library 

subscription to electronic journals; very good research seminar series with external speakers; very good DVR and 

individual core facilities 

 IRB 

 There is some financial support to attend and present at conferences.  That is about it. 

 Space and facilities. 

 Workday is a mess, hiring is challenging and support is lacking. 

 Ensure compliance with regulations. 

 Need a centralized clinical research core to help physicians participate in clinical trials. Participation in most 

clinical trials is too onerous. 

 The seed money initiatives are nice. I think we all want to support research. 

 Excellent marine science library staff 

 The University puts roadblocks put to seek and accept small-scale grants.  It seems not worth the time of 

support staff and prohibitively complex to adhere to guidelines.  A one size policy geared to STEM sums 

penalizes humanities grants at the 1,000-10,000 level. These roadblocks can frustrate foundations and partner 

institutions. 

 Much of the initiation of research or grant supported projects have come from within my department. Once 

written, the support to move the project through ORA has been excellent. I have a very good relationship with 

my departmental administration regarding financial tracking and assistance in submitting update reports once 

they are written. 

 The best parts of UM are the writing center, ORA, facilities, administration on the RSMAS campus, and the 

faculty culture at RSMAS. It is a very collegial environment. 

 I feel that my research is particularly well supported by my department and by the library: both are interested in 

providing me--as much as their budgets will allow--with the resources I need to facilitate my research. 

 Very little. When it comes to supporting humanities scholarship, the university clearly does not care. The Center 

for the Humanities is a good but limited resource, specifically for research funding, but it's a start. However, 

funding for summer research for the humanities has been drastically cut by the new Provost. It is clear to all of 

us in the humanities that he does not care about what we do.   Without intramural support for humanities 

research (a pittance, really, in comparison to how much money supporting STEM and the sciences cost), UM will 

continue to drop in the rankings dramatically, because Ph.D. granting humanities departments will not be able 

to compete with our peer institutions, let alone with the top research institutions in the nation or the world.   It 

is shortsighted not to value the humanities, precisely at a moment when major business leaders are emphasizing 

the importance of a liberal arts education. 

 Within my administrative unit there is support for my work and a belief that research activities should be an 

integral part of academic medicine. 

 The U provides a decent amount of internal financial supports for research. More recent efforts to promote and 

support interdisciplinary research is welcomed. 

 Excellent local community/patient population to serve through research. 
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 My unit has sustained such budget cuts as to make survival the first order of business. All our research and 

educational functions are severely diminished under existing cuts. 

 University of Miami provides very good funding (both start-up and internal grants) to support research of its 

faculty. 

 I think that the university is improving in offering internal opportunities to faculty for their research. There is an 

interest in providing support for grantees, and also for creating competitive applications for external funding. 

 1. Recipient of the 2017 Micah Batchelor Award. 2. Recipient of a CFAR Developmental Pilot Research Award 3. 

Recipient of a CFAR Pilot Award 

 We get a yearly research budget in our DART account which is helpful. Of course, if this can be increased then 

that is more helpful.  If we are 'research active' we qualify for a three course teaching load, however the criteria 

to determine this course reduction was raised with the new Dean. I believe the former standards were fair and 

the new standards are not. People can be very research active and publishing in good journals and still not get a 

course reduction (to three courses). 

 Good campus security. 

 Supports my application for external grants. 

 Identify opportunities for extramural funding. 

 Great people around. 

How can the University of Miami better support your research, scholarship, or creative 

activity? 
 Give protected (i.e., paid) time to do research, write grants, etc. 

 Cut the red tape. It’s so hard to do anything that doing anything becomes impossible. 

 Hire more outstanding researchers. Do more to retain outstanding researchers. Invest in computational 

resources (supercomputing) and hiring IT support who know how to work with large datasets. 

 The day-to-day operations are cumbersome--e.g. ordering electronic equipment that has to be programmed by 

UMIT and it takes WEEKS to get this done. Procurement and delivery of laboratory supplies takes too long, 

inefficient, and why do I have to wait until 5 PM to learn I have orders that have arrived? And I have waited 

weeks to get purchases approved and the system doesn't allow for me to see a potential problem. It’s almost 

impossible to get keys and ID badges to work, and our point-of-contact to resolve these issues isn't empowered 

to fix it, you have to contact 2 or 3 other people before issues like this can get resolved. Some support staff are 

not customer friendly and it has taken MONTHS to get simple issues resolved because they are the gate-keepers 

to many of the work orders that are used. Processes are convoluted and prone to breakdown in communication 

that limit the ability to get things done. 

 Remove the red tape! It takes forever to get anything approved (e.g., vendors, subcontracts, new hires, etc.) 

because there are so many layers of review and it often feels like we are focused on liability over everything 

else. Also, the switch to workday finance has made it incredibly difficult to get access to updated account 

balances, which makes managing my grants very stressful. The recent changes regarding budgeting all 

expenditures well in advance also hamper flexibility. If we have money in our accounts to do things, I do not 

understand why we are not allowed to modify our budgets easily to do them. Finally, the lack of indirect cost 

return to PIs on the Gables campus makes us out of sync with our peer institutions and hampers our ability to 

conduct pilot studies and other tasks that would increase our likelihood of getting other grants, such as travel 

for collaboration. I chaired a faculty search this year, and giving up IDC return (as well as having less research 

space and a higher teaching load) was a major factor in our top candidate ultimately deciding to stay at their 

current institution. Other universities seem much more focused on incentivizing PIs for getting grants, whereas 
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here it feels more like a system where we are punished for not having grants, but not necessarily rewarded for 

having them. 

 1) By providing a long-term account to every faculty who has an active federal research grant.  2) By spending 

some flexible funds on actual core facilities that work.  3) Do away with archaic review processes and make short 

simple objective procedures.  4) Put actual money in hands of people who work (do research) and give them 

flexibility.  5) Do away chiefs as much possible and let more Indians flourish. 

 The first thing UM needs to do is give priority to researchers over administrators.  The UM administration 

constitutes a BARRIER against research activities.  Everything is predicated on the idea that researchers need to 

be checked continuously to prevent misbehavior, misconduct or fraud.  The purchasing system is inflexible and 

only suitable to order from major vendors.  Try to order anything from a non-vendorized company.  There is 

basically no way to do it.  In the last few years the administration has become incredibly intrusive, requesting 

continuous financial reports and budget predictions.  Doing research at UM has become a rough contact sport.   

Reading these lines, you may think that I exaggerate.  To check all of this out, I would suggest that the Provost 

and the President meet with a really good research department, such as Psychology, for instance, and ask for 

the views of the researchers in the room.  It would be a very instructive exercise. 

 I wish the research core facilities were better and more modern.  Equipment seems to have fallen into disrepair 

because of dis- or misuse. People are more inclined to procure their own equipment for themselves rather than 

share, leading to unnecessary duplication of resources in individual research groups compared to faculty in 

general.  It would be helpful to have more full-featured, networked and virtual-meeting-compatible conference 

rooms and classrooms. Room availability can be difficult, particularly during the academic year. 

 Replace Workday with software that lets me see the balances and expenses on my grant accounts. Ideally those 

would be displayed in a simple and transparent way. 

 Seed funding. It is extremely difficult to develop new projects if there is no money or time to do so. The few 

institutional grants available are not enough - super competitive, and available only to a few. 

 Provide appropriate mentorship, have appropriate evaluators for annual PTR reviews, do not apply stipulations 

for what grant funding amounts that can be applied for new researchers- the smaller funding that is attainable 

for new researchers is what they need to get started, don’t keep moving the bench marks / goals mid way. UM 

needs to be more flexible in how they judge impact. Times are changing. 

 It would be most helpful if there were more available funds to support major research programs consistent the 

University's strategic plans. 

 More money for the humanities and better, clearer and less cumbersome means of reimbursement for research 

expenses.  Currently, the financial officers responsible for approving disbursements seem TOTALLY unaware of 

the needs of humanists and have questioned completely normal, legitimate, and, for that matter, quite small 

expenditures, expecting documentation that is either excessive or impossible to give.  While one appreciates the 

University's need for fiscal integrity, this sort of silly penny-pinching is pointless. 

 Amount for space I have available is TINY. More space is required for CoE. Dealing with paperwork and 

bureaucracy (workday, procuring, P-cards) can be very time consuming. -Dealing with ORA is really hard at 

times.  

 Your guys really screwed up the Provost Award. First, you cannibalized half of it for the stupid U-Link thing. 

Then, the review process for the ULink awards is awful. The reviews are terrible!! Is there any oversight?   Susan 

Morgan is abusing her position with ULink. She is hard headed and doesn't listen to people. Why all these 

mandatory meetings? It's a waste of time and money. Why are deadlines and meetings happening in the 

summer? It doesn't make sense. 

 Improve the speed/efficiency of hiring academically-oriented faculty. 
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 We need more core instrumentation, especially in the area of high-resolution transmission electron microscopy, 

X-ray characterization methods, etc. We need more materials characterization capabilities that are readily 

available at aspirational peer institutions. 

 For starters, the university should have more funding available for research. Only very small awards are 

available, and most have a high degree of requirements, which only constricts the researcher more. It would be 

great to also have mechanisms across campus to get course reductions, such that the award would require the 

department to give a course reduction, while the award would provide some funds for GA assistance. Also, 

awards should have enough funding to hire a GA. I recently applied for a mechanism that did not allow the 

faculty member to be paid, but the amount did not work well with a 10- or 20- hour assistantship either. It 

would be pretty difficult to find a student, let's say, for 5 hours a week for 4 months. The student would already 

have a 20-hour assistantship for 9 months. There also needs to be a much greater infrastructure of assistance to 

identify grant mechanisms and write grants. Currently, the support I receive for this is, in a nutshell, no support 

at all. Finally, many more mechanisms for interdisciplinary collaborations are needed across campus. 

 It would be helpful to have a better way of keeping track of my accounts and budgets. I never know how much 

money I have spent and how much money I have left for any of my grants.  Workday is very difficult to navigate.  

I also find it incredibly difficult to budget for things years in advance. If I get a new grant and I want to start a 

new position I feel like I should be able to do so, even if I didn't budget for it.  It just doesn't make sense to force 

people to budget for future things if we don't even know which grants we will get.  The teaching load (2/2) is 

very high.  I wish there were more ways that I could teach less and devote more time for research.  Other 

comparable R1 institutions often have a (2/1) teaching load, so we're on the high-end. This is not ideal and 

ultimate hurts my ability to obtain extramural funding and publish. 

 We need more STEM laboratory space.  Shared/centralized specialized equipment facilities would help 

significantly. 

 Bring back DMAS or equivalent to facilitate financial management. I know it is to going to happen, but that 

would be so nice. Anything other than Workday. Workday is a nightmare. Workday is not an efficient financial 

tool. Workday is terrible. I hate Workday. Workday makes me waste time and gives me unreliable information.  

For the Gables campus: Setup a research support model similar to that of the medical campus, where pre- and 

post-award staff are shared between units in units with lower research volume instead of relying on 

insufficiently trained staff who do research support part-time.  Find ways to facilitate navigation through all the 

administrative procedures that researchers have to deal with (COI, ACUC, IRB,...). Maybe a single website. Some 

of the systems are a bit hard to navigate and hard to find on the University webpage.  If resources allow, 

dispatch trainers/troubleshooters to individual units/ groups of units on a more regular basis to help 

identify/address issues.  Provide more resources for training/center grants, particularly access to institutional 

and program data that currently requires major efforts to collect. For instance, filling tables for T32s is a mission.  

Invest in core shared resources. 

 Improve university investment in foundations development staff and grant support for a mutually beneficial 

level of research productivity. 

 The fact is, UM fails to support faculty in the humanities. The drastic cuts made in funding for the PRAs, the 

refusal of the organization to allow applicants to the PRAs to apply for the additional grant in the Arts and 

Humanities is an institutional failure. Those of us in the so-called 'book disciplines,' especially those at the 

assistant level, need more. What we need is legitimate funding and time. A return to the previous PRA model 

would help. As would a change in the junior leave policy. Junior scholars should be able, as faculty further along 

who take sabbatical, be able to take a year at 2/3rds or half pay. We, more than tenured faculty, desperately 

need time to produce in preparation for tenure review. Currently there are insufficient avenues for support for 
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junior scholars in the humanities, and this will, ultimately, cost the college its reputation and recruitment 

capacity. 

 Fix the elevators in the Lois Pope building 

 Need change culture at ORA from one who views its role as a regulatory agency whose primary mission is to 

prevent faculty from submitting and/or doing grants to one that sees itself as a customer service focus whose 

primary role as helping investigators succeed in submitting and managing grants. 

 PRMC system needs complete overhaul. Worst set of user interfaces and support of any system on campus. 

Process is completely opaque and a major disincentive to collaborate with Sylvester.  Eprost could use a 

redesign of IRB submission process using a UX approach.   Funds for conference travel are extremely limited and 

seldom cover even one conference. Increasing funds would help with dissemination of work. 

 The Workday system has been a real problem for many PIs with external grants and has led to a considerable 

loss of time and possibly funds / resources.  I have been struggling to manage my own grants since I have been 

unable to get a clear idea of my account spending to date and how much funding is left in each line item.  

Workday has also put a lot of stress on our sponsored and business administrators.  But I do think Workday is 

improving, finally. 

 Provide more startup funding. Ease process to bring in foreign born researchers. Increase engagement across 

campuses- Gables and Medical. Aggressively support clinical trials, link Jackson with UM.  BUY small animal MRI 

ASAP- problem for a long time. 

 Support collaborative research for assistant professors and make this transparent. 

 Workshops specifically for NSF grantsmanship.  —workshops for proper grant submission. —workshop for 

submitting a successful tenure package. —mentors for POC assistant professors —subsidies for childcare and 

home buying. Rates in Miami have skyrocketed in the last 2 years and pay has not caught up with it. 

 Biggest weaknesses are:  1. Inability of PIs to manage grants post-award in Workday.  I've probably returned 

$100K in direct costs to my federal funding agency over the past 5 years (costing UM ~$40K in indirect costs) 

primarily because I can't see how much money I have in my grant account at the end of the fiscal year.  2. 

Getting approval to hire vendors / consultants is a huge delay.  Just today I was finally able to get an initial check 

to a vendor to start services - we drew up the initial contract with them almost 5 months ago.  The "UM shuffle" 

in Workday and an overzealous Risk Management department seems to have really extended this process in the 

past couple of years.  3. Lack of return of IDCs to PIs on the Coral Gables campus is a big problem.  It leaves your 

most successful researchers without a ready source of funds for small pilot studies or other things that would 

support additional grants.  (Yes, Provost Awards are available but they're not always received and/or work with 

the timing funds are needed.) 

 A start would be to not kick faculty out of Ashe. Every. Single. Summer. Session. (If I could add little handclap 

emojis between each word I would!) I realize it's only been the past two summers, but I feel like two summers in 

a row of asking faculty to be in alternative research spaces is a little excessive. 

 Eliminate some of the bureaucratic procedures imposed by some programs to improve efficiency and allow for 

better utilization of faculty time and resources. 

 Stop trying to shoehorn my research related travel into the same structure that applies to University funded 

travel. 

 Provide (1) a machine shop where students can make their own equipment, instruments, and (2) a think-tank 

space funded by donors to generate a creative/inventive environment.  

 First, my colleagues at larger R1s have grant writers, all kinds of interdisciplinary space to foster interaction, etc.  

I cannot even remotely compete on the same field as them, no matter how good the idea.  The expectations for 

extramural funding are absurd given the campus resources we have to work with.  I can't even write a postdoc 

into a grant application because there is no office space (much less lab space) to house them.  It's like sending 
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your child to Costco on a bicycle to buy ten cases of soda.  The administration should either pony up, or be more 

realistic and stop demoralizing faculty who cannot grow an oak tree with an eye dropper.   Second, there is 

almost no cultivation of talent (short of a few lucky people who actually have productive, self-aware colleagues 

in a remotely overlapping disciplinary area that takes notice of them), and so you have the ability to find seed 

funding, but you have to figure everything out and fend for yourself.  I have never heard of the Office of 

Research, or any Dean, trying to identify promising research among emerging scholars at UM (albeit amid a 

generally talented faculty) and proactively cultivating their careers -- ESPECIALLY for interdisciplinary work. 

Programs like ULINK are not enough; if someone does amazing work that is not a popular topic at UM -- which is 

a lot of topics, since UM isn't that large -- that researcher is less likely to be picked up on a ULINK team (many of 

which are prone to campus politics anyway).  If UM can't identify talent internally and find space for people to 

do their best work, then please consider spending money in ways that unleash us to work with collaborators 

elsewhere, like funding people to spend time at another institution or institute, or bringing collaborators to UM 

but paying for all the ridiculous room charges.  Space is a huge, underappreciated problem.  Everyone can't work 

at Richter Learning Commons.  There are great collaboration spaces all over... at the SAC. 

 1.  The PRA system is biased against the humanities.  I do not mean by this simply the number of grants awarded 

compared to the system we had down to one-two years ago.  Rather there are built-in biases.  For example, the 

$17,000 total is very generous.  But for humanities researchers who travel to do their research, the award will 

largely cover reimbursements, whereas for those who conduct research in Miami, the award largely provides 

extra salary.  This makes no sense, and a much greater percentage of the award should go to cover reimbursable 

expenses.  A second example:  work in the humanities is not collaborative for the most part.  The priority and 

favoritism now granted to joint projects is consequently discriminatory.   2.  The reimbursement system is 

moronic.  What the university builds in good will by supporting research and scholarship the reimbursement 

office shreds with its institutionalized criminalization of faculty (i.e. the assumption that we are all cheats and 

that basic, and self-evident receipts are never sufficient).  Much time is wasted trying to provide the kind of 

receipts the reimbursements office will accept. Demand for credit card statements is invasive.  Rules change 

constantly, and constantly for the worse.  There is no rationale for insisting that faculty stay in hotels during long 

term stays.  Not only does this reveal a complete ignorance of how research out of Miami is done, and the need 

to have an apartment with kitchen and other standard living facilities rather than a hotel room; it is also, like 

other dimensions of the university, biased against those disciplines that are not stay-at-home lab disciplines.   

The level of counter-productivity of this office is very high.  It wastes faculty time and it creates a culture of 

hostility that erodes morale. 3.  The office that oversees grants knows nothing about how research in the 

humanities is conducted.  It provides no useful service because it cannot provide what it knows nothing about. 

 Our IRB, ORA and research infrastructure appears amateurish compared to other institutions where I have 

worked and apparently other institutions in the area. Comments and inefficiencies from these offices 

demonstrate a lack of basic understanding of research and their role. It takes MONTHS longer to get a trial open 

at UM than at neighboring institutions or institutions through the country. It is very difficult to attract clinical 

trial sponsors and patients to our institution the way we currently function. Things as simple as setting up an 

account take a frightening amount of time and effort, and even having access to one’s own accounts is 

concerningly challenging. Hiring personnel takes a woefully long time to the point where one has to submit 

status updates on grants before positions that the grant funds are even posted, let alone filled. Resources are 

not well advertised and everything seems uncoordinated. 

 I think the University is, on the whole, largely (and perhaps disproportionately) focused on STEM initiatives, as 

well as programming for the Med School, as these disciplines readily garner indirect costs for the University 

(which do not necessarily directly benefit the grant-receiving departments or units). As such, the University is 

perhaps not mindful of the fact that other higher ranked Universities in the world (i.e., Oxford, Cambridge, 
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Harvard, Yale) have gained their reputations primarily through their historical and continued committed to the 

arts and humanities — disciplines at the very foundation of academia. 

 Prompt response on the request; Shared values in research, scholarship. 

 The award of 6500 is not enough- suggest $10K for clinical track since they get no time buy out.   On the provost 

award application, make sure it is announced that co-PIs can’t be from the same school- otherwise this is only 

found out upon submission.   I have loads of projects but no assistant so I often spend a lot of time doing travel 

reimbursement and menial tasks.    I would like to use convenient technology such as rev recorder but we are 

forced to use more expensive vendors such as nvivo for audio recordings and transcription.   Need help with 

registering for a clinical trial- have no idea how.  Need help with NCBI website for NIH biosketch. 

 Better and innovative facilities are needed. Investment for all, not only for a few people. 

 In the graduate school we hear lip service about the importance of research excellence, but in all aspects that 

matter, we are treated as a nuisance. Teaching is only recognized with effort if it brings in money (Grad school 

teaching does not). We have to actively petition meetings in which we have to create the dollar and cents 

argument why it even makes sense to have a graduate school.   In terms of actual research activities the biggest 

and entirely unacceptable complaint would be that we are operating on very tight grant budgets. Financial 

accountability is given a lot of lip service. But in the ten years that i have been here, PIs have consistently 

demanded access to see the state of their own finances directly. Several years ago we even got a departmental 

presentation of a new software interface that would let me see directly what the state of my grant finances is, 

projections of purchasing payroll etc. None of it was ever implemented. The administration prefers to keep PIs in 

the dark with occasional summaries that are being provided. If I want to look at the spending behavior of my lab 

in any degree if detail, or call up specific information of who I am paying from which grant or whether I can 

afford to recruit, I can only get this information through an administrative intermediary. Except of course at the 

end of the day, I am being held accountable for my finances and have to make the tough decisions. This is 

equivalent to the bank holding you accountable when you overdraw your account, but only gives you limited 

access to see your transactions and balances as they see fit. The whole system is not designed to empower 

researchers in their increasingly difficult financial balancing act. It serves to keep administration happy. 

 A major barrier for me to fully participate as an academic is a need for back-up child care. Because my job is 

more flexible than my spouse's, if either of my kids are sick and need to stay home from daycare, I am more 

likely to stay home with them. Because backup childcare is expensive and difficult to coordinate, often we can't 

find someone reliable short notice or feel like we can't afford the trouble and expense. Some professional 

working moms I know have work-sponsored or work-subsidized back-up care available. They have found this 

very valuable. 

 1) Make the IRB submission process less cumbersome.  Although it has improved over the years, it still has a 

long way to go to be more 'user friendly.'  2) Make the review of research (quality assurance checks, etc.) less 

punitive.  It seems that when we make minor errors (i.e., the wrong date by a day on the participant 

reimbursement form) it is treated as a national emergency.  3) Put mechanisms in place to help more faculty 

receive competitive funding.    4) Decrease teaching loads for tenure track and tenured professors so that we 

can spend more time during research, writing grants, publications, and less time teaching. 

 My biggest challenge has been not having protected time for scholarship. Even though I am on a research track, I 

have a substantial teaching load which makes it difficult to find the time to secure research funding. The funding 

I have been able to secure has not always covered salary support (PRA for 12 month faculty) or other small pilot 

grants that cover a small percent effort. Therefore, scholarship has always been secondary to teaching. 

 1. Get rid of Edward Abraham. All he has done is make people's lives miserable. He has done nothing to help the 

research enterprise. He was brought in as a hatchet man, and that's all he has been. Faculty (including me) 

despise him and want him gone. 
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 IRB is slow, forms and other requirements change frequently without notification, seems understaffed. 

 Provide positive incentives. 

 Shared resources: the cost and availability of shared resources (confocal microscopy, sequencing core, tissue 

processing) is heavily dependent on your specific departmental affiliations, fragmented, and difficult to find 

updated information. 

 Change its leadership and clinical research culture.  Use central IRBs to help cut down on the horrible lag times 

in protocol activation. Provide contracting specialists since that is another backlog logjam. UM is doing a very 

poor job in fostering competitive clinical research trials with pharma. 

 Manage space and facilities better. A lot of space is in poor condition and there is not room to expand, even 

with funding. The purchase system is terrible. It takes ages for approval and follow up is always required with PO 

not sent to vendors, slow process even if funds are external. 

 Provide support for core facilities to limit costs to investigators ie no charges for space, salary and equipment 

purchase and maintenance passed to investigators. Don't charge investigators for moving equipment, 

installation of safety equipment, installation of internet plugs etc. Value graduate education.  Value scientific 

research that has no immediate application to a donor's personal interests.  

 Internal review for a foundation grant was done by a reviewer who has premature understanding of what the 

funding agency is looking for and the research my colleagues are doing. More support in grant writing (SOM and 

other hospitals such as Nicklaus Children's Hospital) have people who help with writing grants/organize 

information. We don't have such support but have a really high expectations on getting grants. 

 The U could recognize the value of qualitative social science and provide the resources we need to conduct it. 

 We need to create unified research space with shared facilities in proximity to the recruitment, provide more 

centralized resources for patient oriented research with facilities and labs in the proximity of clinics (imaging, lab 

processing). The CRC 'exists' but nobody knows where it is and what services it provides. Research equipment 

and facilities are fragmented, not available for research and not communicated. Numerous Institutes and 

Centers exists but there is no overall understanding what they do and whether they duplicate resources and 

infrastructure. In sum for patient oriented research- the research space and facilities in proximity to clinical 

space is urgently needed, research equipment (e.g. research MR/PET scanners, sample processing labs, etc), 

including research personnel to manage these facilities. The IT/informatics is lacking to support data 

management and statistical cores.  If we do not organize these 'clinical research facilities/infrastructure' and 

establish a line of communication between them and across research Centers and Institutes, we will not be able 

to advance the UM research mission. If 'CRC" exists please promote its function, availability and how to 

approach and use its services.  We have a competitive investigators capable to obtain the NIH funding but not 

adequately provide support for their research. In my opinion, we do not need more pilots, internal grants etc 

(many of them are more political than true support that goes to the next level) but rather invest in an integrated 

approach to organize shared infrastructure/facilities and opportunities for investigators to collaborate.  Instead 

only focusing on bringing your investigators to the next level we need to retain those already successful who 

struggle every day how to make their funded research possible. Many already left and many contemplate to 

leave (including myself) because there is a constant struggle to achieve the aims of the already funded studies 

due to the lack of resources.  

 Core facilities are adequate, however often times the expertise in the facility is insufficient.  If you know how to 

use the facility, great,  if not... they can't always help.  This is true for genomics, mass spec, and others.  So this is 

a major place that investment should go.  These cores bind all of the community. 

 The obsolete capital equipment in many core facilities is alarming.  Without major upgrades it will be impossible 

to be competitive for NIH grants in the near future. It is odd that the university does not assist cores with 

funding core capital equipment needs and has departments cover core deficits, even though faculty from many 
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different departments have access to individual cores. The lack of competitive retention packages and salaries 

means the best faculty will increasingly leave for greener pastures. 

 Core facilities are obsolete or non-existent for the most part. With a few honorable exceptions, we do not have 

core facilities competitive with other institutions. While in most cases we could outsource, that adds an 

enormous burden on the NIH grant budgets.  The closing of the transgenic facility at the Miller School of 

Medicine was a disgrace and a perfect examples of how the silo mentality still prevails.  Despite a lot of rhetoric, 

collaborations are difficult to find or sustain. It is far easier to collaborate with colleagues at other institutions. 

This is another consequence of silo mentality and individualism.  Bridge funds, including for graduate students in 

labs going into a gap of funding are very insufficient. Gaps of funding are now common.  Investment strategy in 

research is missing altogether. At the Miller school, a strategy devised to save face when the finances were 

sinking is still considered a forward strategy. Truly exceptional researchers are not recognized. The Miller school 

needs to reformulate its way to detect and reward excellence. 

 The problem that vexes me and threatens my laboratory pertains to accounting restrictions. My laboratory 

provides services to support research (fee per service) in addition to running independent research funded by 

NIH, state and private sponsors. My lab is currently classified as a cost center. This sort of accounting is intended 

for labs wherein all they do is fee for service work, such as blood assay labs. Yet there is no accounting 

mechanism provided for labs that do fee for service as part of a research collaboration.  These projects are 

usually under-budgeted or restricted in some way and cannot afford salary support or are not permitted to 

provide salary support. Thus there is no accounting mechanism available to me that will permit me to use the 

funds accrued from my fee for service operation to purchase new equipment to provide additional services or to 

replace old or broken equipment. Thus, the only way to maintain the lab equipment is to fund this through grant 

support. Obviously this is an untenable situation when it cannot even replace broken or worn out equipment 

even though the money is available in the cost center. The problem is that it often takes months or years to 

obtain grant support for research and the budgets for NIH grants are so restricted that equipment cannot be 

budgeted unless the grant cannot be undertaken without this equipment. Basically, the granting agencies expect 

the university to pick up the bill for equipment through indirect monies. However, the Provost retains all indirect 

monies for the College of Arts & Sciences. You might then ask why bother doing fee for service at all. Well the 

vagueries of the granting process often results in lean times or intervals between funding periods. Having a fee 

for service operation helps to stabilize the laboratory and in addition provides additional opportunities to 

establish new collaborations. Another relevant issue to the primary enterprise of research pertains to 

publishing.  

 Young faculty in particular should be supported with additional funds that might be available at the end of a 

fiscal year.  They need those to add buoyancy and competitiveness to their research programs. 

 Provide more matching funds for lab equipment. Provide better computers; the current computer exchange 

program only covers low cost, low performance computers or a high-end computing center. 

 Workday was a disaster for monitoring research grant budgets in the first year. I had several research grants 

ending on the year following the roll-out of Workday, and it was impossible to monitor the draw-down of funds. 

This cost my projects a lot of funding that had to be returned to the sponsor as they were not used, while other 

projects ended up being significantly overspent.  Now, at least Workday functions at some level, but a lot of time 

is wasted waiting for data to be downloaded and for reports to be generated. This lack of efficiency must be 

costing UM a great amount. Even now, I cannot get the overviews of my accounts that I could do very easily with 

research.miami.edu.  Bringing back the functionality and speed of resources pre-Workday would be of great 

benefit for researchers across UM. 

 Additional methodological workshops for faculty (maybe 2-week summer crash courses in a particular 

methodology/statistical technique sponsored by university); Pay for travel to additional conferences;  make 
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IRB/PRMC review less restrictive/onerous; make PRMC review quicker;  more instructions for PRMC application 

process, existing instructions are quite limited;  have dedicated social/behavioral sciences research lab and 

computers in the School of Communication, our existing facility is constantly booked by faculty as a meeting 

room; 

 Schools of thoughts could share endeavors to maybe have more interdepartmental projects! 

 Fix or replace Workday.  It clearly is not better than what we had before, and in many instances is far worse. 

 We desperately need research imaging equipment and support personnel. PET/cyclotron, MRI, for animal and 

human studies. 

 Allocating better existing resources by focusing more on things that really matter for a research institution (i.e. 

student recruitment, equipment, technician, space, etc.) rather than "cosmetic" aspects   Having flexible policies 

that allow faculty to go after all types of research endeavors 

 More research funding as seed money for external grants.  Support creation of interdisciplinary research groups.  

Distinguish IRB requirements for med school from humanities and social sciences more clearly to reduce 

bureaucracy for social sciences and related field not connected to medicine. 

 In my field, small grants from foundations are more available than large grants (NIH, NSF, etc.), yet the process 

that I must follow to get a small grant (under $100,000, and sometimes under $10,000) is the same.  It is SO 

cumbersome, that I have given up on applying for small grants.  If there was a way to streamline the process for 

smaller grants, that would be really helpful.  Wouldn't the university rather have us get a $10,000 grant than 

none at all?  For researchers who don't have opportunities for larger grants, these small grants can be the 

difference between being able to conduct research or launch a program, or not being able to do so.  I would also 

like to see the Provost's Research Awards be open to people who are not tenure-line faculty (lecturers, etc.). 

 Occasionally the state funds research in my area (Ocean Acidification) and in the past all of the funding has gone 

to MOTE despite the fact that I am a world expert in this field. It would be nice if government relations at UM 

could have this on their agenda. 

 Better administrative support! Also getting support from senior faculty to help with departmental and university 

level service and mentorship. 

 Improve core facilities and upgrade instrumentation to current state of the art. New core facilities are needed 

primarily in areas of proteomics and metabolomics. Several core facilities are inefficient and should improve or 

be replaced  Administrative units need to better understand their role in supporting Faculty and not the other 

way around  Better communicate the resources available to researchers 

 The total absence of any startup funds for junior faculty recruited from the postdoc/assistant scientist pool at 

MSM is enormous handicap. These positions are very risky for the incumbents and the reality of the situation 

appears almost never to be discussed clearly between them and their departments. 

 Overall it seems that the university is shifting towards increasing levels of red tape, which is making the 

administrative side of conducting research increasingly more difficult. There are serious and numerous problems 

with Workday (primary is the ability to monitor accounts and to have accurate records of accounting). The lack 

of funds available for conducting pilot research is an additional issue. There seems to be little effort at an 

institutional level to help with issues such as spousal hires. Overall there is the sense that the University expects 

maximum output from minimal input. 

 Provide better support for the dissemination of data. Many journals require data to be readily available, and we 

do not have good mechanisms to support this. 

 Break down the traditional barriers for collaboration and provide tenure incentives for interdisciplinary 

activities. 

 As a humanist embarking on formal fieldwork for the first time, I find the IRB system a nightmare. It is difficult to 

navigate, user unfriendly, and unduly cumbersome for what is really quite innocuous research. The process 
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seems to be designed for the medical school and scholars who have staff to do such things for them. There is 

little guidance for first time applicants, important documents for applications are buried in the website (I could 

unearth them only with a Google site search), and eProst is difficult to use. 

 Invest in people not things.  UMH/JMH are not a for profit private community hospital. They are an academic 

medical center, which means research and education, in addition to clinical care. But this academic mission is 

treated as orphans at this campus. All we hear from the leadership is the financial bottom line, never about 

research and education. If that’s true, close the research labs and become a non-academic community hospital! 

 Have more responsive ORA; support multiple outlets for research. 

 More opportunities for seed funding. Criteria for evaluation of Provost's Research Award are unknown-- does 

not seem to be a mechanism for funding preliminary basic research. 

 Not being able to see my full budget and expenses is debilitating.  Workday is failing in that regard and the lack 

of resolution to this university wide issue is unfathomable.  Additional space for staff and research are needed.  

Purchasing has been a nightmare for vendors in recent years.  Being required to anticipate 1+ years in advance 

equipment and staff needs for university budgeting purposes doesn't make sense for grant funded projects. The 

red tape involved in doing the basic processes that are needed to run a grant is extremely frustrating.  It feels 

like those making decisions at the university do not understand how grant funded projects work and the 

challenges they face.  A climate shift is needed for those areas/departments in support roles for grant projects. 

 There is an urgent need for improved administrative support and to streamline the university's bureaucracy. 

Although overhead is charged to federal studies, the administrative support has been largely insufficient. As a PI 

of a federal grant much of my energy has been diverted away from the study and pulled- in contradictory 

directions- toward administrative management. This proves quite challenging as faculty are not fully aware of 

HR and administrative processes and rely upon others for that support.   In addition to the undue burden, there 

is a lack of clarity between the role of research administration and the department's administrative staff, the 

latter which does not benefit from the overhead costs charged to the grant. As a PI, I have found myself caught 

between my department's office manager who, rightfully, is overwhelmed by the added responsibilities for 

which she is not compensated and, frankly, are not part of her own tasks or responsibilities. She is also not privy 

to the intricacies of research administration. At times, the office manager is expected to fulfill roles she is not 

trained or equipped to fulfill.   Further compounding this frustrating process is that research administration and 

HR are not fully aware of their role in the process and commit errors (e.g., hiring under the wrong category) that 

have severe consequences on the grant's implementation leading to long delays. At times, there is no singular 

entity in charge and different entities making contradictory requests for the same process. The instructions I 

receive on any given day are nullified or challenged the next.  In my experience with one grant I have had 2 staff 

hired under the wrong category and have been charged for the costs associated with administration's error (a 

cost that is not budgeted). I have also experienced long delays (up to 2 months) in hiring for reasons beyond my 

comprehension. I have also been interviewed/questioned by multiple entities regarding hiring a consult. 

 Speed up the contract and budget process via ORA. Speed up IRB review of submissions. 

 Slow approval and review processes at ORA and IRB should be systematically overhauled. Legal departments are 

generally self-defeatingly risk averse, which seems to be just the culture rather than rooted in actual risk-benefit 

analyses. Preventing people from using the sharing economy (e.g. airbnb) while traveling is a decision costing 

the university tens of millions of dollars annually without any evidence to support it. 

 Teaching loads that match other institutions and other schools at the university. Basic funding and project 

support that can be counted on a yearly basis. More travel funds 

 We need core facilities. There is a lot of essential research equipment that is very costly and was purchased 

for/by individual labs, making it not only challenging to access the equipment but to even find out that it exists. 

Additionally it is baffling that animal housing and room assignments are not all centralized by DVR/IACUC but 
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rather individual institutes within the medical campus get to designate whether they give space or not. This is 

challenging as a young faculty to even get my foot in the door and requires far more energy and time on my part 

to even get preliminary data for grants. Also we might do better with graduate student recruitment if more 

fellowships were offered or if there was funding in the budget for all students to be covered for their first year 

or semester to do rotations in various labs. 

 We need a massive upgrade in the available fabrication equipment and related infrastructure. This is very 

particular to my school, and we are working on it, but we are maybe two decades behind some of our 

aspirational peer institutes in this regard. 

 To dovetail my earlier thoughts on interdisciplinary pursuits, I suspect that, in addition to the wonderful seed 

funding available, our entire research community (including students) would greatly benefit from establishing an 

'Interdisciplinary Unit'. This Interdisciplinary Unit should secure an independent physical location, should enjoy 

an independent intellectual direction, and should be broadly representative (yet independent) of the various 

schools and departments at UM. 

 The university has funds to develop new faculty members by assisting with initial start up seed funding to help 

individuals create a program of research.  These funds should be allocated to individuals who do not have grant 

funding already, and should be provided as an incentive to create projects without competition from faculty 

who have already begun and have funding for their program of research. 

 Invest in administrative support that is effective so that PIs do not have to do the jobs of others when it comes 

to grant submission and can focus on writing the grant only.   Invest in manuscript support so that researchers 

can get drafts started and submitted, particularly those with clinical requirements.   Startup funds were tied to 

existing cores, which is a problem if you do not use those cores.   The clinical demands make it nearly impossible 

for meaningful collaboration and requires researchers to look outside the institution to collaborate.   

Mentorship is limited and those who want to mentor don't have adequate time to do so given other demands, 

mainly clinical. 

 Interdepartmental collaborations would be great. Fix ORA. Improve the IRB process a bit more so we don't have 

to wait 4-6 months to see if a study is approved. The contracts and budget/ funds are still not working well in 

workday. Would love to have more support from a writing perspective for the grant and for the manuscripts 

after the research is done.  All my clinical research is at Jackson Health System. There are still opportunities to 

improve what the 2 offices UM/ JHS do and duplicate. Not clear who to contact every time there is a new study 

with external collaborators, Agreements take between 9-10 months!!!!! just to be reviewed/ signed 

 Protect the effort of young faculty to pursue research. This is now essentially 100% absent from the department 

of medicine.  

 The University has never "put its money where its mouth is" and supported research as it should. It appears to 

always hold in reserve the idea it will just become a high quality undergraduate education institution with a 

medical and health related focus.  Tokenism is the rule to maintain some research profile. What is not realized in 

my view is that the two go hand in hand-outstanding education will not be done by those who do not believe in 

what they are teaching. A sports coach can teach chemistry or biology in high school, but not in college-not to 

high quality students. It requires someone committed to research. That commitment has never been matched in 

my view. However life goes on and research gets done-but it does not flourish and never will until there is a sea-

change in the attitude and approach. It is ok as it is. It should not be forsaken. It has potential for growth. 

 Significant improvement in Human Resources department are urgently needed. Better Research labs and space. 

More efficient ORA/Contracting offices--they should know that there function is also to provide service to 

faculty.  

 Revamp the entire office of research: 1) replace all of the current "leaders" with competent people who had 

themselves experience running federal and industry grants within the past 3-5 years, 2) listen to the real day-to-
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day needs of the researchers and address these issues, 3) find people at all levels who can better support 

different aspects of award management - from preparation, to pre-award help and submission, award setup, 

post-award management, closeout, 4) fire whoever brought the disaster that is workday onto us, 5) create a 

system that provides regular budget updates to the researchers, 6) create an office of research that talks to each 

other - laterally - and is aware of what the processes are related to grant management. We have people in pre-

award, who do not know anything about setting up accounts, and those setting up accounts are not aware of 

anything related to budget management post-award. This creates a situation where everyone blames everyone 

else but the PIs are suffering because they have no help. 7) Did I mention to fire everyone that is currently 

leading ORA? 8) Confirming here that you read #1 and #7. 9) Really, fire the people who are running office of 

research and grants management. And I do mean the management and not the people who do the hard work 

every day (and every NIH/DoD cycle) and always are willing to work with frustrated researchers who are not 

getting the support they deserve. 

 Eliminate 65% grant funding for salary rule!!!  (UM provides so few incentives for research/teaching excellence, 

only PUNISHMENT for not meeting an arbitrary and unrealistic minimum funding level...faculty morale at the 

med center is at an all-time low and much worse than at other institutions I am learning from numerous 

contacts at national/international meetings). Pilot grant funding of sufficient magnitude (e.g. postdoc support) 

low-cost core/shared facilities. 

 Provide facilities to interact with other research investigators; be neutral in awards and recognition. 

 Offer more resources (courses and not just classes) in research field focused on clinical research.  Improve the 

contracting ability of the school (minimize the inefficiency of the administrative process).  Improve the working 

relationship with Jackson Memorial Hospital to allow for more impactful clinical research. 

 I would appreciate if the SEHD placed more value and resources towards research and grant activity.   There is a 

recent strong push to have faculty generate income by engaging in and creating revenue generating programs. 

Although I do see the importance of creating a source of revenue to support and sustain our School and doctoral 

programs, I wish that an equal emphasis was placed on grant activity as a possible source of funding. Grant 

funding is not viewed as a viable source of income, and thus there are no allocated resources or incentives to 

facilitate grant seeking. 

 Not to assume that a full professor is making enough to live comfortably while conducting research; as a woman 

who came in with a low base salary in 1992, no matter what rank I've attained, I've never made up for my low 

salary; I know that some faculty members in my department who have come after me at lower ranks are making 

at least as much as I do.  Therefore, I need funding that I am constantly being denied because committees 

reviewing my work who deem it relevant and important turn it down because they say "She doesn't need it." 

 Can I just say that WORKDAY is so frustrating, and I resent spending hours figuring out things, and correcting 

things. The staff helps as much as possible - but nobody knows all the rules.   I have a very hard time monitoring 

award expenditures, and really this is an unreasonable burden on PIs to do all the workday stuff -do the research 

and do the reporting/ writing -  I would have been happy if someone could just come to my office and walk me 

through the screens in Workday and show me - but evidently this is not possible.    Why did UM just dump this 

on PI's without any help or resources? 

 Procurement process takes an incredibly long time.  Most of my projects have been delayed because although 

equipment purchase requests have been put in early ... it takes 5- 6 months to get the equipment in.  An IRB 

protocol can sometimes be in pre-review for weeks.    It would be nice if there was one central location/ 

repository with links to the different resources available to support research 

 More university-wide PR support would be excellent in the event of major publications or grant achievements 

that are relevant to the public. At this point the university doesn't re-tweet publications even when asked.  More 

grant submission support would be wonderful. One person in the grant support department is sick and another 
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not fully involved, leaving a single person working on grant support for the College of Arts and Sciences, which is 

insufficient. A person who can edit grants would be helpful. Other institutions have grant editing support and 

have a funding rate of ~40%. This would ultimately also help the college/university to bring in more funds.  It is 

disappointing that faculty are asked to pay internet service fees for outlets, and general items, such as lab 

essentials like freezers, etc. from their startup funds despite that these items should be paid by overhead grant 

funding or similar, especially if the faculty has a major grant. 

 Help establish relationships with major grant agencies/foundations 

 More of what is noted above.  Also,  most importantly PLEASE make an effort to identify and promote quiet 

achievers with leadership capacity.  The current system results in the loudest and most self-promoting people 

getting leadership opportunities and driving the narrative.  If UM is to stay competitive and become more 

internationally recognized,  actual achievement and merit need to take priority over noise-making and 

meritorious behaviors rewarded by empowering those who manifest such behaviors to drive the progress of the 

institution. 

 Create better core facilities (regarding price and services provided), invest in new technologies and equipment. 

Lack of lab space to work 

 By supporting shared facilities and resources, improving website. Fostering collaboration between campuses, by 

joined lecture series. 

 I would like to apply for a U-LINK but at present have not identified collaborators who are open to a proposal, 

due to other commitments or not quite the right fit. I wonder if there could be an online research matching 

bulletin board where "want ads" of a sort could be posted.  I would also like to suggest that the funding scheme 

for the Hemispheric University Consortium become a higher priority. I have a network already in the field but 

this is because we already had collegial ties and care about the project. If the project is to expand to other 

countries it needs incentives and support. Of course, time is always the most precious resource, as well as 

modest startup funds.  I mentioned above the lack of research leaves available in the School of Communication. 

To get to full professors my colleagues in the College of Arts and Sciences have had several. I hope there can be 

something put in place for associates to get to full, and full professors to become endowed chairs.  Finally, the 

competition for the revamped provost awards, for whatever reason, has moved away from the sociological 

perspective in my field. I can live with it thanks to funds from other places, but the summer salary support is 

something I cannot replace without teaching in the summer, which I have never wanted to do because of my 

love for research. 

 Software access for faculty (NVIVO), software access for students working with faculty on research (SPSS, 

NVIVO), systematic research support/guidance/mentoring more ways to promote collaborations that seek to 

involve faculty that primarily teach, but are expected to do research despite a full-teaching load clearer 

expectations about research expectations, especially in light of teaching load. 

 More financial support and release time for research. 

 Provide temporary financial support while awaiting results of grant submissions. 

 Invest in strong core facilities like viral vectors (more variety of vectors than the ones been produced here) 

metabolomics, proteomic and mass spectrometry NMR spectroscopy for animals. 

 The University is so risk adverse that it takes too long to get approvals, or there never is approval, so many great 

opportunities slip by us.  This is frustrating to many faculty, and often lost revenue to the institution.  The 

medical school asks us to have too much money (% effort) to cover our salaries.  Thus clinical faculty don’t have 

time for research and most of us spend too much time writing grants rather than doing research, creative 

activities and education and training.  It has become harder and harder to get individuals to participate in 

education and training and to be leaders in these activities due to this pressure. This diminishes the academic 

research environment in enormous ways.  There are diminishing faculty in the medical school basic sciences 
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departments, and the pressure on research faculty in clinical departments is even more severe.  This creates a 

spiral down of the intellectual exchange needed for a healthy research environment.   These environmental 

issues and pressure lead many faculty to leave for other opportunities where research seems more appreciated 

and supported. Thus we have a revolving door where we bring in great faculty and then they leave for greener 

pastures.  This is a great waste of resources, as recruiting faculty is expensive. 

 Diverting funds from the Provost Research Awards to U-Link was catastrophic for the humanities. Humanists 

require significant, dedicated time and resources to support the production of single-authored monographs and 

articles. Removing funding from the PRAs directly goes against how humanists are evaluated for promotion and 

tenure. This was a short-sighted policy change from a University that is otherwise very supportive of research in 

the humanities. 

 Core facilities for STEM disciplines on the CG campus, advanced instrumentation, better support for funding 

graduate students (ex: 3 months summer support). 

 It appears the opportunities are made available only to the tenure/tenured group. 

 Research space is very limited at Gables campus, especially hood space. 

 Need more administrative support at the department level for external grants. Need appropriate space for 

meeting with research participants off campus. 

 More travel funds. Better work spaces (like the fabled Faculty Research Commons that is allegedly coming). 

Faculty offices are truly terrible. 

 SAC/internal awards should extend to summer months. It is unclear whether this is the case and I am presuming 

not.   New salaries structures for research should understand that getting awards takes multiple submissions 

and a longer timeframe than the punishments allow EVEN IF YOU HAVE A FUNDABLE SCORE.  Data on how 

faculty actually are doing with funding and matching expectation to realities and not dreams (i.e. getting data on 

the number of submissions to get funding etc).  Cuts are across the board. Whether you are 55% or 0% effort 

covered, there is a cut no matter what. Language says "Unexpected losses of grant funding during the fiscal year 

will not result in a reduction in the fixed research component for that year but may affect salary in subsequent 

years." That is a lie.  Data needs to be collected on who these new salary policies are affecting and if the RVU 

caps and grant % effort caps are affecting URMs or women disproportionately, that needs to be addressed. This 

may be fine, but the data needs to be collected.  More transparent process for disputes and better 

accountability in terms of grants where there are co-investigator positions. There is a push for "collaboration", 

but this affects faculty when they collaborate and then are not paid or are taken off grants. There is little effort 

to let faculty understand efforts on others' grants so they can assign their time accordingly and/or just refuse to 

be on the grant. Doing it within the ECRT reporting system is too late. This may be unique to my dept.   Do not 

base bonuses on % salary. This may no longer apply, but it creates huge skew for the haves verse have nots.   

Something dumb: traffic. Funds to sort the pedestrian/car mess on NW 14th St. A bridge was proposed at one 

point. 

 More funding for conference travel (what we have now does not cover one conference), making funding for 

international conferences available for Mexico and Canada (policy that those are not international venues is 

absurd), provide better clerical/admin support in my department so I can keep track of grant expenditures, 

better maintenance of my lab in Merrick. 

 The one thing I've noticed is that it seems to be a bit of a catch-22 when discussing creative activity and 

promotion. Many of the funding opportunities are for established faculty, not for lecturer or even professors of 

practice. In order to become a part of the upper ranks of faculty, though, you need to show that you've received 

funding. However, some organizations on campus are already remedying this issue. 

 Must fund research coordinators independently of investigator grant funding - otherwise, one cannot get 

started nor maintain academic progress unless not a clinician/educator. 
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 UM does a great job of getting early career researchers the support they need to get tenure and they have 

become better at giving associate professors (in CAS) book leave, but there are few resources available to full 

professors.  I came to UM in the year 2000 and received $5000 startup research funds then but since they were 

depleted I've received no allocated research funds from the university. I am not in a PhD granting department so 

I have no access to graduate research assistants. If I ever need research money I can try to a) get a PRA which 

hasn't worked most years or b) beg my chair to get some ad hoc funds (our department has no clear policy for 

allocating any specific research budget). I have been successful in getting (inter)national research awards that 

have allowed me to be productive; but I could have published a lot more if I'd had access to internal funding! I 

think one problem of the PRA is that these awards are fairly large (covering summer salary) and limited in 

number. There used to be General Research Support awards that faculty could apply for. In my case, for 

example, $500 would allow me to buy 50 hours of an undergraduate research assistant who could significantly 

boost my productivity. But there's no small-grants program like this so I (as a full professor) wind up doing a lot 

of menial research tasks because I have no resources with which to outsource them. 

 Provide more grant writing support for everyone, including support of the writing itself, not just the research 

and proposal aspect. 

 Provide more objective support to junior faculty (protected time, lab/research space). 

 The University can demonstrate an appreciation for research, the money that researchers bring in to help 

support this work, and the training of the next generation of researchers. As of now, faculty are only 

acknowledged for teaching for revenue generating classes (undergrad, med school, masters programs), but not 

PhD classes. How will this encourage faculty to teach and mentor up and coming scientists? 

 (1) By reinstating the old system of PRAs in the humanities and by making the application process tailored to 

humanities disciplines: this funding is crucial, and the current process is very discouraging and time-consuming. 

The 50% cut process is nonsensical and dispiriting for no good reason. If the old system of PRAs can't be 

reinstated, then there should be richer and more widely available summer funding opportunities (of at least 

$10,500) for humanities scholars so that we don't have to teach in the summer months to get by financially. 

Having the summer months to research and write is crucial to most of us. (2) By encouraging the Center for the 

Humanities to value a wider variety of humanities research projects (specific articles, varieties of editions, more 

aspects of digital humanities work) in its selection process. (3) By recognizing the length of time and sustained 

effort (without interruption) that it takes to produce a high-quality scholarly monograph in the humanities (i.e., 

years) (4) By adapting a positive, supportive attitude towards the humanities at the dean's level and higher in 

the Administration: the current pervasive attitude of semi-scorn and devaluing suggests that the humanities 

simply aren't worth that much to UM. (This makes faculty in those disciplines feel that WE aren't worth that 

much. It certainly doesn't promote a culture of being valued and adding value and belonging. After all, we've put 

a tremendous amount of time and effort into our careers, but UM doesn't respect that these days, it seems.) 

 Let me count the ways UM could do better.  Better Core Facilities (e.g. we seem to have essentially given up on 

Transgenic Core just when labs could use assistance with EZ-CRISPR etc.)  Better subsidies on Core facilities (e.g. 

for PIs who bring in IDC).  Return of fraction of IDC to PIs.  Empowering PIs through grass-roots initiatives. 

Reducing top-down research initiatives from administrators. Consider the demoralization evident from the C-

Change survey. 

 More and better space for clinical research. I don't have enough office space for my team, and it is difficult to 

find clinic space for research as clinic space itself is limited.  Inefficient & delayed ORA processes. This often 

delays initiation. However, much worse is the interaction with the JHS clinical trials group. This really needs to 

be solved.   Institutional funds for early preliminary data generation limited. Need more seed funding for clinical 

research.  New comp plan does not incentivize research for clinician-scientists. 
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 Creating a pathway with less bureaucracy, more research coordinators, more transparency on how the 

resources are divided. 

 Continued research support (in the form of money) after the first three years (i.e., after the startup account can 

no longer be used). MUCH MORE FINANCIAL SUPPORT for individual research in the humanities. Divert some of 

the monetary resources that have been moved to the U-LINK project back to the Provost's Research Awards, 

which were the primary mechanism through which humanities faculty received any form of research support. 

Access to shared space (that is accessible 24/7) where humanities faculty and graduate students can meet, 

where graduate students can meet on their own, and where humanities faculty and graduate students can host 

meetings and events. Year-long paid sabbaticals after tenure (at full pay), and year-long junior research leaves 

(at full pay). Hiring more staff in the office of research, especially those with experience administering 

humanities grants and who can explain policies to faculty in a clear way. 

 Be more supportive of scientists. Acknowledge their research. 

 The U can provide more dedicated time and resources like consultants to discuss projects and/or statisticians to 

assist with detailed planning that doesn't require major financial investment.  Providing time could be more 

easily feasible if there was support for more staff in the clinics to facilitate smoother operations.  As it is, most 

clinicians are doing a multitude of "clerical" and other tasks due to inadequate support systems and time 

wastage. 

 Research activities performed by Research Faculty, especially research activities that support programs of 

Tenured Faculty need to be valued and recognized. Scholarship and creative activities of Research Faculty need 

to be valued and recognized by the University. Research Faculty plays an important role in supporting and 

developing research programs, training and teaching graduate and undergraduate students. Thus, they 

contribute tremendously to the academic mission of the University, yet, these efforts are not recognized and/or 

incentivized by the University. 

 There are two few internal mechanisms to support new investigators. There is a lot more demand than supply. 

Even to attain a small pilot award requires more than just "pilot data". More seed awards are needed to help 

new investigators launch their research.   Also, without enough infrastructure support for new investigators, it 

makes it difficult to conduct research, write manuscripts, and write for new funding all at the same time, 

without sacrificing all of your free time -- nights and weekends. Then, what results is a terrible work-life balance.  

As a basic service, statistical services should be provided more than just 30 minutes with CTSI, for example. The 

CTSI has been rehashing the same 'ole intro Lunch-and-Learn workshops for 3 years, which give very very basic 

knowledge.  More opportunities are needed to support small budget / non-funded research. More travel awards 

funding in each department is needed, for example.  There is no platform to support "the little guys". If you are 

established and well-funded, then it's easy to succeed. Mentors are one solution, but mentors cannot provide 

the level of help needed at the micro level.  More help is needed to support database management.  More help 

is needed to leverage pooled resources, or student help, etc.  ORA seems to not have enough bandwidth to 

afford fast turnarounds.  Part of the research I and a couple others I know involves the use of technology, and 

the the office of technology/privacy/etc imposes way too many barriers to doing something innovative.  1. Why 

did it take 2 weeks a dozens of emails to justify ordering an iPad, which I have funding for? 2. Why is that the 

privacy officer finds it ok to use your cell phone to text patients, just because the cell phone imposes a password 

lock (family members share passwords), but then for other things that are quite safe (like iPad will be used to 

access "Box" and "RedCap" only) you encounter barriers like that described in #1.  Some of these 

restrictions/guide 

 Ensure professional clinical coordination. 
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 Fair distribution of research and office space, especially for funded investigators and faculty actively applying for 

research grants. Support to buy or replace essential equipment and computers. Vouchers for innovative high-

cost services by core facilities (e.g. Deep Sequencing). Proactive administrative research support. 

 Provide some support - new provost research award system makes application more difficult in a discipline with 

meager funding to begin with. The school has zero grant support services.  Most research services housed at 

medical.  As a music-based psychological research I don’t fit into humanities and social science doesn’t see music 

related research relevant.  On top of that faculty loads are very high as are service duties since only tenure-track 

faculty get service load credit. 

 Summer stipends; load relief (which means paying for an adjunct); additional support to travel to conferences 

and present 

 Facilitate subject recruitment and retention 

 The PRA awards need to be reviewed. A brief review will reveal the same people receiving the PRA awards every 

year, except the years they are barred from applying. It’s a shame that such practices are allowed to continue in 

a research university like University of Miami. 

 The most serious issue I have been able to identify is the lack of comparable support for faculty in the 

Humanities and the incapacity of the leadership at UM to understand how that affects the total ranking of the 

university.  Our university dropped further down in national rankings and the model we are using to compete 

nationally is follow the national trend instead of creating our own trends.   Why are all universities becoming 

corporate and following the same trend to focus only on sciences, while ignoring the visibility and ranking of the 

Humanities as an important niche for our institutions of higher education? 

 Improve admin support, be more flexible in hiring and salary support 

 Have access to departmental statisticians. 

 Workday is awful. Separate from workday, it is difficult to hire or purchase making it difficult to do research. 

 Time release and salary support as this is inconsistent across the University 

 Do not require overhead from foundations which disallow it. Reduce teaching loads from 12 credits to 6 credits. 

 Adapt requirements according to discipline ensuring small scale grants can gain the proper exemptions and can 

be collected without undue delays in processing. 

 Innovation and interprofessional collaboration are key words for many grantors, especially in the federal 

government. The University of Miami began an initiative to promote collaborative research, but I have the 

impression that effort fell short of meeting its goal. It is one thing for the university to promote interprofessional 

collaboration, but a final product in the form of a grant submission is difficult to accomplish without knowing 

what other areas of research in other departments are taking place. Providing a periodic roster via the research 

list serve of all funded projects (private and federal) would be a most useful tool in truly promoting 

interprofessional, collaborative, and innovative research efforts. As it currently stands, each department's 

research team operates in a silo for the most part. A roster such as is suggested here could help to break out the 

walls of each silo to accomplish what was started last year. 

 Additional funds/scholarships for students to attend important workshops and conferences would be hugely 

beneficial and help us compete for the best and brightest students. Improvement of website facilities would also 

help the university as a whole be more competitive. I also feel that more support for intercampus-related issues 

and issues with Risk Management would be extremely helpful. I also suggest that more of the administration get 

training on workday and help guide the faculty on being able to track their expenses. 

 The financial support for the humanities has been cut in recent years: the PRAs have been reduced, U-Link does 

not serve the research and professional standards of my field (in which sole-authored work is THE priority for 

external grants, promotion, etc.), and the Arts and Humanities grants are few and funded at a lower level than 

the PRAs.  This hampers my research and makes it harder to win external grants (because the agencies often 
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want to see some degree of progress before funding).  What's more, I am troubled by failure of the Office of 

Research to recognize, understand, and support the different research requirements of fields across the 

university. 

 There needs to be a guaranteed, generously funded, dedicated, intra-mural research pot of money (more than 

the PRAs offer now) that humanists and artists can compete for.  In addition, we need to have a more generous 

policy for research leaves in the College of Arts and Sciences. Currently, the Dean has imposed a policy by which, 

even if a scholar receives prestigious extra-mural grants and fellowships (NEH, Bellagio, etc.), he or she will not 

be allowed to take those fellowships' leaves for more than two semesters. That is simply idiotic. You want 

faculty to get prestigious outside funding (particularly the very few, precious grants and fellowships available for 

humanities research). This is a clear example of how UM thinks of humanists. We are seen as service teachers, 

as opposed to the internationally recognized researchers many of us are.   Writing books in the humanities 

requires dedicated free time away from teaching. That can only be accomplished with paid leaves. The university 

needs to start finding ways to support us along those lines. Instead, we are asked to teach more and more and 

to carry an extremely heavy service load, while increasing publication expectations and diminishing research 

funding. It's an impossibility. This situation is profoundly demoralizing and clearly untenable. Every productive 

scholar I know in the humanities at UM is suffering stress, illnesses and is profoundly unhappy and demoralized. 

But UM does not care. 

 Start listening to the surveys and share raw data with those of us who fill them out.  Convince support units such 

as purchasing and HR that heavy-handed and dismissive behavior has an adverse impact on the esprit and 

success of research activities. 

 Internal systems for research expenses and reimbursement are cumbersome at the school level and university 

level.  I am very disappointed in the ability of the Office Civic and Community Engagement to support 

community-engaged scholarship at the University. This is likely due to lack of commitment from the Provost's 

office. 

 Mentorship. 

 Regarding not just my research, but others whose work is innovative, essential to mission and well-documented: 

Our institution would improve dramatically if loci of excellence were actually identified and supported. As it is, 

many programs are expected to win over (some) leaders by repeatedly "making the case" for the programs' 

utility. Some of this is an artifact of completely new leadership over the past few years. Even at that, the 

institution can "better support ... research, scholarship, or creative activity" by learning what the 

research/scholarship has accomplished, and then making appropriate decisions. As it is, one might be forgiven 

for the observation that the stance too often is, "There's a unit that has for decades made UM a leader in several 

fields, provided high quality deliverables, enhanced the institution's reputation, evinced loyalty despite adversity 

-- let's neglect it."  This survey cannot possible take into account individual situations, and ours is distinctive, 

perhaps unique --  but budget cuts have served to impede and undermine decades of research excellence.  

Please let me know how I can help guide and support implementation of the survey's findings. 

 The only problem I can think of is that some of the bureaucratic processes (e.g., procurement, hiring) are very 

slow. This can make it take a very long time to purchase new equipment or hire new research personnel. 

 The university absolutely has to cut down the bureaucracy in handling grant funds. It is ridiculous and frustrating 

to have to go through so many hoops. There needs to be a streamlined approach to accessing funds, particularly 

in the case of small grants. A two-tiered system should be implemented to deal with small versus large grants. It 

is so difficult to use the money and it really should not be that way. I think that the university has to do better in 

the humanities to provide larger scale grants for more sophisticated projects so that humanists can apply for 

external funding. I feel that the university has to make a larger investment in computer hardware, as we tend to 

hold on to old equipment as we know we cannot afford new and better hardware and software. I understand 
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that the will is there to help researchers, but we are overwhelmed by the bureaucracy, the red tape, and the 

lack of transparency in processes for accessing grant funds and applying for new grants. 

 Having been here for several years, I can say with authority that there are too many administrative obstacles to 

conducting research in this institution. While things have improved, there seems to be a lack of commitment 

among the administrative staff at several levels to furthering the development of research efforts. They don't 

seem to understand or care about the importance of research. Administrative support has been inefficient and 

in some instances resulted in our not being able to enroll patients into NIH funded protocols before they close 

because they have reached targeted accrual. 

 Summer support pay is not sufficient anymore under the new Dean. Like the course reduction policy, the 

summer support policy was also changed -- essentially cutting the summer support of many in half. Since 9 

month salary is not at market levels already (at least for me but I also assume for others) this brings faculty 

below market in one of the most expensive cities in the world to live in - Miami. Now faculty need to look for 

additional sources of income instead of being able to focus on research as before. If we are not going to receive 

ANY merit pay (raises for good performance - publishing in A journals - are still below cost of living increases so I 

make less money every year), then summer support should go back to the former policy. 

 All my effort is devoted to teaching and administration. The area of primary concern is lack of classroom space, 

as well as offices for student advising. In addition to research and scholarship, I think we increase support for 

student learning and advising facilities. 

 Need to help with funding, making the process easier,  protected time if you want us to produce research, a laid 

out promotion track 

 We need better cores -- for example an important piece of equipment missing from UM is a high resolution 

micro-CT for animal studies. Labs in Miami send their samples all over the country for analysis and the machine 

isn't cumbersome like some of the other (questionable) UM investments, yet none is available for use here. 

Also, we need to really revamp our ORA -- for award management, budgeting, and post-award processes. One 

thing that does work is pre-award but rest is a mess. I am sure that I am not the only one to report negatively on 

our ORA. We also need to really address Workday system, which is a major source of issues plaguing UM. We 

need more avenues to promote collaborations and discussions on interdisciplinary translational research at UM. 

 Better relations with Jackson since some resources that we work on are located in Jackson only. 

 Improved pathways from research track to tenure track amongst junior faculty. There seems to be dichotomy in 

choosing those who can go and not go on the tenure track and it is not solely based on merit. Lack of 

transparency, equity, and this multitier opaque system is frustrating and devalues the contribution of eager, 

creative, resourceful faculty. It creates a sense of hopelessness and lack of loyalty to the institution. 

 Accessible and no/ low cost research services and support (stats, research design, etc) for unfunded research 

and research projects.  

 Help me obtain more money for pilot work. 

 Susan Morgan and Bixby need to be replaced. They are extremely ineffective. A brief review of PRA will reveal 

the same faculty being given the research awards every year. No transparency. They are extremely rude and 

dismissive. 

Which pre-award support or services have been particularly useful in helping you obtain grant 

funding and why? 
 Budget preparation by my school business people. Funding structure for graduate students who provided 

support. 

 We have excellent staff within the department who help with budget planning and grant submission. 

 I feel supported in pre-award. 
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 Our departmental pre-award support personnel are gems. They go out of the way.   The rank and file ORA staff 

are good but often overwhelmed. More Indians than chief will work. The top folks at ORA are the problem. ORA 

needs more foot soldiers than people like Edwin Bemel and Barbara Cole. Barbara is part of the problem, being 

arrogant, know-all and not asking for more foot soldiers. As with absentee University President, most top 

leaders are napping. Again fire 5% of the top admin and it is much better place. The same 5% percent invested 

on an admin can bring a number of foot soldiers and that will make the system more efficient. 

 CAS Office of Research Support Services and Administration.  They facilitate the submission of grant applications 

 The people in the CAS office have been quite helpful, but I feel they are over-worked and burdened with 

proposals.  I also feel they don't have as much experience with the volume of different types of proposals, so 

details that might get caught at the Med School get missed here.  As such, that adds to delays in submission and 

approvals, unnecessary revisions, etc. 

 Help with budget preparation, and advice and checking on the completeness, formatting, and more generally 

technical aspects of proposal preparation. 

 Absolutely none. Indeed, if anything, these "services" have done nothing to help me obtain grant funding except 

generate additional paperwork. 

 Department and college are good, though hiring one more person at a college level could help. 

 My divisional research core staff. 

 CAS office is great. They do everything and are completely helpful. 

 I attended an informational session about the NSF CAREER Award and found it really helpful.  I think it may have 

been a SEED sponsored event.  Faculty who had successfully obtained this award offered advice.  It was a few 

years ago and I haven't seen one offered since then.  More of those would be great. 

 Proposal budget preparations and preparations of the PCRF-L along with getting them routed and signed. 

 Grant writing workshop because it went step by step on how to craft the aims (which helped with other 

portions) 

 Despite disclosing my application for external grants, I received no legitimate support from the college. 

 I just use ORA, otherwise I work directly with my collaborators and agency.  But I am a relatively experienced PI 

who has traditionally not relied on UM for funding support. 

 ORA direct access to grant manager. Very responsive staff. 

 None so far. 

 Within my department - preparation of budgets.  I don't use resources at the College or University level.  

However, ORA has processed things reasonably quickly and have been supportive. 

 The one major award I received I applied for without any internal input or help. 

 Information sessions and interdisciplinary networking sessions. In case of ULINK opportunities, mixer sessions 

hosting several faculty engaged in previously funded projects provided significant insight for faculty seeking new 

project funding. 

 Budgeting with sponsored programs office. 

 proposal writing workshop with professional writer Dallas Murphy 

 None really, except getting the routing forms signed and the proposal submitted online. 

 Not even sure what they are called, but had some success applying for grants through the cancer center. 

 Center for the Humanities. 

 Budget assistance because that is the only service I am aware of and use. 

 Yes, saves me a lot of time. 

 Having staff in the department (back again) is immensely helpful. It really is my primary point of interaction pre 

award. This is where my detailed budget is drawn up and documents that I need to provide are tracked and 
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compiled.  ORA did get a lot better. I understand that they are facing a large demand with limited resources. As a 

more established PI, I do appreciate (very much) that they have become more flexible and I sincerely hope it 

stays that way. For my grants I usually assemble all pieces on time for ORA deadlines, EXCEPT for the core 

research components (Specific Aims, Research description and literature). At present, ORA allows us to add 

those to a prescreened core application just prior to the deadline. We do get a notification that this is at our 

own risk and that ORA cannot guarantee that the application does not contain issues that block acceptance, but 

that is fine. (There really is no real risk with all other components already checked other than being too late 

anyhow for those specific items). I hope ORA keeps things this way. As people appear to demand more 

involvement, ORA tends to respond with mandatory early deadlines. Keeping things optional (at the PIs risk) is 

important. 

 The administrative team at the SONHS, particularly Christian Ruiz, is extremely knowledgeable and helpful with 

aspects of preparing the budget and also the NIH application itself. 

 My department's budget people. They are very good. 

 Departmental staff. 

 I'm not writing grants or seeking funding. Writing a book however and U of M cost me a year by first saying it 

needed to go to IRB. Spent money from an internal U of M resource that advised even more poorly with more 

delays---only to be told after a year that it didn't need IRB approval. Disgraceful 

 Departmental support 

 I have used the cancer center pre award people, who are outstanding.  ORA is horrendously slow and non-

responsive. 

 Budget preparation. 

 The Sponsored Team at RSMAS is an outstanding group.  The librarians at RSMAS are great. 

 There is no support of any of these listed entities. Proposal writing and grant generation is the sole responsibility 

of the faculty. Likewise identifying funding sources is basically non-existent at least not at RSMAS. The dean of 

research forwards a list of agencies, when he gets it. It is never tailored to the individual faculty or department.  

None of the deans for research has ever started a research initiative that would involve the entire school. 

 Budget preparation & certification that is required for federal proposals. 

 Our departmental Sponsored Programs staff. 

 None. 

 Working with Foundation Relations has been very helpful in identifying opportunities and helping me write 

grants. 

 None. 

 The Research Support Services folks in Arts and Sciences are wonderful--they are able to help with creating 

budgets, looking over grant requirements, etc. 

 Help from our department grants admin, who is not part of ORA, in dealing with the ORA hoops and especially in 

knowing who to contact for any particular problem and getting things to move forward. 

 We have excellent pre-award staff at RSMAS. They stay on top of the process and know how to manage 

collaborative institutions. 

 RSMAS ORA support at all stages of grant preparation and implementation has been consistently excellent. 

 RSMAS ORA is a fantastic resource. 

 A&S Research Support Services & Administration ORA Budgeting, administrative paperwork... 

 Department of Medicine pre-awards staff. Excellent! 

 Our school does not have a grant writing person so I am not aware of any such support 

 Grant writing workshop, departmental sponsored grant mentoring workshops. 
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 Given that the offered grant writing workshops gravitate toward the social sciences, I sought support from the 

Writing Center. Their guidance has been invaluable! 

 None. 

 Tracy Ehrlich and her staff-they are extremely helpful-that is it. 

 Dr. King's workshop. 

 Doing everything myself! 

 Preparing budget. 

 My own department facility. 

 None. 

 Helping with budget preparation. Helping with costing out the field work costs. Helping me understand the 

conditions of the funding. 

 Budget preparation by grants office. 

 Departmental support staff have been outstanding in their pro-active identification, management, and 

communication of issues related to NIH and other grants and contracts. 

 Support from the department for budget generation and application submission. I also have a great mentor who 

reads my proposal before submission several times. 

 Departmental budget support as it allowed 1 on 1 contact with a person that was trained by dept. faculty. 

 Budget preparation 

 My school has no research support services available. 

 Do not recall. 

 Mainly help with the budget preparation. We usually do the rest on grants. 

 Writing center. 

 College ORA. 

 Preparation of the PCRF-L. 

 Support for writing budgets and interpreting guidelines. I am excited about the new initiative to provide 

methodological support in grant writing. 

 Myself: I find the grant opportunities, and I apply for them. Ideally, I would circumvent the Office of Research 

Administration, which apparently serves to introduce errors into my documentation and slow down the process, 

but this is no longer permitted. 

 ORA has gotten better. There appears to now be an understanding that for many awards the 10 day timeframe 

they have placed is impossible due to circumstances beyond control (collaborators, notices have tight 

timeframes etc). 

 College grants administration has been very helpful in budget preparation 

 Yes, our department's pre-award have been very helpful in providing guidance on specific submissions. 

 The Technical Support division of ORA (e.g. Patty Atkinson) have been very helpful. They reach in and fix 

technical errors (e.g. in metadata) and have interfaced with the InfoEd system provider to introduce 

improvements in the software. Kudos to Patty!   She even proactively reaches out to us to check on items that 

we were unaware were problematic. 

 Review and budget preparation. 

 I am actively involved in the process of submitting grant proposals, although I am usually Co-I on the proposals 

and not PI. I have extensive experience in submitting grants and limited need for pre-award support or services. 

However, the person working with us for pre-award support is excellent and very useful with regard to any 

question or concern we might have. 
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 Certainly grant writing and, in the case of specific internal award mechanisms like CFAR and CTSI, pre-award 

support was offered and provided.  For the SAC awards, there does not seem to be pre-award help. 

 Budget preparation. Submission Deadlines. 

 It’s helpful when admin folks follow the PIs instructions exactly without interfering. Time is of the essence. 

Wrangling to move faculty salary to the summer or provide tuition or health insurance to students has an 

unseen cost to the PI and to UM: time that would otherwise be spent writing the grant. 

 Grant application review; setting up accounts to receive the funding; assistance with subcontracts. 

 The Writing Center and ORA have been extremely helpful. I have used the writing center to successfully obtain 

internal and external funding. 

 My department, the Center for the Humanities, and ORA. 

 Review of my applications by Chair of department. 

 Center budget preparation. 

 None 

 I am in CTI 602 and it is helping me prepare to write my first NIH grant. 

 Grant writing workshop led by Mary Lou King. 

 The CAS office run by Tracy Ehrlich has been very supportive over the 13 years I have been at UM. 

 The assistance from ORA has been particularly bad. The functionaries working in that office are rude, 

unprofessional, and unhelpful. As far as I understand it, their job is to assist faculty. I was constantly scolded like 

a disobedient schoolchild for not knowing how to fill out this form or deal with this budgetary requirement 

when that is not my job. I am a faculty member and a researcher, and if I am applying for an award, or if I am 

using grant monies, I am relying on ORA to help me do just that. I do not need to be an expert in these 

bureaucratic minutiae, I need them to help me so that my grant can run smoothly. All I received in my 

experience was a lot of attitude and little help. 

 Within the last 2 years, I have received tremendous help from a pre-award specialist, Ms. Maria Marin, in the 

Department of Pediatrics. 

 Writing/Editing support services. SCCC grants office. 

Which pre-award support or services could be improved most? 
 Responsiveness by ORA staff. Completeness of responses. Not asking for single small changes before moving to 

the next item. Required constant changes before submission. When I submitted very early and begged them to 

review and submit my proposal early, they still waited until the afternoon of the deadline. 

 ORA is often slow to respond. 

 1) Tailored, focused announcement in addition to overall announcements will help. You need to put unit based 

intelligence in hiring. For example, an unit based person can select out all neuroscience related opportunities 

and have periodic liaison with faculty how to tailor.  2) This should be in addition to all announcements send out. 

Not "instead off".  3) A flexible account to hire experienced editors will help. Having a team of in-house editors 

will help.   4) A team of pre-award foot soldiers for complex grants will help. You want to have this kind of staff 

in excess not under. 

 ORA and its imaginary internal deadlines 

 I wish that support staff in my department would play a more active role in the pre-award and post-award 

process.  With the adoption of Workday, I really have no sense of what role, if any, they play in award 

administration.  I feel like I am doing everything by myself with help from the staff in the CAS pre-award office. 

 The ones I use are all OK, none stands out as better or worse. 

 Much of it. 

 All 
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 ORA. 

 Contract negotiations. 

 The date of submissions. It is not reasonable to request 3 business days in advance, especially for a proposal due 

on a Monday. I do realize that ORA needs time with them; however, the CAS office is all we need really as they 

do the whole job and do it well. 

 Keeping to the rules in terms of proposal submission deadlines and consistency in applying cost share.  

Consistency is important to avoid negotiations at the time of proposal submissions.  Proposal submission 

deadlines need to be enforced. 

 Use electronic forms instead of having people sign manually and run documents from one unit to the other. The 

grad school electronic document processing system should be used as a model across the University.  Contracts 

take forever, depending on who the contract is assigned to. I have had extremely efficient and helpful staff 

support, as well as nightmarish staff support. 

 It would be ideal if the college offered readers for grant proposals. While comments on internal grant reviews 

from the readers can be helpful, it would be nice if there were available readers and clear and present support 

for grant applicants in preparation for submission. 

 PRMC and ORA. 

 Help with more complicated grant submissions Providing prepopulated to do lists 

 ORA support. Workshops for grantsmanship. 

 None - I don't have any concerns about pre-award support. 

 I feel like there's not as much support for people in the humanities applying for external funding as there is for 

people in STEM and social sciences. 

 Continue offering mixer sessions where interdisciplinary faculty connections are encouraged 

 Understanding agency requirements. 

 Helping identify funders, especially private foundations.  Joanna De Velasco is sharp, but her structural 

challenges of navigating so many uncoordinated fundraising efforts is an unmitigated disaster.  Her office seems 

paralyzed and seems ineffective, despite there being some good people there.  I keep hearing how all 

fundraising is about relationships, but it doesn't feel like the university has any. 

 ORA 

 Department of Pediatrics (not enough people) 

 ORA system; Budget office. 

 I wish someone could watch NIH announcements for me and notify me when relevant things come along. 

 Pre-award is doing OK as long as they stay flexible. 

 At the School level, the existing services need an overhaul--including personnel. 

 More grant writing support for the actual writing of the research strategy. Grant writers, editors, formatting. 

 ORA loves to throw up roadblocks. That needs to stop. 

 Contracts/agreements such as Data use agreements, work orders. 

 ORA review timely; Reponses to investigators questions from ORA – timely; limited post award support ; IRB 

delays and no response to investigators queries timely 

 ORA. 

 Manage external grants and contracts. 

 Correct understanding of budget mechanism (I nor research support personnel did not have correct 

understanding of the budget sheet and failed to ask for my summer salary. As a result, my salary was cut to half. 

I am a breadwinner of my family and such change would affect my family). 

 Statistical, informatics, feasibility. 
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 I am happy with SCCC. 

 Grant editing. 

 Faster handling of contracts. I lost several grants because the legal department has delayed the process or 

changed their own contract. 

 None. 

 ORA seems not to have the flexibility required to go after all types of RFPs. 

 All. 

 The biggest two things that could help improve the pre-award grant process are the lack of networking 

availability with program officers for grants and foundations, as well as the office support in the department. 

 Budget prep and some form of internal grant review. 

 The RSMAS office needs more staffing as I worry about them being seriously overworked. They are often 

responding at 11pm or later. 

 ORA. 

 I do not know of any resources at UM that assist in finding funding opportunities in my field. I have found them 

all myself. 

 A&S Research Support Services & Administration ORA for submission. 

 ORA review process and deadlines 

 A grant writing administrator in the school of music 

 Making things more streamlined and not just having multiple parties forward me award announcements. A 

workshop for how to submit a grant here and who needs to sign off on what would have been helpful for new 

faculty. Also I'm wondering if some sort of forum could be developed among researchers at UM to foster 

collaborations based on needs. 

 Guidance for faculty in the creative arts and humanities (seeking funding from, for example, the NEA or NEH). 

 All of them to identify a source of funding for new faculty in an effort to build and attack new faculty. 

 Less money for administrators more money for startup people-not me anymore but would have helped. I have 

been funded by external sources for over 35 years and received little if any help except from Tracy and crew. 

None of the others are important. Help the young. 

 ORA Budget and submission materials prep. 

 Budgeting and PCRF process (are we really living in the 19th century?), intake process (most of the time filled 

out REDCAP pre-submission information goes into the clouds where even ORA folks can't track it), IDC 

distribution model (make clear to everyone what the rules are, so that interdepartmental issues do not keep 

arising), give funding to individual departments to hire full-time grants support staff. 

 All of them. 

 Office of Research Administration. 

 Department and College need to make these services better known. 

 Helping identify potential opportunities Helping with facilities statements and shared resources at UM 

 Training in UM regulatory requirements. This subject is lacking any kind of useful training. I am being presented 

with a link and supposed to enter my information without anyone giving me assistance or training on what to 

do. There is not even a telephone number one can call to ask a question. 

 Disclosure management is tedious and not usefully designed. 

 no comments, had bad experience in the past but the person is no longer in our department 

 ORA efficiency. 
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 More help with approaching foundations; I have received some support but it has not been systematic. That 

office needs to be beefed up substantially.  Further, there seems to be less sophistication in approaching 

international organizations and foundations. My work is usually outside of the country. 

 More opportunities for support in all aspects would be helpful, though the main issue is that existing 

opportunities are not easily accessed - I've missed several opportunities because I'm unable to get to another 

campus or I have schedule conflicts. It would be most helpful to have asynchronous resources and opportunities 

that will allow flexibility with participating. 

 NA 

 Offer some. 

 No comment. 

 Having staff assembling all the paperwork not related to the science part of grants. Many foundation grant have 

lots of requirements and complicated or not user friendly webpage submission that takes a lot of time that could 

be used to improve the scientific portion. If that could be done by staff will be a great help. 

 Identifying the requirements of the agencies for particular submissions. 

 Consistency in applying the policies.  Consistency is best. 

 We need more administrative support at the department level, as well as help securing research space. 

 Office of Research Administration: it's a terrible fit for faculty in the Humanities. The Center for the Humanities 

has been useful, but there's still no easy/centralized way to get information about funding opportunities beyond 

the very obvious ones (e.g., NEH). 

 Budgets. I often get in a merry-go-round with finding out new information after I've already moved on to the 

actual writing. At some point the grant needs to be written. 

 I get zero help identifying funding opportunities. 

 Too much jargon, too much bouncing around / no one willing to take responsibility / useless and unhelpful 

demands placed on PIs/ slow response times   Working with ORA was so awful I am very reluctant to apply for 

future external funding 

 ORA. 

 ORA is more of a hindrance than a help. 

 In ORA's current 2-stage review, they ask us to upload administrative component files (budget etc) 2-3 weeks 

ahead of deadline.  But they don't bother sending feedback if the proposal passes review. They don't say when 

they will let us know. Its' as if they think they really are "preparing the proposal".  ORA policies consistently 

appear to be designed for ORA's convenience rather than to assist PIs.   The scolding emails from ORA after 

proposal submission are ineffective. 

 Everything.  

 1. Statistical consulting 2. Qualitative and quantitative methodology support. 3. SAC pre-award help. 

 Efficiency of completing paperwork 

 Editing services Identifying opportunities 

 Acceptance of PI budgeting requirements that make the grant proposal work. 

 It would be wonderful to hear about more foundational funds and to potentially reach out to donors/sponsors 

at foundations that might be interested in visiting UM. As federal funds continue to decrease, we will become 

more dependent on these types of funds, so it is important that UM strives to secure those important 

relationships now. 

 I do not want to deal with the Office of Research when it comes to apply to external humanities grants, other 

than the NEH. It makes no sense that they intervene in something that humanities scholars and the Center for 

the Humanities can do well on our own. The Office of Research is geared towards the sciences and STEM and 

they do not know how to deal with humanities applications. Honestly, I bypass them completely. 



 

 

126 

 

 ORA budget. 

 Negotiating contracts with new funding sources seems to be a very slow process. 

 Central ORA and within department support 

 Support should be just that. Take the burden off the faculty instead of making it harder. 

 Biostatistical Support. 

 There need to be better guidelines on IDC distribution. No one is certain what is happening with med school IDS 

policy and as such all department administrators are under duress. 

 ORA. 

How could these services be improved to best meet your needs for enhancing your research / 

creative activities and grant applications? 
 Fire Barbara Cole and Jill Tincher. 

 When you request help, you are given forms to fill out. I don't need more forms to fill out. I need assistance 

filling out the forms the grants require. 

 More knowledgeable staff at ORA. 

 This is a redundant question. All resources above will enable interdisciplinary and big grant applications. 

 Help in getting signatures, following up on necessary documentation, etc.  I feel like CAS is doing everything, and 

that having a department level organizer, particularly for larger, more complex grants, would help alleviate time 

crunches at the CAS level.  It would probably also help inform the department office what kind of awards are 

coming in so that that post-award things are more familiar to staff members. 

 No suggestions, other than replacing Workday. 

 More knowledge on nuances of certain granting institutions. Not having to wait weeks only to be told they can’t 

help... not have surprises related to what will be sent for mock reviews 

 Most humanists (and I am speaking only for humanists here) rarely need pre-award support.  Sometimes we 

need assistance with budgets and, for those who have overhead costs or work collaboratively (as some do), that 

support is necessary but in a simpler, clearer form than currently available. 

 It is hard enough to get funding for junior faculty without ORA absolutely refusing to approve lower IDCs even if 

it says "its strongly encouraged" in the RFP... 

 Improve speed/responsiveness 

 Clarity and enforcement of research guidelines. 

 Again, what we need most is funding for research which, more than anything, takes time. 

 Entire process of PRMC submission, guidelines, web access, expectations, explanation of process, submission 

forms that match what is being reviewed, time for review.   ORA should improve transparency. 

 Provide info regarding resources at institution for grant applications- centers, hospitals etc 

 -Workshop for new faculty to tell us the rules for applying—beyond the turn your grant in 10 days before 

deadline. -INTERNAL REVIEW PANEL for pre-tenure faculty! -more support with writing grants for NSF. —support 

for collaboration beyond U-LINK. As a new faculty member I don’t even know what is available, the on-boarding 

process was nonexistent when I arrived.  —hold writing retreats for untenured faculty members. 

 Circulate grants for humanities faculty (besides NEH) and help them review and repair grants with the same care 

folks in STEM receive.  I realize that there are resources for humanities faculty, but, in my experience, the staff 

working with major grants are MUCH more knowledgeable about STEM and social sciences than they are about 

humanities grants. 

 Invite funding sources such as private foundations and governing regulatory agencies engaged in currently 

relevant research areas to participate in events hosted by office of research 
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 More personnel in general, but then being assigned a specific team/person and making it clear who they are and 

that they are assigned to you. 

 Prompt response; reduce obstacles for submitting proposals, incentives for grant submission and secure. 

 I feel like I may be inhibited from applying for large HRSA grants because I am not in a leadership position even 

though I have more experience and am more qualified than some of the current associate deans.  I feel like I 

may not reach Professor status because I am not able to go for large awards. 

 Submission of grants is not the real issue. 

 1) Redesign the process. 2) Hire competent personnel. 

 Faster turn around. 

 TIMELY RESPONSES ARE KEY! MAKE PEOPLE ACCOUNTABLE FOR NOT RESPONDING TO EMAILS! WORK WITH IRB 

SO INVESTIGATORS CAN RESOLVE IRB CONCERNS TIMELY - ESPECIALLY FOR CONTRACTS OR GRANTS AFTER 

BEING AWARDED 

 Improve ORA. 

 Create and maintain  centralized data management and analytical resources (not as it exists now- per hour 

consultations to be paid by departments and get a consultation form a junior biostatistician who usually cannot 

be an investigator on the grant due to a lack of research experience/funding. Each investigator is left on its own 

to figure how to get sophisticated analyses that is required to be competitive. We usually reach outside UM for 

this- and our NIH dollars go to other institutions for data management and statistical analyses). 

 According to the business office the main cause of contract delay is the fact the only one person (Travisano) can 

sign the contracts and that her helpers are overwhelmed. 

 ORA and general the administration should be able to have the flexibility to accommodate different types of 

research and projects. 

 Need to be crafted to social sciences not just medicine and biology. 

 Please start inviting more program officers (and advertising widely) for NIJ, NSF, NIJ, and major foundations 

(MacArthur, etc.) to help us network with them. Also, to give more training to administrative support staff in the 

department from Research Support Services in Arts and Sciences so that they can help manage grant accounts 

better. 

 Increased awareness of the services available would be really useful. I never knew that Grant proposal editing 

was a service that existed. It would be great if there was easier communication with a human contact at ORA to 

help resolve problems when they arise. It would also be great if ORA could show some flexibility at deadline 

time and not just close their office at 5 pm because sometimes things happen that require immediate attention 

and cannot wait till the next day 

 More support for creating grant narrative and budget, more assistance with getting all parts of proposal 

together, more attention to detail, more responsive staff 

 A&S Research Support Services & Administration makes serious mistakes in budgeting that in my case transpired 

in the final approved grant (NIH). They may need more training on software used for budgeting.  ORA can be 

sometimes very disrespectful with faculty (at least that is what I and some colleagues of mine have 

experienced). They need training which can help facilitate communication between researchers and its staff.  

ORA's leadership seems to be very rigid on deadline for pre-submission of proposals. I can understand the need 

to turn final version on time. However, their inflexibility regarding the scientific narrative of the proposal - for 

which they have no competence to evaluate - prevents us (faculty/researchers) from correcting mistakes at the 

last minutes. This option should be available to us as an NIH grant proposal (by nature collaborative) entails a lot 

of stresses, consultations, verifications, and critical evaluations. As a fulltime faculty (with heavy teaching and 

mentoring  responsibilities), when I dedicate my time to create a large proposal to submit to a funding agency - 

thereby providing additional resources to the university and its staff, I must feel appreciated by the very staff 
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that at the same time supports me and benefits from my hard labor. ORA, by being rigid in not letting me 

correcting the final version of my narrative (by not maintaining that possibility opened for faculty) jeopardizes 

the chance for the proposal to win. This is an issue that at the highest level, the university must address.   During 

my last submission of my current NIH award, I have sent a revised version of the Research Plan to replace the 

old one (after submitted the whole package several days prior as stated in their policies). Outside reviewers and 

my collaborators found a fatal mistake in my calculation of a formula, which was corrected. I needed to replace 

the old one with that mistake with the revised version. The leadership ORA called me angrily and warned me. 

 Overhaul/modernize ORA. 

 Invite program directors at NEA and NEH. They are (generally) happy to visit institutions and field questions from 

potential applicants and even peruse through incipient proposals. 

 Creating an avenue for new faculty members to obtain funding through federal and private organizations. 

 University needs to take a long term view. Separate the wheat from the chaff. The chaff is often more visible, 

but it is the wheat that has nourishment. 

 These services should be manned by qualified persons. 

 Make the resources more known and available. 

 Simply posting them.... 

 More staff - existing staff are very busy. 

 Offer regular trainings and provide numbers to call if assistance is needed. 

 A central office sending representatives to work with us on these aspects of disclosures would be better than 

the current electronic system.  Alternatively, if it must be electronic, the system should be easily reviewable and 

we should be able to very simply indicate "no change to previous" rather than being forced to revisit pages of 

forms for no change.  We should only be asked to revisit pages of forms if we indicate a change to these 

parameters.  The same is true for effort reporting and certification, both for the PI and for all reports. 

 More personnel for work with foundations and to seek and follow up with international funders;  More support 

for NSF, SSRC submissions, as well as foundations that do work in journalism or internationally. 

 Also when submitting to ORA, do not see the need for them to get the science part done ahead of time. 

 Major bottleneck is the shortage of staff in the college research admin office (CAS). 

 Surely information on funding opportunities must be available through Academic Analytics, but there's no easy 

way to search it. 

 More transparency with respect to budgets both for my own grants and the ones' that I am on with others. Part 

of my funding hole is due to poor collaborators. If I had known I was not getting paid, I'd have done things 

*very* differently. It should not be up to me to figure this out. 

 Someone who understands my research could help me identify potential funding sources. 

 There should be a one-stop service - that unifies ORA/IRB/etc. - with administrative support such that an 

individual is assigned to guide investigators throughout the process. 

 Increase the number of people working in ORA so that final review can be done faster, giving us more time to 

work on our proposals. 

 It would be helpful to have the option to upload in advance, all administrative components (metadata, budget 

etc.) plus provisional files on the actual science. ORA could review and approve the parts that they know about. 

It's not as if they read the science. So, why cannot we switch out just the science files, say 24 hours ahead of 

deadline.  ORA needs to consult with actual PIs (not "leadership") to determine how to improve their policies to 

make them more PI-centric, less ORA-centric. Start by recognizing that it's the PIs who bring in the grants, and 

ORA's job should be to help, not hamstring PIs. 

 1. Statistical consulting: perhaps the CTSI group could be subsidized more than they are to provide grant 

application support.  2. Qualitative and quantitative methodology support: perhaps the Public Health/Epi faculty 
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and/or advanced masters and PhD students could be subsidized to provide this service. The Richter library data 

services does offer help as well, but they are available once per week on the medical campus, which would 

entail travel for medical faculty.  3. SAC pre-award help: resources mentioned in #1 & #2 could guide 

submissions. 

 More assistance to make our success rate increase. PRA awards should be more equitably distributed. 

 Ideally, administrative personnel would know the funding agency and grant RFP as well as the PI. 

 Unless you have a dedicated humanities specialist, there is nothing you can do right now, other than stay out of 

our way. 

 Stop sending chiding memos if we miss the deadline for budget review. 

 Support for non-traditional approaches to research, specifically research projects developed in partnership with 

community-based organizations. 

 They could be sped up. 

 The people need to be improved. They need to be courteous, helpful, and non-aggressive. It is their job to help 

faculty, so do so. 

 The BCCC has been hosting a number of noon training sessions which are helpful but the Senior Staff should also 

be more approachable. 

 Clearer communication and expectations...? 

Which post-award support or services have been particularly useful in helping you obtain grant 

funding and why? 
 Department level-best. ORA not so much. However, again not much foot soldiers at ORA. The top leadership, 

arrogant, non-responsive, not communicative. Top leaders-behave almost that they own the place. 

 I'm not sure post-award helps with the getting of grant funding at all.  At that point, the work is done, correct? 

 None 

 Things work fine at a college level. 

 Invoicing for industry grants. 

 This question does not make sense to me.  How would something you receive after you get an award influence 

your ability to obtain the award? 

 In spite of Workday, ORA is on top of my grants, which helps my planning for future grants. 

 ORA great help 

 My department.  Without my department, it would be impossible to run a successful grant at UM.  And, even 

with my department's assistance, it's very difficult ....  I have also had good experiences with the IRB and ORA (in 

approving annual progress and budget reports to my funder). 

 I'm not sure how a post-award service would help me get funding (maybe I misunderstand the question?). 

 Susel Broca in the department of pediatrics is fantastic 

 Center for the Humanities 

 Getting department level support back was extremely helpful 

 My department. 

 Departmental staff. 

 All that is provided within the department, ORB and COI. 

 Building confidence in the data shown in Workday. At present I have little faith that the amounts I see in 

Workday are accurate. 

 Departmental staff is knowledgeable, efficient, and timely. 

 A&S Research Support Services & Administration, ORA, HR. 
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 Managing sub award to outside institution 

 Understanding the processes myself and making sure that office of research does not screw up submissions has 

been the most helpful. 

 My department since they are on the spot. 

 Most of these problems come from the struggles with WORKDAY - whose idea was this? 

 None. 

 I've thus far not encountered any problems. 

 Maria Penton has been very helpful in training the managers within the College. 

 College grant admin has been helpful in notifying me of upcoming reporting deadlines. 

 I don't really know.  The ideal post-award is the invisible one that a PI does not have to deal with - the task just 

gets done seamlessly without needing repeated nudging.  For example, reagent orders go through "DNA Core 

Lab" in a smooth way.  I'm not sure this is an ORA function, though. 

 It is very hard to monitor accounts, workday is very confusing! 

 The ORA at RSMAS is wonderful. They are so helpful pre and post award. 

 Not applicable. Grants in the humanities are so small that there is no need for post-award support. 

 UM IACUC is very good about reviewing protocols in a timely manner. 

 None. 

 Ha! As PIs at UM, everyone knows that one better learn quickly how to deal with sub-par help from ORA for 

post-award management. 

Which post-award support or services could be improved most? 
 Ability to access current account balances that are detailed. Also, the extensive red tape I've encountered 

setting up vendors has been very difficult. The university needs to differentiate between vendors who incur 

liability to the university and those who do not. Also, working with HR around hires is very difficult. I had to turn 

away an undergraduate volunteer from an Ivy League University this summer because she was here on a 

student visa. I see no reason why someone in an unpaid position needs to be a legal resident or citizen. 

 More communicative, act as a team, reach out more often, keep communication line with the actual PI in 

trenches. 

 More feedback on available funds, mysterious and unexplained holds on awarded grants that prevent spending, 

and feedback on how to address them.  Also, ordering with grant funds seems slower than necessary, perhaps 

because of additional approval steps. I don't think I can view balances on Workday easily to track funds spent 

and outstanding funds.    Then, as an award nears closing, there is too little feedback on the amount of funds 

available to spend for the rest of the award.  I also wish that reassignment of spending categories, particularly 

when a grant is in no-cost extension, were more flexible.  Things take longer to move around than I feel they 

should. 

 All. 

 Workday. 

 Up to date/available account balance information. 

 I have struggled with keeping track of my budget and seeing my account balances in workday.  I have also had 

difficulties with the process of hiring staff. There are really inflexible requirements. I wish I could hire whoever I 

want and not have so many restrictions on how I use my money. Aren't I the best judge of who would do the job 

the best?  If I already have someone for a position I don't understand why I am still forced to advertise that 

position and pay money for that.  I don't like that I cannot hire someone outside of the university without being 

charged so many fees.  I didn't know about all of these extra expenses and didn't budget for them in my grants 

and now I find out that I cannot hire people outside of UM, which is very limiting. 
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 Workday needs to be revamped so that it is easier for PIs to know where their accounts stand financially. 

 Financial reporting, IT services, purchasing facilities. 

 Tech transfer staff are terrible, poorly run group, incompetent. 

 Workday. 

 Clearer picture of cost. 

 1. Workday - As I mentioned in one of my previous comments, not being able to see any information about my 

grant (especially my budget) has resulted in UM not receiving ~$40K in IDCs in the past 5 years from my grant.  

2. Workday - yes, it's that bad.  3. As also mentioned in a previous comment, the vendor / consultant approval 

process takes way too long and it too often likely to get tied up in Risk Management.  We need a system that 

differentiates vendors/consultants that actually create a liability risk for UM.  If I'm going to just be talking to 

someone over the phone (they have no contact with participant data), why do they need $2 million in liability 

insurance before UM can send a check for a couple of hours of their time? 

 Better explanation of how grant funds are applied towards salary and / or time commitment by each faculty. All 

faculty seems to be confused about this topic. 

 Expenditure monitoring, Workday is a disaster for figuring out what we have to spend. Purchasing has been for 

years and still is a mess, consistently orders are sent to vendors but not received by them because of the archaic 

system of sending a fax and not having positive confirmation of receipt. 

 I don't know what I'm missing.  All I know is that it's not clear that anyone in my College even knows about my 

awards except the accountants who opened the accounts, and my department manager who helps me spend 

the money. 

 We routinely receive invoices when they are already 6 months past due.  IRB seems to not understand its role or 

purpose. ORA is painfully slow and does foolish things like try to negotiate budgets on trials that fall under non-

negotiable master agreements. Fine to try, but it shouldn’t delay things. Despite their long history together, UM 

doesn’t seem able to work with Jackson on Research in a consistent and mutually beneficial way. 

 Not sure how to register trial. 

 Budget information access. 

 It takes a million years to set up accounts and subcontracts. Why are so many damn approvals necessary? And 

why has Abraham made it so damn hard to hire anyone?  If we know whom we wish to hire, why do we need to 

post a position and interview people we have no intention of considering? This is a waste of everyone's time and 

effort. 

 ORA needs major improvement, as does HR. 

 Balance remaining on account. Keeping account up to date. Allowing spending which is written in budget Face to 

face contact with people in ORA. 

 IT/informatics/stats 

 contracts are way too slow to be approved by the general counsel’s office and the privacy office 

 The speed for setting up new grants and annual funding increments.  The speed with which subcontracts are 

awarded. 

 As mentioned, Workday Finance is a disaster. 

 Account monitoring. 

 Financial report in Workday, grant management in Workday education. No one has any idea what it can and 

can’t do, there is absolutely no help within Workday and we all learn through osmosis. 

 Workday is a total failure in helping me manage the financial aspects of my research grants. It is entirely useless 

in helping make projections for future spending. Surprisingly, the role out of workday has actually reduced my 

effectiveness as researcher.  ORA is taking far too long in processing sub-awards. 

 Easier access to grant balances. Workday is very difficult to use. 
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 Purchasing process is extremely frustrating.  The inability to be able to manage my grant budget in Workday is 

debilitating. 

 A&S Research Support Services & Administration ORA HR 

 Pathologically risk-averse legal review. 

 None-they are over rated. Focus on the work itself. 

 Monitoring burn rate, close out. 

 Everything. First and foremost, fire the leadership of ORA who has taken no responsibility for poor 

performances. Second, retain and recognize efforts of the good people at lower levels who are the most helpful. 

Third, create internal ORA processes to allow improved tracking from pre-award, to account setup, to post-

award management, budgeting etc. 

 Research department could be proactive and have personal contacts 

 WORKDAY support and training - can there be a person who can come to your office and help at appointed 

times to walk through Workday? 

 Getting trained in how to view my budgets and read it in a useful manner. 

 Disclosures, hiring, budget management, effort reporting,  ordering equipment ; The process of providing 

oversight and feedback to the PI is incredibly convoluted,  slow,  and inefficient. 

 monitoring the accounts, closing accounts, 

 My department does not have a culture of research, quite the contrary actually. I think the only answer to 

change departments or department leadership (including creating a chair who oversees major strategic 

decisions including research and graduate programs, and an associate chair who is primarily concerns with 

undergraduate teaching excellence). 

 Account close out is very tedious.  Also tracking expenditures is very difficult in Workday. 

 1. budget transparency. I should know that I'm getting paid what I think I'm getting paid. I cannot know that 

unless my admin tells me. This completely messes with % efforts.  2. budgets builds. We build and then we 

rebuild. It would be nice if all the steps were formalized and done once. This would also greatly help new faculty. 

Maybe there is a worksheet, I have yet to see it.   3. Office 365 email is awful and I have no idea why this 

platform was chosen. Better management of spam email would ensure the sanity of all and protect the U's 

interests.  4. Workday is also not linear. I had to change a line item 18 times yesterday just to place my order. I'm 

not sure if we built this code, but ARIBA had ways to establish defaults for addresses etc and I actually long for 

the old system, which says something. I also cannot see any of the POs from my old tech.   5. Tech Transfer is 

better now, but there was a lack of understanding of my projects and what is involved. A serious lack of trust by 

them for me and my process with data transfer. Incredible social yoga to get simple projects done. IMHO this is 

a service for faculty and there should be a more reasoned approach than what I had to go through.   6. 90 day 

closeout messages are useful, but need to be simplified. I missed a crucial component of my closeout due to 

skimming the wall of text.   7. I appreciate the recent email simplifying the COI process for people who do not 

have to disclose anything. That whole system needs a rebuild. I should hit one link to get to one button and 

move on with my life. Half the time it is dead links or a submenu process of death just to say: I have nothing to 

disclose.   8. I wish ECRT had a longer archive and reporting beginning of cycle as well as end. This again would 

help me understand where to place my time and what I am lacking. 

 Our departmental manager is not able to keep up with paperwork for our faculty grants. 

 WORKDAY is hideous.  PIs are "responsible" for expenditures but in fact, cannot easily access those data (after 

the fact) in Workday if a designated lab member places the order. We have lost precious time on many orders 

because the person who placed the order was on vacation and no one else could modify the order! The 

Workday system of requiring quotations for so many items is counter-productive. Again, the system was 
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obviously set up by administrators, for administrators.  Researchers buy "non-catalog" items all the time. 

Recruiting lab personnel remains a mess and the HR portal is not optimal for research. 

 It is nearly impossible to keep track of actual spending on a subaward because the "journal entries" that staff 

enter into Workday are extremely opaque, and they don't actually show, for instance, what specific amounts are 

being taken to pay faculty salaries vs graduate student salaries (there is just one overall "Salaries" budget item). 

The billing is also several months behind, which makes it even more difficult to keep track of what has been 

spent. All of the training that I received was geared toward the old system (the pre-Workday system), so none of 

it was helpful once Workday came online. The budget office also seems to have changed their protocols, and it is 

a real headache to do reallocations even between subaward budget lines (without involving the funding agency, 

even). The entire process is extremely opaque, and the staff do not seem to know how to teach faculty how to 

navigate it. They also seem to assume that every grant is structured like an NSF grant, which is not true. 

 Workday has been a fiasco. It has taken a difficult situation and made it dysfunctional. Without a full accounting 

of this process, confidence in the institution (UM) necessarily suffers. 

 Workday for monitoring expenses needs to be more helpful for faculty. Also, the process of hiring postdocs and 

purchasing capital equipment is burdensome and takes too long. 

 Hiring research personnel seems to be a very slow process. 

 The ORA for example, did not file paperwork on time for an end of grant report. As such, I was barred from ever 

applying for that grant again. After much pleading and begging on my part, I lifted this prohibition. It is like 

pulling teeth to place orders and use funds. There is no reason why ordering supplies from authorized vendors 

should take weeks. It should take days. There is no reason why it is so complicated to look up grant account 

amounts and keep a running tab on expenditures. It is perpetually mysterious how much money is in each 

account. I, as the grantee, should have access this information and not have to rely on administrative personnel. 

There needs to be far more clarity. 

 As a PI on NIAID RO1 grant, I was informed by my Divisional grant administrator that a substantial sum of funds 

($290K) that was left over from a subcontract with Cornell university had to be returned to the NIH. I accepted 

that advice at the time, but I have subsequently been advised by 2 of my collaborators on this same grant that I 

should have checked with my Project Officer that these funds could have been used to pay for expenses related 

to the original grant. 

 Everything. Account creation, account management, subaward management, contractual agreements, 

processing purchasing and invoicing, cost allocations, salary allocations, help with progress report, closeout... to 

name a few. 

How could these services be improved to best meet your needs for enhancing your funded 

activities? 
 Providing a flexible account for rainy day. Finance and Admin talk to PI's at trenches. 

 More clear communication of this information through Workday or other portal like the DMAS system used to 

provide.  A list of contact people would be helpful.  I also feel like there are insufficient personnel available to 

take over for people on vacation, out of the office, etc.  The designated signing official should be able to handle 

things within 24 hours.  Otherwise, why have a back-up signing official at all? 

 Simple procedures for grants in the humanities/social sciences which, in most cases, do not require extensive 

pre- or post-award assistance. 

 Workday does not work half the time. I still cannot see some of my accounts on workday. This is a common 

problem for many. 

 Knowing how much I have to spend (and by when) using central resources would allow my group to perform 

research more efficiently. 
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 Give faculty/PIs more flexibility freedom in how they are able to use their grant money. Don't place so many 

rules/restrictions on them. 

 Develop a user-friendly interface to Workday that makes it easier for faculty to get the information they need 

about a grant. 

 Facilities and IT are the two least helpful units in terms of research support. It feels like everything is done to put 

hurdles and stop things from happening rather than to help. Just go to the IT website. There is no name and 

personal contact information for specific IT needs dealing with research. Do a ticket and be bounced around 

forever seems to be the strategy, unless you are lucky to end up dealing with the right person or someone 

helpful.  There is no real help to deal with large datasets, setting up large dataset transfers with external 

collaborators,...  Purchasing is often a black hole that requires 50 levels of approval and frequent follow up. 

Again, it sometimes works very well and often does not, depending on who you end up dealing with.  The costs 

of facilities upgrade and maintenance are ridiculously astronomical, so that in the end nothing ever gets done 

until things become dire. 

 Not too much, my needs are relatively simple and are met well. 

 More education of UM processes 

 Fix Workday so research account balances are accessible. Require purchasing to get positive confirmation that 

an order has been received by the vendor. 

 You must already know about the disaster of Workday reporting.  Start with that. 

 The entire IRB office needs retraining. It is frightening to hear how little and misguided training they receive. 

ORA simply needs more staff and staff assigned to specific areas. Certain divisions and departments are 

prioritized making others unable to accomplish anything in a timely manner. 

 It is absolutely essential for prudent planning that I can see myself where my grants stand financially. Grants 

have different annual roll over allowances, end dates do not correlate with fiscal year boundaries, and only the 

PI knows whether specific high expenditures are still coming and need to be accommodate in the current 

budget. I need to be able to create my own trajectory of expenditures and take action in the lab that are 

compatible with research objectives. 

 Speed up the process of setting up accounts, establishing subcontracts, and hiring. 

 Get better staff and leadership in ORA and HR. 

 I don't get support in recruiting my participants from school or university. I would like to know how they would 

help me with it. 

 Less turnover of attorneys.   More attorneys?  It is my impression that attorneys are in excess in the U.S.  They 

need a sense of urgency rather than a sense of risk aversion - their slow pace (often measured in many months) 

can actually kill research projects. 

 Better functionality in Workday. 

 Replace Workday Finance. 

 Providing an easy to access and understandable account monitoring system (although an automated report 

would have been the best option, this could be a post-processing task by people in the administration). 

 Pushing admin and financial responsibilities back onto faculty and research staff though Workday creates 

nothing but extra work. 

 More responsive staff; less bureaucracy. 

 A&S Research Support Services & Administration: found out that they have made a close to $10K mistake in 

F&A. The grant was awarded with that mistake. Instead of discussing with NIH, they made me swallow their 

mistake by deducting the money from the approved budget of the project. With no consequences for their 

mistakes. This is depressing.  HR has conflicted practices and provides conflicting information/orientation; all 

have been mentioned in my first prior comments. There is a need to overall HR in Arts and Sciences.   
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 Overhaul legal and ORA culture with the primary goal of facilitating excellent research. 

 The University used to be "nimble" and as a private institution could make decisions quickly. Now it is layered 

with people who really are just putting in their time and getting paid to do work of little consequence. This 

survey itself is an example. The Dean and others know what needs to be done. Have them meet and decide. The 

Provost overrules the Dean on many occasions. It is micro-managing at its worst. 

 These services should be pro-active and research problems are very specific with each investigator and the 

research people should know that. 

 Reduce the time I waste on Workday. 

 Have a grant submission/management handbook and training for post-award management. 

 A central office sending representatives to work with us on these aspects of disclosures would be better than 

the current electronic system.  Alternatively, if it must be electronic, the system should be easily reviewable and 

we should be able to very simply indicate "no change to previous" rather than being forced to revisit pages of 

forms for no change.  We should only be asked to revisit pages of forms if we indicate a change to these 

parameters.  The same is true for effort reporting and certification, both for the PI and for all reports. 

 Having the staff sending us an account report every 3 months, have a better organization 

 Set up a dashboard that makes it easy for faculty to track their research expenditures. 

 Better support at the departmental level. 

 Ditch Workday.  Get PIs to identify needs (e.g. see above).  Change ORA attitude of ORA-centric service. 

 Better, clearer training; hiring more staff whose job it is to help faculty PIs understand the system. ORA staff 

should not expect departmental administrators to know how to administer grants; that's not their jobs. 

 Ideally, salary would be dispensed in a transparent manner as budgeted. We would be able to hire personnel in 

a timely fashion, and make purchases in line with the grant. 

 Streamlining the hiring process and the purchasing process would be most helpful. 

 They could be sped up. 

 Please see comments above. 

 By emphasizing to each member of the staff the limits of what they do and don't know and be more willing to 

acknowledge their limitations. 

 Please hire better / knowledgeable and responsive managers. The leadership currently is antagonist and 

dismissive of our concerns, non-responsive to complaints or suggestions and has failed (VP of Research and their 

office, leadership of ORA). Our PIs deserve better support from Office of Research. 

Please elaborate on what barriers (either at the personal, departmental, or university level) 

prohibit or discourage you from applying for grant funding. 
 We are understaffed and support staff are overworked.  This means time work on the scientific part of the grant 

gets usurped by having to do clerical work. We are at a competitive disadvantage here because of this. 

 We don't have enough outstanding scientists of the type that would be necessary to obtain large training and 

center grants in my research area. 

 1) No flexible seed funding. The seed/bridge funding criteria is stringent and non-working.  2) core resources are 

severely underfunded.   3) The bridge or seed funding-quanta of money is a pittance. 

 Other departmental commitments (e.g. teaching, mentoring, and service). 

 The funding opportunities in my discipline are limited and funding is not crucial to doing research.  I find it 

stressful to write proposals.  HOWEVER, I have consistently applied for NSF funding over many years and have 

often gotten it. 

 Inability to have time or opportunity or support for pilot studies to support grant proposals for new studies. 
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 In my area there are limited funding sources. I am not considered a novice researcher in my area so some grants 

I am not eligible for. 

 Pointless administrative nonsense is a real barrier. 

 I do not have any issues with this. 

 Limited protected time. 

 Already mentioned these previously. I need a course reduction to write a grant. There aren't enough hours in 

the day to do it all without getting help to take something out and open up time for grant writing. 

 The primary barrier I face is not having enough time.  Teaching takes up too much of time.  Reducing the 

teaching load from 2-2 down to 2-1 would really help in this regard. 

 For faculty who are teaching full classes and already have to manage existing funded projects, it is tough to find 

time to think about new projects and write proposals during the academic year, depending on teaching load and 

other service activities. 

 It can be hard to match research interns across departments while still progressing toward a mutually beneficial 

publication and research plan-this is true anywhere, but because UM sometimes struggles with fostering natural 

interactions among faculty, it’s a challenge. Suggest looking at Georgia Tech’s approach (administrative centers 

that not only incentivize cross-disciplinary activity, but work as the catalysts and arbitrator) and look at the 

culture of University of Michigan, which does a better job than some of fostering collaboration and 

entrepreneurial culture among faculty collaborations. 

 I do apply for grant funding. However, because my work does not require archival research, and is focused on 

interdisciplinary work in and about the contemporary moment, there are fewer avenues of support that are not 

extremely competitive.  Applications are also extremely labor intensive. Given the pressure to produce work, to 

teach, and to complete my service obligations, it is very difficult to carve out time to produce what would be 

successful applications. 

 There are no rewards for applying for grants, submission process through ORA is stressful. Little support for 

actually managing grants when they come in.   When there is a project that I really need funding to complete 

and there is a good mechanism, I will apply. 

 None, although I could apply for 1-2 more grants.  But I do spend a lot of time in teaching and administration, 

but that is largely my choice and I feel it is important to contribute substantially to the department and school as 

well as maintain an active research program. 

 Lack of support infrastructure to easily support team science 

 Faculty in chemistry spend a lot of time grading exams because our graduate program is small. Communication 

among faculty within chemistry is also lacking, and there are no efforts to write collaborative grants.  The 

chemistry department does not follow the faculty handbook when evaluating tenure-track faculty.  Mentoring is 

lacking in the chemistry department. 

 I apply but actually getting them is the problem. In my field rates of grants funded is about 3%, so it is very hard. 

Without any support from the school with this (panels to read them, more focused workshops, upper level 

mentor ship) it has been extremely challenging and discouraging. 

 None. 

 In general Non-tenure track faculty is not encouraged to apply for grant funding and teaching loads add further 

challenges towards such efforts. In addition since such efforts and achievements cannot be included or 

acknowledged in annual evaluations, most educator faculty are not motivated to apply. 

 I have passed on opportunities because I do not have enough UM collaborators to get the work done.  Why have 

the headache of managing a $5M grant when $4M of it is going to be given away in subcontracts because the 

talent is elsewhere?  There are also projects that I have not proposed because I couldn't hire and house the 

staff, manage the paperwork and budgets, and otherwise get the work done at UM.  So I either attempt smaller, 
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scaled back versions (some of which do not require much funding), or let another institution lead and hope to be 

a co-PI or co-I. 

 The system here for applying for grants is nebulous and cumbersome. The right hand doesn’t seem to know 

what the left hand is doing. This makes an already challenging and labor intensive effort that much more 

difficult. Additionally, many faculty are simply clinicians. They seems to be hired for this role and are satisfied in 

this role, and the institution seems to support this.  The institution also has barriers in other areas like delivering 

clinical care which consumes faculty members’ time so that they are not able to dedicate themselves to any 

academic pursuits. 

 Teach 4-5 classes a semester; not tenure-track; advise a school club; oversee internships; organize a tremendous 

amount of field trips for students. 

 I personally do not face many barriers when applying for external grant funding. Academia is always a balance 

between research, teaching and service, and perhaps administrative service (which is necessary, but not always 

highly valued) encroaches on the time I could spend on grant applications. 

 It is hard to find senior faculty who would offer their time to read and edit a grant proposal. I often ask for small 

favors (i.e. less than 15 minutes) but I could really use a mentor who is workloaded to help me attempt NIH type 

grant writing. 

 Unfortunately above "high priority activities" are academically and mentoring wise high priority but are 

considered irrelevant by the administration in terms of recognition of effort. So I effectively am often short 

pressed for time to write grants because I do (academically and objectively) important tasks that are recognized 

verbally as meaningful but deemed irrelevant in terms of % effort. 

 I took some time to apply for my first NIH grant, which I will be submitting in June. 

 1) Personal level--teaching loads are too high to allow adequate time for grant writing, etc.  2) School level--

incompetent personnel, cumbersome processes.  3) University--not applicable. 

 Heavy teaching load. 

 There is little incentive to apply for grants.  Salaries are cut even if a grant is awarded that does not cover a 

sufficient percentage of salary. 

 I write 5-7 grants a year. Nothing is discouraging me. 

 My department has been very support of my research endeavors and grant writing, but balancing clinical / 

teaching responsibilities and writing grants and doing research can be daunting. 

 Lack of recognition/support for physician - scientists who are successful in obtaining research funding. 

 Older, senior researchers who receive preferential treatment tend to get receive funding despite using archaic 

methods- more of the old white boys club. 

 At age 80 I've been there, done that and now most interested in seeing patients, doing clinical research (with 

pretty poor support) and writing a book or two and mentoring fellows or students and having them write 

manuscripts BUT have little access to fellows and students. 

 My boss is supportive of me submitting grant proposal. I think that my boss does not have a complete 

understanding of how time consuming it is to teach a course that I am teaching (large class lecture and clinical 

coordination). 

 The major barrier I see across med School is a lack of a high quality mentors having time and willingness to 

mentor junior faculty. 

 I apply as much as possible. 

 No time. 

 Funding is not highly valued in my field.  Grant agencies generally support very specific, applied research that 

unlikely to be published in major journals.  Journal publications is the main criteria for evaluation in my field.  

The university I'm sure would like me to apply for more grants and provides a small incentive to do so. However, 
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I have a much larger incentive from my field and also from the university to obtain high quality publications, and 

grant writing takes away from that.   I think the university needs to look carefully beyond simple metrics of 

funding $ obtained.  Are these grants leading to publications and research that transforms thinking?  Mostly not, 

in my view. 

 My discipline overall and domain of my research expertise do not have funding opportunities. 

 There has emerged some disincentive for some faculty to submit grants from RSMAS to the federal agencies. We 

are not allowed to use grant support to cover salary during summer months unless we first pay off academic 

months: one month of academic time covered by a grant allows us to pay ourselves one summer month.  In 

effect, we are not allowed to do our research in the summer, in a paid capacity, unless we pay off academic 

months.  I believe that some of my colleagues have decided to walk away from grant writing because they do 

not envision being able to bring in enough support to cover both academic and summer months, and they 

resent this business model. 

 No dedicated administrative support in School of Communication. 

 Teaching ... mentoring ... clinical hours 

 None. 

 Lack of suitable instrumentation and university shared resources. WE NEED RESEARCH MRI INSTRUMENTATION 

at the medical center. - Small number of people working in my field. Grants frequently need collaborators with 

specific experience to cover some aspec 

 Auxiliary tasks consume a lot more time than they should that could have been used in proposal writing and/or 

on making the research itself 

 No startup funds.  No clear support for interdisciplinary or Tran disciplinary funding in College of A&S.  Internal 

biases in selection processes. 

 There is little senior faculty support or infrastructure in my department for grant funding. Thus, it is hard to find 

mentorship or create a pipeline for grants. 

 I find that there has been increasing time spent on administrative tasks (approving time cards, approving 

purchase requisitions from my staff, a constant barrage of online and other training (for example taking a course 

on Medicare Fraud even though I am not involved in patient care at any level).  While these don't discourage me 

from writing grants, it takes time away from activities needed to write a grant. 

 For those of us faculty without startup funding and with considerable service or teaching responsibilities 

applying for grants is impossible as there is no time to write them and if funded no time to do the work. 

 The primary obstacle is typically lack of time. 

 Interdisciplinary research and grants not strongly supported at the departmental level. 

 I believe I apply for funding at an appropriate rate given my 9 month teaching salary. 

 Lack of space is a large deterrent.  There isn't space available to conduct the research.  The need to spend my 

own personal time writing grants because all of my time is already allocated to teaching and other grants is also 

a large barrier. 

 Again, the main barriers are the following: Having the Award seem a burden - because of the lack of 

administrative support; Administration overburdens PIs with tasks that should be their own, distracting time and 

energy from the study itself; Too many entities (one less competent than other) are be engaged when staffing 

needs to be done; IRB process can be difficult and sadly dismissive. There is a need for an instance to APPEAL 

when arbitrary decisions are taken by entities within layers of administration. 

 Competing demand on my time. 

 Teaching Load is too high Lack of support for scholarship, both in terms of load and in terms of funding lack of 

support in terms of staff.  It is all up to me to find opportunities, to do the creative work, to build on the 
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resultant creative work in terms of publicity.  There is very little help with creative research in my school.  The 

school has no startup money, no research support, limited travel funds, and no funds to create recordings. 

 Having preliminary data because I have to really dig to find equipment that is housed in core facilities at most 

other universities or to find an institute to house my animals in which is also something centralized at most 

other universities. I think we lose potential candidates because the lack of major core facilities that have a 

centralized website is lacking (Mass spec, NMR, imaging core, in vivo imaging core with IVIS, MRI, SEM/TEM core 

facilities, flow cytometry core, etc). Or if the PIs with this equipment want to have some portion of their service 

contract fees paid for by the university then the equipment should all be documented that is available on a core 

facility webpage sponsored by UM and all cores should be represented there rather than on individual institute 

or departmental websites. 

 My answer above tell this tale, but to re-emphasize: the expectations within my discipline are for an extreme 

engagement with teaching and curriculum questions, often at the expense of research and other activities. 

Additionally, scholars in my discipline are often expected to have professional practices of their own, which adds 

another conflicting demand to the mix. 

 The high course load at FROST (currently 3-3) is perhaps the strongest barrier to carving out time and energy to 

seek external funding. The vision of the school (primarily performance) is perhaps an additional barrier, as there 

is a noticeable lack of interest in fostering research activities. 

 There are many barriers that prohibit new faculty members from applying for grants or participating in research 

endeavors.  Clinical workload is too high and identifying projects of interests in the work environment can be 

challenging.   Getting approval or buy in from the hospitals are also challenging.  Finding mentors or individuals 

with experience to help guide you through the research process is also challenging, and almost impossible to 

align your schedule with theirs for more than one meeting.  Senior tenure faculty members do not assist or 

promote clinical faculty research, they think it does not matter to retain employment for clinical faculty so they 

spend all of their time mentoring new tenure faculty and expect clinical faculty to produce scholarly activities. 

 Clinical barriers. Inability to secure essential preliminary data. 

 No excuses. 

 Between service, teaching/clinical and admin requirements, combined with extremely poor pre- and post-award 

management by ORA, it is no wonder that many faculty are complaining about this. 

 Research atmosphere has to be felt and not described. I have been extremely successful investigator, but the 

University administration has no clue. 

 The knowledge of what types of grants there are, how to find available grants, how grants differ, what aspects 

are necessary to help put a successful grant together, what makes a grant proposal more successful or 

attractive...all of these aspects, I feel are left up to the individual to figure out. If one is lucky to have a mentor 

that can address these, that's great, but, I bet that the majority of young faculty or "research inexperienced 

faculty" waste time and are inefficient in navigating these questions. 

 Until recently, I have carried a heavy service load that has kept me from devoting time to applying for grants.  

Part of my learning process has been to say no to these requests for service.  Also, with the change in leadership, 

I feel supported and encouraged to pursue external funding under the current department chair. 

 I might as well not even come to work if I don't have funding to run a research program - this is critical   I do not 

receive salary from most grants, but having grants is critical to my work, and having grants determines my 

teaching load (more grants, less teaching) 

 Lack of experience and lack of feedback from mentor. 

 Teaching expectations are too high to successfully publish and write grants at the same time. Also, there should 

be a balance for those who have obtained major grants to have less teaching obligations as incentive. 

 See above. 
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 We keep trying the grants application, but I agree that the amount of proposal that are funded is small.   We 

spend a huge amount of time applying for a grant and because we are very short in staff (just one person in my 

lab) we spend time doing experiments to generate preliminary data (hard to be in the bench, writing and take 

care of the administrative things from the lab). One person to manage the lab (reagent orders, animals colony, 

etc) and perform experiment is the biggest barrier I have now. 

 Lack of guidance and mentorship for junior faculty. 

 Time is one of the biggest barriers - having a full teaching load with large classes doesn't allow for much time for 

other things. - not much support exists to overcome the above barrier or to clarify research expectations (e.g. 

how much research is nee 

 High service and teaching commitments required... 

 Thus far I've been quite satisfied with the services provided. 

 In research track we do not have really any staff that will conduct experiments unless we have funding. It is very 

challenging to have to wear all hats and have to generate preliminary data, write grant and write manuscripts 

without help. In the other hand when you get funding, usually is not enough to support more that one staff 

members to conduct research. Lowering the fringe benefits will help a lot to extend the budget and offer 

competitive salaries for trained staff. 

 Administration role is large.  Would need more staff support for that position to enable me to do more research 

and have time to apply for grants. 

 Many national grants in the humanities are running below 5% acceptance rates--and sometimes for just a 

$6,000 grant. This is discouraging. 

 Nothing discourages me, but grant writing in my field requires focused activity for 4-6 weeks.  This is difficult 

during the semester due to teaching and service. 

 The process is time consuming with an expected rejection at the end; but, we keep trying. 

 There is not a culture of external funding in my department. Therefore, staff and leadership do not understand 

what all is involved. I end up taking on more secretarial/administrative responsibilities than I should. 

 There are no barriers. The impression is that medical does not have a full understanding of what it is taking to 

get funding. Better data collection on how many applications per hit rate and from where is needed. Expectation 

should match outcomes. Better on-the-ground mentoring may help as well, given it's just a game.   Right now 

policies do not prevent me personally from applying, but the general tenor is: why bother? Given that policies 

do not match realities and if you are off-track it is impossible to get back on track.  This may be department 

specific. 

 The lack of a system of indirect costs returning to the faculty member or department is a disincentive.  I have 

allowed co-PIs to be PIs because I didn’t want to deal with UM paperwork on a grant that benefits me whether 

or not any of the $ runs through UM. 

 The logistics are too many and too disorganized, such that even if the scientific proposal were excellent, the 

process is prohibitive for anyone who doesn't have significant protected time.  Budgeting and contracts for the 

two institutions is also prohibitive. 

 Inflexible, inefficient bureaucracy. 

 I am not eligible for many grants as I do not hold a professor position. 

 Not applicable. 

 N/A...as a research faculty I don't have such a privilege to choose between prohibiting or discouraging actions 

related to grant writing.  There are no other options than writing grants and unfortunately, that is the main 

target for anything could push your career at UM as a research faculty, independently of the performance level 

in many other areas (e.g., publications/ multidisciplinary activities, AE positions, international/national 
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collaborations, awards, invited talks, teaching, volunteering, mentoring, etc). I love what I do, one of the reasons 

keeping me fighting to find a sense of belonging at UM after such a long time! 

 There are no barriers that I am aware of that keep me from applying.  I apply.  And I receive funding. 

 Clinical work & clinical incentives directly compete with academic endeavors. Clinical growth is a focus, rather 

than academic endeavors at the University level, although in my Department academic endeavors are 

encouraged.  Protected time is limited to funded time which limits early career clinicians from developing 

projects if they are not yet funded. 

 The timing of the courses is inconvenient with the clinical load, need more resources online, on-demand. 

 This university does not support collaborative OR individual research in the humanities, despite the 

administration's protestations to the contrary. The few existing sources of support humanities faculty had have 

mostly been diverted to things like U-LINK and the Fellowship in the Arts & Humanities, which fund many, many 

fewer people than the Provost's Research Awards used to. U-LINK is NOT an attractive option for funding for 

most humanities faculty because collaborative research is not judged or counted in the same way in the 

humanities as it is in other disciplines. U-LINK is also organized entirely around the sciences and engineering; it is 

not designed with humanities researchers in mind AT ALL. If the university wants to support research in the 

humanities, they should do so by giving humanities researchers more opportunities to obtain course releases, 

and they should provide more internal funding for collaborative and/or individual research projects IN THE 

HUMANITIES. 

 I am not discouraged from applying for grant funding but discouraged from applying as a PI. Because I am 

Research Faculty and have never received any start-up funding from the University to perform my own research, 

my research is supported by and therefore overlaps with the research of the Center Director/Division Chief. As 

such, my chances to successfully obtain external funding as PI are very limited (reviewers state that it is not clear 

if I am applying for my own research or to obtain more funding for the Center Director/Division Chief), while we 

are very successful in obtaining external funding if the Director/Division Chief is PI and I am Co-I. 

 As mentioned earlier, the resources are limited for new / young investigators. This would apply at the university 

and departmental level.  On the personal level, the limited resources at the university on a departmental level 

affect my personal ability to apply for funding.  With the exception of PhD students, who may be adequately 

covered by training grants, I have spoken with many other new investigators / young investigators who have 

expressed similar frustrations. 

 Excessive workload related to participation in clinical trials. Uncertain supply of clinical coordinators. Failure to 

create a clinical trials unit in my department. 

 One faculty member forced me (of course indirectly) not to apply for a couple of funding opportunities. I believe 

I could do much more than what I have achieved. 

Tthere are departments where the policies that do or do not exist regarding buyout are such that faculty are 

disinclined to participate in funded research. Fundamentally, they perceive that buyout does not help them. 

 Time commitment and likelihood of award. 

 I have been a single clinician in my service area for the past 11 years. For one grant project, I had to work the 

research effort into my daily clinical schedule. Analysis of the data was on my own time. For the other grant 

project, 20% of my salary is funded by the project which requires significant travel which takes my away from 

clinical activities at "home". These efforts have been in addition to clinical teaching and mentoring doctoral 

students, my administrative responsibilities, and my clinical responsibilities. It has been difficult, and I have been 

spread very thin. In writing this, I am not complaining, but laying the foundation of why I cannot do more. There 

were some other grant opportunities that came up, but I could not take anything else on because my plate was 

already overflowing. 

 None 
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 None.  I actively apply for the grants that are available, but compared to other fields, the possible funding 

sources are fewer and the amounts smaller. 

 Scholars in the humanities at UM are overburdened with high-intensity teaching, grading, and service, because 

our departments are decimated. We need more tenure-track members so that the service load is better 

distributed. On top of this, there is meager outside funding available and scholars from Ivy League and top-notch 

research institutions that do support the humanities are the ones winning the most prestigious awards for the 

most part. Also, external funding sources tend to support traditional, conservative research. There is very little 

support for innovative, radical, experimental research in the humanities. Applying over and over again to the 

same extra-mural funding sources (NEH & ACLS) but not getting them is undermining and draining. In addition, it 

means bothering outside recommmenders for no gain. After a while, one does not want to apply any more. It is 

very time-consuming.   This is why intramural research support is needed. We need time to write away from the 

classroom. We need money to travel to archives or abroad to conduct our research. UM could fund humanities 

scholars for very little money. Most of us would be happy with course releases for a semester so we can write. 

But, in the College of Arts and Sciences, specifically, we have a dean that increasingly is refusing to grant course 

releases even to faculty with huge service responsibilities. For example, we have chairs of huge departments 

who only get a course release per semester, whereas others from small departments get 1/0 o 1/1, but with 

much less work. How is that equitable?    Please, listen to us: we are all very burnt out and demoralized, but we 

are active researchers and we want to publish, we are just not given the institutional support. We also are very 

aware that UM doesn't really care. So, what is the point of even completing surveys like this? 

 No barriers. 

 Not enough time. 

 I think it is just a matter of determining the optimal time investment in different activities, since grant writing is 

just one of the many responsibilities that take up a faculty member's time. 

 Time is limited.  The service burden I have carried in the past three years has been problematic for me in terms 

of research, including manuscript and proposal submission. 

 Time. There is not enough time to do a number of applications, as in the humanities there is no administrative 

assistance to write these grants. It is prohibitive to apply for very large grants because there is no time to do the 

work, and they are by definition complicated and require focus to complete. 

 If I don't publish in A journals, then I will not get summer pay or a reduced teaching load. I also will not get 

promoted. Thus, it would not make sense for me to spend time writing a grant proposal since that time would 

take away for publishing -which is essential for securing the aforementioned benefits. 

 We need better recognition of PIs that are not only well-funded but are spending significant time in trying to 

improve our institution / help as much as they can. We also need to equalize playing field - we cannot continue 

to promote and tenure faculty that are not engaged in the community. We also need to work to improve 

conditions for our staff and trainees, including providing salary or benefits that help with increasing costs of 

living in Miami. It is becoming really challenging to recruit good people or retain ones we have because of the 

significantly high costs associated with the city. These steps will all help with better support for our science, 

better grant applications and increased funding. 

 Insufficient time and resources to dedicate for grant application and proposals 

Please describe what the University of Miami could do better to foster interdisciplinary 

collaborations at the university. 
 Hire more outstanding scientists and retain them. That is the answer to all of these questions. 
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 All IDR is mere talk and lip service. The admin and leadership never promote IDR. Otherwise the policies would 

be organically developed taking faculty teams. The STEM initiative from Coral Gables (citing donor Dr. Frost) 

refuses to share any funding from faculty at medical school. 

 Provide graduate support fellowships for students who cross disciplines to facilitate cross-department research 

activities. 

 The departmental structure makes it difficult to hire and tenure people with interdisciplinary viewpoints.  I did 

not try doing much truly interdisciplinary work until I was tenured. It would help if we could hire and tenure 

people whose training or interests really lie between two (or more) different disciplines, but the current system 

works against that.    STEM departments in Arts & Sciences are typically too small, so it is hard to cover what we 

should within disciplines.  If the departments could support core disciplinary activities at a high level easily, they 

might be more open to putting resources into interdisciplinary activities. If they are struggling to cover their own 

discipline, they won't be as open. Better support overall (specifically, more faculty) would be needed to fix that.   

Bottom-up interdisciplinary activities from faculty don't seem to get much attention or recognition, perhaps 

because they are not always flashy and do not always produce lots of money.  That may discourage some people 

from pursuing them. (I've done quite a bit of interdisciplinary work but I'm not sure that the administration 

knows or cares; however, my grants are all small, so I don't really expect that they would.) 

 I am quite happy with the state of IDR at UM at the moment. I think ULINK is doing very well. 

 Provide more funding. 

 This survey is way too long and I've stopped answering as I don't have the time for this. Surveys like this and of 

this length is why no one does them. Think about this. Everyone complains that faculty don't do surveys, but 

we're asked to do about 10 of these a week for different reasons (both inside and outside UM). This takes way 

too much time from our actual work activities. 

 Remove administrative barriers. It is sometimes hard to work across campuses just because of different 

administrative policies (including IDC), structures,... It significantly increase the paperwork required to get a 

proposal through.  Create shared space/resources that will help promote the exchange of ideas at the grassroots 

level. 

 The public discourse around interdisciplinary research, particularly through U-LINK, strongly favors the sciences. 

'Team Science,' for example, is not a term that makes humanist scholars or artists feel included. That the 

speakers invited to speak about interdisciplinarity have almost exclusively come from the sciences contributes to 

a general, college-wide sense that when it comes to UM, the interdisciplinary work is only and should only be 

done among scientists. Moving toward a more inclusive model would very serious help. I think UM could also 

work to help shape tenure and promotion guidelines in the humanities departments that would value this kind 

of work which, inevitably, takes away from the production of single-author publications and monographs. 

 Continue to expand programs. Focus on policies for tenure and promotion that support IDR. 

 U-LINK has been great over the past 18 months.  Our team has worked very well together and therefore I am 

very satisfied with what UM has provided me.  My colleagues involved in U-LINK are similarly enthusiastic.  The 

only drawback is the commute between campuses during the day, but I have the flexibility to organize my other 

activities around the U-LINK travel.  My team and I all prefer the in-person meetings so I make the effort to 

commute each week.  One thing that UM could do better is substantially improve the webpages of all faculty 

across the university.  I have struggled to find information about what many faculty do in some departments and 

may be missing natural collaborations.  The lack of easy-to-access information also negatively affects our 

university's research profile in the outside world.  UM's hiring, tenure and promotion policies need a major 

review and overhaul.  Some faculty are outstanding.  But there is too much mediocrity, especially in mid- and 

late-career. 

 Publicize all opportunities better. 
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 Please find a new chair for the chemistry department. 

 The amount of money offered for U-LINK does not = the time needed especially for untenured profs. 

Additionally untenured profs are supposed to show independence and while NSF says it want interdisciplinary 

work-it doesn’t know what to do with it. All of this is really not priority for assistant profs trying to get tenure. 

 I think all these are true of the sciences and social sciences, but I have yet to see any of this developed in the 

humanities. I wonder how many chairs and tenure-review committees would agree that interdisciplinary 

research that crosses departments is a good idea? 

 I think that the ULINK program has been a tremendous improvement in this regard. 

 First, update everyone's tenure guidelines (right, not happening so fast).   Second, the administration has put 

almost no money into interdisciplinary centers.  We are still incredibly siloed structurally.  ULINK does not undo 

generations of siloed culture.  Cluster hires have not been implemented well (e.g. lines have gone to non-IDR 

fields) and have limited interaction.  Third, reward those who exemplify IDR.  I have no idea who the successful 

teams/people are that I should be modeling my work after.  I am aware of no faculty award that cites IDR as a 

key criteria, but even that would be a token gesture.  Somehow promote these successes in a more visible way.   

Fourth, SPACE.  I cannot overstate how much it impedes my work that I do not have a room where I can 

regularly sit with more than 2 people at a time.  The campus just isn't built for this, but it shouldn't be that hard. 

 If there is an effort by UM to support IDR, I am not aware of it. I perform IDR because I sought out, and was 

fortunate to find amicable researchers with whom to collaborate. 

 I think there could be real and improved efforts to bridge STEM with STEAM, because those relationships 

organically exist, and historically have produced amazing research outcomes. 

 More funding opps. 

 Based on the questions, it seems that there is more IDR support in place than we at the medical campus get to 

see.  If I do basic molecular biology research and I work with a pathologist. That is by our standards 

interdisciplinary. By main campus standards probably not. I would be very interested in interactions with Biology 

of Bioenginering, but those opportunities appear to develop primarily within established "private networks" on 

campus. 

 Because my department requires 25% salary to buy out of a course, applying for interdisciplinary funding is 

disincentivized because any funding would be too small to protect research time. 

 Provide ways for researchers from other schools, departments, etc. to find each other and to get together for 

research ideas and collaborations. 

 Get rid of Abraham so we are not all so worried about our livelihood and so we can THINK! 

 I want UM to understand that IDC can take time. If we are expected to do IDC but have the same tenure 

timeline, we may default to do non-IDC for the time sake. 

 Organize centralized resources/infrastructure for sharing and collaboration. Provide analyses of resources and 

infrastructure available for sharing though numerous Centers and Institutes. 

 Basics first...  building security is a major barrier to facilitating communication and collaboration.  The fact that 

so many medical research buildings cannot be accessed by a faculty member is bizarre and annoying.  It makes 

me want to stay in my office rather than wander around and meet new people! 

 The UM website is in monstrously bad shape. It is literally impossible to find out what research focus our faculty 

are doing. Each department and division has a website that is relatively incomplete inconsistently organized or 

just doesn't list their faculty in a way that can be readily reviewed. If I had a name of a person I could fairly easily 

look them up if the division actually provides the info but if I wanted to peruse the list of research faculty and 

see what they do it is so effort intensive as to prohibit the endeavor. I just did this a couple days ago looking for 

an external member to sit on my graduate students masters thesis committee ...just impossible to believe that 
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for a university of our magnitude espousing to be a "research university" and not to have readily available list of 

faculty and their research. 

 Survey all faculty tenured and clinical tracks especially assistant professor who would love to do more scholarly 

work. 

 Provide more internal funding. 

 Make available research fellowships for clinicians. At least 50% paid time for research for at 3 years, renewable. 

These should be allocated to all departments, with enough to cover up to ~5% of faculty.  Develop a clinical 

research imaging center. Animal and human. 

 Interdisciplinary research requires larger investments as it spans beyond one's expertise. Therefore, more time 

and resources should become available for those doing such studies.  This should also be reflected in the 

guidelines for tenure and promotion.  Existing issues related to aspects, such as sharing the cost of a PhD 

student or curriculum incompatibilities, should also be streamlined. This could be done through the creation of 

centers that span across schools and colleges yet allow students to obtain a related PhD degree from a given 

department. Centers would also promote connections and networking which can lead to larger proposals. 

 Provide seed money for collaborative research group discussions and first proposals. 

 Explicitly consider it in tenure and promotion; often these projects take longer, but the potential payoff is 

greater. But because the projects take longer, they seem like they are discouraged pre-tenure as we have to 

"publish or perish" 

 find ways to foster greater awareness of areas where IDR can work and importantly areas where that have the 

best chance of getting funding 

 More frequent short IDR seminars / platforms. Don't bother with whole or half day events but have multiple 1 - 

2 hr events across the year that can fit into faculty calendars.  Also most important of all:- OPEN UP SKYPE SO 

WE CAN ACTUALLY HAVE MEETINGS WITH COLLABORATORS OUTSIDE UM!! It is archaic that this is locked to UM 

domains only. 

 Reward it in tenure and promotion decisions. 

 Put more financial resources to IDR.  Provide resources to departments. Create more venues for collaborative 

exchanges. 

 More continuity in the UM website would be helpful so it is easier to navigate and find collaborators. 

 This is a difficult one... As important as it is to gather interdisciplinary interest around a challenge, I suspect that 

the key ingredient is nurturing the interpersonal relationships that unfold within interdisciplinary teams.  I am 

currently involved in two interdisciplinary teams, and at the end of the day, I prefer to spend my time (and work 

together) with colleagues I developed strong connections. (This 'human' aspect is difficult to develop, and it 

needs to emerge almost by itself.) 

 Advertise or market this strategy more to show who and what topics are promoting interdisciplinary 

collaboration. 

 Desire is the mother of all things If you have a problem you really want to solve you will work to solve it. If that 

requires collaboration of any kind you will seek it out.  If you have no idea what you want to do, you can get 

together with likeminded people and make a team to solve something that appears to be a pressing need for 

society but that you really do not care about. A project might be funded or not, but it will only succeed if there is 

a driving need to do it on the part of someone involved. In that case outside help is not needed-just remove the 

impediments and provide support. 

 Funded researchers are on their own and school rarely helps. 

 Require departments to actively address this issue and determine how best to get faculty involved. 

 IDR is really the future of science, so needs to be valued more in promotion decisions  Also IDR projects can take 

a longer time to set up and see new results, so patience is needed 
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 More grant opportunities and networking support will help. 

 Addressing all of the previously described weaknesses would free up the (very substantial) time I spend on 

administering my lab program so that I can focus on research innovation.  I have already lost several strong 

research recruits who would otherwise have joined us, because they are frustrated by the ridiculous and 

inappropriate administrative load placed on scientists. 

 I don't think the University supports IDR. I have a great collaboration inside my department but not outside.  I 

think UM should provide networking meetings for people in the same area of interest to create a good network 

for collaboration 

 Institutional seminars highlighting research of every department/division should be in place and available for all 

members of research teams, including trainees. Also ongoing schedules for grand rounds/seminars for individual 

departments should be available on the website. 

 We need space for faculty to work together, e.g., for discussions and writing together.  The university needs to 

figure out how to handle tenure/promotion with IDR. Right now, there is no incentive to do IDR, and there is a 

bias against papers with a lot of authors in tenure/promotion because people say "well how much did (person x) 

contribute anyway?" 

 I'd probably rate the above items more positively, but I'm not certain that efforts at the University-wide level are 

reinforced and promoted at our school level...or, if they are, they are trumped by other priorities (publication) 

and realities (teaching load). Having a consistent message from top-down would help foster IDR and 

collaboration. Additional opportunities for networking and identifying potential collaborators would also be 

helpful...for example, if faculty could, via a website or something similar, identify their interest in getting 

involved or having someone get involved in an existing or planned project, that would be a great start to helping 

people to connect. 

 I've not encountered problems thus far. 

 Networking meeting and activity. 

 Perhaps a meeting that features U-LINK research would help faculty think about other IDR projects. 

 All of my collaborators are outside of UM and represent a variety of disciplines (medicine, community 

psychology, social work, public health). I have found it very difficult to meet potential collaborators from other 

departments. It would be great if UM could organize special interest research groups and support 

meetings/mixers. 

 I have stated before, but I will repeat:  TRANSPARENCY.   I have collaborated on so many projects within the U 

and it has consistently burned me. This is mainly budget related. Team science can also be another place where 

big sharks eat the little fish. P award /large grant participation seems to be a popularity contest. I don't have 

time to win M(r)s America.  There also is good new data to demonstrate that small science has its place in the 

world: https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-019-0941-9.  I am disinclined to collaborate given budgets and 

crediting issues. It is a lose-lose game. 

 Host happy hour events on a topic like Everglades restoration or sea level rise to bring together faculty working 

on similar questions from across UM 

 Allow tenured appointments in interdisciplinary programs! 

 See the potential in its lecturers and senior lecturers, who are doing a lot of interesting work and get little credit 

for it, sometimes even discouraged from doing the research at all 

 Recognize interdisciplinary collaborations in ATP. 

 UM should facilitate an easy flow with all ORA processes/authorizations including our legal restrictions to even 

buy a simple device that cost no money or hiring personnel. Please hire lawyers/legal staff with common sense!  

I do not agree with the centralization of resources/staff, we were doing better when the processes were 



 

 

147 

 

managed locally at the departments. This type of centralization has failed in many other universities, some of 

them have already decentralized services. 

 I don't know why there is this sudden emphasis on IDR.  It's not intrinsically better or newer or cooler.  I have 

built interdisciplinary sub-projects when the science called for it. At other times in the life of projects, focus is 

needed. I've done both and published both types of papers in top-ranked journals.  Sorry, but I'm not buying this 

big push. 

 Interdisciplinary work is not equally important or even feasible for all scholars and departments. I hope funding 

for individual research is not compromised in order to fund interdisciplinary work. 

 Having leaders within each department to foster collaboration. 

 You can support interdisciplinary research IN THE HUMANITIES by supporting individual humanities researchers 

and teams of humanities researchers composed of faculty and graduate students. This entire section of the 

survey is designed for the sciences; it is clear from the kinds of questions asked that whoever wrote them has 

not considered the humanities or the types of knowledge humanists produce. Doing "interdisciplinary" research 

does not just mean, in some poorly defined way, collaborating with scientists or whatever. It is entirely possible 

to do individual interdisciplinary research within the humanities. It is also possible to do collaborative 

interdisciplinary research within and across the humanities, on teams with other humanities researchers. 

Support research in the humanities. 

 Most interdisciplinary collaborations were initiated by the PIs without help or support by the University. It would 

be helpful to get updates or access to a database that has information with regard to invited speaker series, 

internal seminars, research focus of different labs beyond your own division/department. 

 I would say that more opportunities for seed money, protected time, and faculty incentives reflect the biggest 

need. 

 My earlier suggestion of a roster of projects across the university is the main suggestion that I have for this 

response. 

 More funding opportunities for graduate students that is applicable to students from all three campuses. 

Without the students, the work needed to execute IDR cannot be done. 

 These survey questions about interdisciplinarity are maddening and telling: they are based solely on the 

sciences' understanding of interdisciplinarity NOT taking into account that ways that humanists, artists, and 

social scientist see and work across disciplines--even when the outcome is a sole-authored work. Again, science 

models of research and interdisciplinary are not the only valid forms. 

 Look, your questions are clearly directed at folks in the sciences and STEM. In the humanities, collaborative 

research is not rewarded. We are still measured by single-authored books and single-authored articles. I love 

collaborative and interdisciplinary research and have co-authored a special issue of an important journal in 

interdisciplinary studies (my co-author and I oversaw the publication of scholarly work in the humanities, arts, 

and social sciences), but I have no illusions that this work will count much when I come up for promotion among 

outside reviewers of my case who are strictly from the humanities.  The other thing that will never work for 

humanists is for UM to force-feed us the need to do collaborative and interdisciplinary research. This is 

particularly dangerous for junior scholars who will NOT get tenured if most of their work is interdisciplinary and 

co-authored.   You need to create a new survey that targets humanists, please. Most of the questions you ask 

are irrelevant to us. 

 Encourage departments and P & T committees to recognize IDR efforts in promotion and tenure decisions. 

 I don't feel that there are many venues where I meet faculty from other departments. 

 The university has to indicate that it will support interdisciplinary research and accord it as much weight as 

independent, single investigator work. It takes a lot more work to do collaborative projects, and this needs to be 

taken into consideration. 
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 To be honest, I find some of this discussion of interdisciplinary work - or perhaps your definition of 

interdisciplinary work - confusing. You do not have to work with researchers from other departments to do 

interdisciplinary work. The majority of my research pulls in or integrates theories/perspectives from different 

fields to make a contribution. I see that as interdisciplinary. Now, I have also started one project with a person in 

a different discipline (from a different school) - it is helpful to have the expertise but it is not much different than 

if I had read the research in that discipline myself and integrated it into the paper. I think the university should 

broadly support high quality research. 
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