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Executive Summary  
This report provides an institution-specific summary of results from the Federal Demonstration 
Partnership (FDP) 2012 Faculty Workload Survey investigating the views of principal 
investigators (PIs) on federally-funded grants and contracts active during academic year (AY) 
2011. This institution is coded as Institution G10, and results for this institution are compared 
throughout with averages from other institutions that were judged to be relatively similar 
(Category G: Very High Research (VHR) Public University with Medical School, $100-
$350 Million Annual R&D). 

Time Lost from Federally-funded Research.  The 104 PIs who responded from Institution G10 
reported an average of 48.0% of their research time associated with federally-funded projects 
was taken up by administrative and related requirements.  This was higher than the average for 
Category G institutions (44.5%) and the overall survey (42.3%).  The breakout by pre-award and 
post-award responsibilities showed that Institution G10 respondents reported spending much 
more time than expected on post-award administration, and were similar to Category G averages 
on proposal preparation, pre-award administration, and post-award report preparation.   

Researcher Characteristics and Workload Distribution.  Nearly 46% of respondents at 
Institution G10 had 11-month appointments and a large majority were tenured or tenure earning. 
About 30% were in the Biological and Biomedical Sciences and 23% were in Physical Sciences 
and Mathematics. The typical appointment averaged 47% research, 23% instruction, and 19% 
service, which was typical of other Category G institutions. Institution G10 respondents reported 
that an average of 79% of research time was funded by federal sources, and 27% reported over 
$500,000 in annual direct costs. NSF was by far the most common source of federal funding. 

Prevalence and Intensity for Specific Administrative Burdens.  For Institution G10, it was 
possible to provide a review of results for three of the most commonly reported administrative 
responsibilities associated with federally-funded research, plus eight others.  Results suggested 
that perceived burden associated with project finances, project personnel, and subcontracts were 
consistently higher for Institution G10 than would be expected based on the averages for 
Category G.  The remaining burdens were, with some exceptions, comparable to Category G 
averages. Drilldowns are provided to detail aspects that may be of particular interest or concern. 

Perceptions of Climate for Research.  The majority of respondents at Institution G10 agreed that 
that research activity is an institution priority, and that it is prioritized over teaching, though the 
percentage was somewhat less than Category G averages. Perceptions of the impact of research 
administrative workload were mixed, though concerns for the tiring effects of this workload and 
its discouraging effects on graduate students were especially evident for researchers at Institution 
G10. Institution G10 respondents were also slightly more skeptical than average of the efficacy 
of federally-mandated requirements. 

Comment Analysis.  Comment analysis for Institution G10 involved a review of 119 comments.  
A summary was provided of comments concerning research-related frustrations, the most and 
least helpful institutional aspects of research administrative workload, and suggestions for 
administrative improvements. Though generalizability is limited given the small numbers behind 
each comment, the summary may provide insights into potential areas for streamlining efforts. 
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Overview 
This report provides an institution-specific summary of results from the Federal Demonstration 
Partnership (FDP) 2012 Faculty Workload Survey investigating the views of principal 
investigators (PIs) on federally-funded grants and contracts active during academic year (AY) 
2011. On average, investigators in the survey reported that 42.3% of research time on federally-
funded projects was needed to complete administrative requirements associated with the projects. 
Proposal and report preparation, project finances, project personnel, and effort reporting, as well 
as IRB/Human Subjects and IACUC/Animal Subjects compliance were especially time-
consuming responsibilities. Details of the findings of the report can be found on the FDP website 
at http://sites.nationalacademies.org/cs/groups/pgasite/documents/webpage/pga_087667.pdf. 

In what follows, summary data are provided from survey respondents at this institution, coded as 
Institution G10, in comparison to other institutions that were judged to be relatively similar 
(Category G: Very High Research (VHR) Public University with Medical School, $100-
$350 Million Annual R&D). The legend in Figure 1 below lists the 13 categories of institutions 
that were developed for this purpose, based on the 2010 Carnegie Classification of Institutions of 
Higher Education (http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/) and the National Science Foundation’s 
(NSF) report of expenditures for Higher Education Research and Development: Fiscal Year 2011 
(see Table 13, http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/nsf13325/content.cfm?pub_id=4240&id=2). 

Figure 1.  Average percentage of active research time lost for federally-funded PIs from 13 institution categories.  
VHR=Very High Research and HR=High Research institutions according to the 2010 Carnegie Classifications; 
Med=Med School; dollar amounts listed correspond to institution expenditures (in millions) reported by NSF for 
Higher Education Research and Development: Fiscal Year 2011.   Institutions within each category were comprised 
of the 94 FDP member institutions with at least 20 respondents in the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey. The red 
line bisecting the graph represents the combined overall average of 42% research time lost. 
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Figure 1 above shows the variation in the (institution-based) average amount of active research 
time lost to administrative workload across the 13 institution types represented by the 94 FDP 
institutions that had more than 20 respondents to the 2012 FDP Faculty Workload Survey.  These 
differences may be important to keep in mind when interpreting the results that will be presented 
for your own institution.  In general, research time lost tends to be lower for private universities 
and for universities with a high rate of annual research expenditures.  

Researchers in Category G institutions reported an average of 44.5% of their time on federally–
funded projects was taken away from research by administrative responsibilities, which is similar 
to the overall survey average of 42.3%.  

Throughout the remainder of this report, data will be presented for institutions within Category 
G, with values for this institution, Institution G10, highlighted.   Additional comparisons can be 
made by referring back to combined results reported in the original FDP 2012 Faculty Workload 
Survey Research Report.  (For visual ease, values will be rounded to whole numbers in most 
tables throughout this report.)    
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Time Lost from Federally-Funded Research 

Average Research Time Lost 

Figure 2 below presents the average percent of time taken away from research by administrative 
requirements associated with federally-funded projects for institutions within Category G.  Your 
institution number was assigned as a function of your institution’s standing in this category with 
respect to average percent of time taken away from research as reported by the 104 PIs at your 
institution who responded to the survey.  The highlighted bar in the graph represents your 
institution, Institution G10.  On average, PIs at your institution reported that 48.0% of their 
time for federally-funded research was spent on administrative requirements rather than on active 
research.  This value is substantially higher than the average for Category G institutions (44.5%), 
suggesting that, on average, PIs at Institution G10 may be typically spending close to half of 
their time completing administrative requirements rather than focusing on active research. 

 
Figure 2. Average proportion of active research time lost by PIs at institutions in Category G. The red line bisecting 
the graph indicates the average percent of time taken away from active research for institutions within this 
category. 

Institution average estimates for research time lost vary substantially within this category, 
ranging between 35.7% and 48.0%.  However, it should be noted that the reliability of each 
estimate also varies based on the number of respondents from the institution and the variation in 
their responses.  The standard error of the mean was used to estimate the potential for statistical 
error in the institution estimates of average research time lost based on these two factors. The 
error estimates for Category G institutions range between ±1.7% and ±2.6%.  For Institution 
G10, the error estimate is ±2.1%, which is close to average for institutions in Category G.  Thus, 
the best estimate of average research time lost for respondents at Institution G10 based on the 
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data from the survey is 48.0%, though the true value could reasonably fall between 45.9% and 
50.0%.   

For the detailed analyses that follow, with the exception of comment summaries, data are not 
reported for values based on fewer than 20 respondents (i.e., the values have been replaced by a 
period), as these values are potentially unreliable and unrepresentative. Values that are 
underlined have been determined to be meaningfully different from the category averages, as 
they represent differences with a large effect size using a criterion of Cohen’s d = .8 (see Cohen, 
1992). This criterion was used in place of significance testing as it is less sensitive to variations 
in sample size.  Comparisons of institution category averages to the overall averages reported in 
the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey will be provided in a separate report. 
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Breakout of Research Time Lost 

The breakout of research time lost for Category G institutions is displayed in Table 1 below. The 
rightmost columns include the four overarching reasons for research time lost.  As in the overall 
survey findings, proposal preparation and post-award administration were the most time 
consuming responsibilities for all Category G institutions, followed by post-award report 
preparation and then pre-award administration.  Although the general patterns for Institution G10 
were similar to Category G averages, respondents at this institution tended to report much more 
workload than expected for Category G in the area of post-award administration. 

 
Table 1. Average Proportion of Active Research Time Lost and Proportion of That Time Devoted to 
Various Administrative Responsibilities for Category G 

 

 

Estimated Time Savings with Additional Assistance 

On average, respondents at Category G institutions estimated that 37% of the time that they 
spend on these administrative activities related to their federally-funded research could be 
potentially re-assigned to administrative personnel—freeing up an estimated average of 
approximately 6.5 hours per week.   Respondents at Institution G10 reported that they expected 
to recover approximately 42% of their administrative time on federal projects with additional 
administrative assistance, which is higher than the Category G average. They estimated that an 
average of roughly 8.5 hours per week could be otherwise devoted to active research if given 
additional assistance with administrative activities, which is also higher than the Category G 
reported average. 

  

Institution % Research 
Time Lost

% Proposal 
Preparation

% Pre-Award 
Admin

% Post-Award 
Admin

% Post-Award 
Reports

G Insts. 44 15 6 15 9
G01 36 13 4 13 6
G02 43 15 6 14 8
G03 44 17 6 13 7
G04 44 17 6 12 9
G05 44 16 5 14 9
G06 45 19 6 13 8
G07 46 15 6 16 9
G08 46 14 5 18 10
G09 47 16 5 18 8
G10 48 15 6 19 9

G11 48 15 7 16 10
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Researcher Characteristics and Workload Distribution 

General Demographics 

Institution G10 respondents were in most respects similar in demographic characteristics to 
others in Category G. The one noticeable difference was in appointment length.  Almost 46% at 
Institution G10 reported 11-month appointments, which was relatively uncommon at most other 
Category G institutions.  The average length of appointment (10.2 months), however, was 
virtually identical to the category average. Similar to other Category G institutions, 85% of 
Institution G10 respondents reported being tenured or on tenure track, with just over half at the 
rank of full professor and almost 20% at the rank of assistant professor.   

Table 2. General Demographic Characteristics for Respondents of Category G and Institution G10 

 

Just over 30% of respondents from Category G and Institution G10 were in the Biological and 
Biomedical Sciences or Clinical Sciences and Medicine. Close to one third of respondents from 
both groups were in the Physical Sciences and Mathematics or Engineering and Computer 
Sciences, with close to 10% in the Social and Behavioral Sciences. Similar to the category 
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average, roughly 70% of Institution G10 respondents were male, about three fourths were of 
White/Caucasian descent, and the average age was just over 50 years. 

 

Average Workload Breakdown 

Table 3 below shows the breakdown of workload assignments for institutions in Category G and 
at Institution G10. In both cases, roughly 45% of time was allocated to research, with almost 
25% to general instruction. An additional 19% of respondents’ workload consisted of service, 
with just over half of that for service directly related to research.  Most of the remainder was 
devoted to general administrative responsibilities. 

Table 3. Average Workload Breakdown for Category G and Institution G10 

 

 

Respondent Funding Characteristics 

Table 4 on the next page  provides a summary of information regarding funding characteristics 
of respondents from Category G and from Institution G10.  Overall, the patterns of funding were 
similar.  For both groups, around three quarters of the average respondent’s research time was 
funded by federal sources.  The average number of federal projects for which Category G 
respondents were serving as PI or Co-PI during the response period was 2.3. This value was 
slightly higher for Institution G10 respondents.  Roughly half in both groups reported receiving 
an excess of $200,000 in direct costs during the reporting period, with about 20% for the 
category and 27% for Institution G10 receiving upwards of $500,000 in direct costs. 
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Table 4. Respondent Funding Characteristics for Institution Category G and Institution G10

 
 

Just over half of the typical respondent’s portfolio within the category and at Institution G10 
consisted of basic research, with slightly more than one third described as applied or 
translational.  Institution G10 also reported sources of funding that were generally similar to the 
rest of Category G. NSF was the most common source of funding for both groups, though the 
percentage was slightly higher at Institution G10.  At the same time, the percentage of Institution 
G10 respondents receiving NIH funding was slightly lower than the category average of 28%. 
Approximately two thirds of both groups reported receiving funding from sources other than 
NIH or NSF.  For Institution G10, the Department of Agriculture/NIFA funded 20% of 
respondents. Other common sources of funding included NASA and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration.  
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Prevalence and Intensity for Specific Administrative Burdens 
The 2012 Faculty Workload Survey included an evaluation of 23 administrative requirements 
associated with federally-funded research.  These are listed in Table 5 below, along with a 
summary of the responses for Category G.  This table and the other tables in this section include 
columns for (1) % with Burden: the prevalence of the administrative requirement measured by 
the percent of respondents who reported that they had workload associated with the requirement; 
(2) Average Burden Rating: the average reported time taken away from research by the 
requirement with 1=Not at all; 2=A little bit, 3=Some, 4=Quite a bit, and 5=Very Much; and  
(3) % with Substantial Burden: the intensity of the requirement measured as the percent of 
those experiencing the requirement who reported that the requirement involved between 3=some 
and 5=very much time taken away from research.  

Table 5. Summary of Prevalence and Intensity of Research-Related Administrative Responsibilities for 
Category G 
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Table 5 above groups the 23 administrative requirements into subsections that are likely to be 
shared by different subsets of researchers.  The first subsection includes the three responsibilities 
that tended to be shared by most researchers and also tended to be associated with substantial 
burden: project finances, project personnel, and effort reporting. 
 
The other subsections include administrative responsibilities of research associated with human 
subjects, animal subjects and safety, contracts, general compliance, and national security. Periods 
in the table indicate that there were insufficient data to report due to too few institutions in the 
category with at least 20 respondents who experienced that administrative responsibility. 
 
Because Institution G10 had a relatively large number of survey respondents, it is possible to 
provide summary information for one or more responsibilities from each subsection, with the 
exception of national security. The data in Table 5 is included to provide an overview of the level 
of burden that the various responsibilities are likely to entail within Category G institutions. 
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Common Administrative Responsibilities 

The most commonly experienced administrative responsibilities associated with federally-funded 
research include those related to finances, personnel, and effort reporting, each of which was 
experienced by a large majority of survey respondents. These responsibilities were also among 
the most intensive, with substantial workload reported by large proportions of researchers.  

Project Finances  
Table 6 presents the prevalence and intensity data for project finances for each of the Category G 
institutions along with the overall category averages. A large majority of respondents in 
Category G reported having to deal with project finances involving the preparation and 
management of grant/contract expenditures. On average, respondents reported that this 
constituted a moderate to moderately high burden, with over 70% providing a rating that 
suggested the burden was substantial. 

 
Table 6. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Finance Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 
 
Ninety-one percent of Institution G10 respondents reported dealing with project finances, which 
is similar to prevalence rates within the category.  Eighty-three percent of those researchers 
reported the burden as substantial, which is much higher than the average for Category G.  The 
average burden rating of 3.3 out of 5 is also higher than the category average.   

Respondents who reported having substantial burden for project finances were also asked to rate 
a series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the aspects of project 

Institution % with 
Burden

Average Burden 
Rating

% with 
Substantial  

Burden 

G Insts. 88% 3.0 72%

G01 84% 2.8 58%
G02 93% 3.1 75%
G03 87% 3.0 71%
G04 90% 3.0 74%
G05 89% 3.0 71%
G06 89% 2.9 64%
G07 83% 2.9 70%
G08 90% 2.9 68%
G09 90% 3.1 78%
G10 91% 3.3 83%
G11 86% 3.2 78%

Finances
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finances that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in Table 7 for 
Category G and Institution G10. 
 
Table 7. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for Finance Drilldowns for Category G 
and Institution G10

 
 

For responsibilities associated with project finances, respondents at Institution G10 reported 
burden levels that were relatively similar, though in one case much higher and in one case lower 
than the average for Category G institutions. 

Managing budget-to-actual expenses and dealing with equipment and supplies purchases tended 
to be the most burdensome aspects of project finances for investigators in Category G. This was 
also true for Institution G10, with a large majority reporting substantial burden in both cases. In 
fact, the proportion of respondents at this institution who rated dealing with equipment and 
supplies purchases as a substantial burden was much higher than expected for institutions in 
Category G. 

For several of the remaining items, respondents at Institution G10 reported burden levels similar 
to Category G averages. These included determining and justifying direct charges, meeting 
federal cost accounting standards, and dealing with cost share requirements. Only 11% of 
respondents at Institution G10 reported that completing training regarding budgets and 
expenditures is substantially burdensome, which was lower than the category average.  



2012 FDP Faculty Workload Survey Results for Institution G10   /  17 

Project Personnel 
Table 8 presents the prevalence and intensity data for project personnel for each of the Category 
G institutions along with the overall category averages. Responsibilities associated with hiring, 
managing and evaluating project personnel were reported by almost all of the respondents at 
institutions in Category G.  On average, respondents reported that this constituted a moderate to 
moderately high burden, with almost 70% of those providing a rating that suggested the burden 
was substantial. 

Table 8. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Personnel Burdens for Category G Institutions 

  

Similar to prevalence rates at other Category G institutions, 90% of respondents from Institution 
G10 reported dealing with project personnel on their federally-funded projects.  Seventy-seven 
percent of those researchers reported substantial burden, which was substantially higher than the 
Category G average.  Similarly, respondents at Institution G10 rated personnel burden 3.1 out of 
5, which was slightly but reliably higher than the category average.  Thus, respondents at this 
institution were more likely than average to report experiencing substantial burden related to 
project personnel.  

Respondents who reported having substantial burden for project personnel were also asked to 
rate a series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the aspects of project 
personnel that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in Table 9 
below for Category G and Institution G10. 
 
 

Institution % with 
Burden

Average Burden 
Rating

% with 
Substantial  

Burden 

G Insts. 87% 3.0 69%

G01 85% 2.7 59%
G02 88% 3.1 76%
G03 85% 2.9 70%
G04 81% 2.9 64%
G05 89% 3.1 74%
G06 90% 2.9 63%
G07 84% 2.9 66%
G08 78% 2.8 68%
G09 89% 3.0 70%
G10 90% 3.1 77%
G11 93% 3.0 70%

Personnel
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Table 9. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for Personnel Drilldowns for Category G 
and Institution G10 

 

With one exception, Institution G10 burden responses were typically similar to or slightly higher 
than Category G averages for project personnel drilldown items.  

Managing personnel tended to be the most burdensome of the personnel responsibilities within 
the overall survey and Category G.  Almost all respondents at Institution G10 who reported 
substantial burden for personnel agreed that managing and hiring personnel were the main 
components responsible for the substantial burden.  Respondents at this institution were more 
likely to report experiencing substantial burden from hiring personnel than respondents at other 
institutions within Category G. 

In addition, a large majority of respondents with project personnel in Category G and at 
Institution G10 also felt that evaluating personnel takes substantial time from their research, 
thought the percentage was slightly lower than average for Institution G10.  In contrast, one third 
of respondents at Institution G10 reported substantial burden from dealing with issues related to 
visas, which is higher than the Category G average.  
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Effort Reporting 
Table 10 presents the prevalence and intensity data for effort reporting for each of the Category 
G institutions along with the overall Category G averages. Responsibilities associated with 
federal time and effort reporting, including training, were reported by just over three fourths of 
respondents in Category G. On average, respondents reported that this constituted a moderate 
burden, with just over half providing a rating that suggested the burden was substantial. 

Table 10. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Effort Reporting Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 

 

For Institution G10, 73% of researchers reported dealing with effort reporting responsibilities, 
which is comparable to the average for the category.  Of those, 62% reported experiencing 
substantial burden associated with effort reporting. This is substantially higher than the Category 
G average of 55%.  The Institution G10 average burden rating of 2.8 out of 5 is also slightly but 
reliably higher than the category average, suggesting that, on average, researchers at this 
institution rate this as a moderate to moderately high burden.  

Respondents who reported having substantial burden for effort reporting were also asked to rate 
a series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the aspects of effort 
reporting that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in Table 11 
below for Category G and Institution G10. 

 

 

Institution % with 
Burden

Average Burden 
Rating

% with 
Substantial  

Burden 

G Insts. 77% 2.7 55%

G01 74% 2.8 58%
G02 79% 2.7 55%
G03 74% 2.5 44%
G04 87% 2.8 60%
G05 76% 2.6 54%
G06 84% 2.4 40%
G07 65% 2.7 55%
G08 73% 2.7 59%
G09 79% 2.6 53%
G10 73% 2.8 62%
G11 83% 2.8 60%

Effort Reporting
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Table 11. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for Effort Reporting Drilldowns for 
Category G and Institution G10 

 

Institution G10 burden responses were typically similar to or lower than Category G averages for 
effort reporting drilldown items. 

Within Category G and on average in the survey, completing federal time and effort reports for 
oneself and others tended to be viewed as more burdensome than completing training regarding 
effort reporting. This was also true within Institution G10, though a smaller percentage viewed 
these burdens as substantial.   

Although slightly less time consuming, over one quarter of respondents at Institution G10 
reported substantial burden from completing time and effort reporting training on federal 
projects.  
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Human Subjects Administrative Responsibilities 

Administrative workload associated with human subjects research includes issues related to IRB 
review, dealing with HIPAA requirements, and/or conducting clinical trials.  For Institution G10, 
detailed data in this area were available for responsibilities associated with IRB review. 

IRB/Human Subjects 
Table 12 presents the prevalence and intensity data for IRB/human subjects for each of the 
Category G institutions along with the overall category averages. One third of the respondents at 
Category G institutions reported having to meet federal human subjects research requirements. 
On average, respondents reported that this constituted a moderate burden, with just over 60% of 
those dealing with IRB providing a rating that suggested the burden was substantial. 

Table 12. Average Prevalence and Intensity for IRB/Human Subjects Burdens for Category G 
Institutions 

 

For Institution G10, 24% of researchers reported IRB burden, with 56% of those researchers 
experiencing substantial burden.  This percent with substantial burden is lower than the Category 
G average.  Nevertheless, the Institution G10 average burden rating of 2.9 out of 5 is similar to 
the category average, suggesting that researchers tend to rate this as a moderate burden. 

Due to insufficient data for Institution G10, it was not possible to include an evaluation of 
drilldown items associated with IRB. Overall results for these drilldown items can be reviewed 
in the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report. 
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Animal Subjects and Safety Administrative Responsibilities 

Within the overall survey, animal care and use (IACUC/Animal Subjects) was identified as the 
single most intensive administrative responsibility associated with federally-funded research. 
Other laboratory and related safety requirements included in this group of responsibilities are 
biosafety, general laboratory safety/security, chemical safety, recombinant DNA, radiation 
safety, and controlled substances/narcotics.  In this area, Institution G10 results were available 
for biosafety, lab safety, and chemical safety. 

Biosafety 
Table 13 presents the prevalence and intensity data for Biosafety for each of the Category G 
institutions along with overall category averages. Just over one quarter of respondents in 
Category G institutions reported having to deal with biosafety research requirements, with 45% 
of those respondents providing a rating that suggested their burden was substantial. On average, 
respondents reported that biosafety constituted a moderately low to moderate burden. 

Table 13. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Biosafety Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 

Just over one third of researchers at Institution G10 reported biosafety burden, which was 
slightly higher than the average prevalence within the category. Respondents at Institution G10 
gave biosafety an average burden rating of 2.6 out of 5, which was consistent with the Category 
G average. In addition, half of those dealing with biosafety at Institution G10 reported burden 
ratings that suggested biosafety responsibilities were substantially burdensome, and this was 
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similar to the category average. Thus, biosafety responsibilities were likely to involve 
moderately low to moderate burden on average for Institution G10 respondents.  

Due to insufficient data for Category G institutions, it was not possible to include an evaluation 
of drilldown items associated with biosafety.  Overall results for these drilldown items can be 
reviewed in the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report. 

 

General Lab Safety/Security 
Table 14 presents the prevalence and intensity data for general lab safety for each of the 
Category G institutions along with the overall Category G averages. Responsibilities associated 
with general laboratory safety and security, including laboratory inspections, were reported by 
just over half of respondents at Category G institutions. On average, respondents reported that 
this constituted a moderately low to moderate burden, with 43% providing a rating that 
suggested the burden was substantial. 

Table 14. Average Prevalence and Intensity for General Laboratory Safety/Security Burdens for 
Category G Institutions 

 

For Institution G10, 66% of researchers reported general lab safety responsibilities, with 46% of 
those researchers experiencing substantial burden, which is similar to the Category G averages. 
Likewise, the Institution G10 average burden rating of 2.5 out of 5 is similar to the category 
average, suggesting that, on average, researchers rate this as a moderately low to moderate 
burden responsibility.  
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Respondents who reported having substantial burden for general laboratory safety/security were 
also asked to rate a series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the 
aspects of lab safety that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in 
Table 15 below for Category G and Institution G10. 

Table 15. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for General Laboratory Safety/Security 
Drilldowns for Category G and Institution G10

  

For most general laboratory safety/security drilldown items, Institution G10 responses were 
similar to or lower than Category G averages.  

Well over half of those dealing with lab safety in Category G agreed that general laboratory 
safety requirements and laboratory inspections take substantial time away from research.  
Although these were the most burdensome aspects of lab safety for Institution G10, percentages 
were reliably lower than the Category G averages.  Roughly half of respondents in Category G 
believed training in lab safety/security created substantial burden, but this responsibility also 
received noticeably lower substantial burden ratings at Institution G10.  

Roughly one third of respondents at Institution G10 feel that controls on access to facilities, 
equipment and/or supplies and computers and data/information creates substantial burden, which 
comparable to the Category G averages. Additionally, personnel-related lab security issues was 
considered burdensome by  just over one third of researchers at Institution G10 and at other 
Category G institutions.  
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Chemical Safety 
Table 16 presents the prevalence and intensity data for chemical safety for each of the Category 
G institutions along with the overall category averages. Within Category G institutions, just 
under half of respondents reported having responsibilities associated with chemical safety, which 
included chemical inventory management. On average, respondents with chemical safety 
responsibilities reported that this constituted a moderately low to moderate burden, with 42% 
providing a rating that suggested their chemical safety burden was substantial. 

Table 16. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Chemical Safety Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 

For Institution G10, 54% of respondents reported dealing with chemical safety responsibilities, 
which is higher than the category average prevalence. Of the respondents that reported dealing 
with chemical safety responsibilities, 41% suggested their responsibilities posed a substantial 
burden, which is consistent with the average for Category G. This institution’s average burden 
rating, 2.5 out of 5, is also consistent with the category average. Thus, respondents with chemical 
safety responsibilities at this institution faced moderately low to moderate burden on average. 

Respondents who reported having substantial burden for chemical safety were also asked to rate 
a series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the aspects of chemical 
safety that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in Table 17 
below for Category G and Institution G10. 

Institution % with 
Burden

Average Burden 
Rating

% with 
Substantial  

Burden 

G Insts. 43% 2.5 42%

G01 38% 2.3 38%
G02 46% 2.5 48%
G03 57% 2.5 46%
G04 41% 2.7 52%
G05 37% 2.5 43%
G06 53% 2.5 43%
G07 37% 2.4 42%
G08 26% 2.2 17%
G09 52% 2.7 53%
G10 54% 2.5 41%
G11 33% 2.5 39%

Chemical Safety



2012 FDP Faculty Workload Survey Results for Institution G10   /  26 

Table 17. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for Chemical Safety Drilldowns for 
Category G and Institution G10

 

Although there were high burden ratings throughout, Institution G10 responses were lower than 
or comparable to Category G averages for chemical safety drilldown items.  

Within Category G, general chemical safety/security responsibilities as well as chemical 
cataloging and inventory management tended to be the most burdensome aspects of chemical 
safety, followed by fulfilling federal requirements for training in chemical safety. This trend was 
also seen for respondents from Institution G10.  Although average ratings were slightly lower for 
Institution G10, almost three quarters of researchers dealing with chemical safety felt that these 
burdens were substantial. 

The proportion of respondents from Institution G10 reporting substantial burden from fulfilling 
federal requirements for training in chemical safety was lower than the Category G average, 
although half of those responding suggested that the burden was substantial. 
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Contract-related Administrative Responsibilities 

The contract-related responsibilities are those which are especially common when working with 
projects that are awarded as contracts or require the creation of subcontracts to other entities in 
order to complete a project. Responsibilities included here are subcontracts, intellectual property, 
and ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act).  For Institution G10, data were 
available in this area for subcontracts and intellectual property. 

Subcontracts 
Table 18 presents the prevalence and intensity data for subcontracts for each of the Category G 
institutions along with the overall Category G averages. Responsibilities associated with 
managing subcontracts to other entities were reported by 43% of respondents at Category G 
institutions. On average, respondents reported that this constituted a moderate burden, with 57% 
providing a rating that suggested the burden was substantial.  

Table 18. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Subcontracts Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 

For Institution G10, 47% of researchers reported subcontract responsibilities, which was similar 
in prevalence to the category average. Sixty-one percent of those researchers reported substantial 
burden, which is similar to the category average. However, the Institution G10 average burden 
rating of 3.0 out of 5 is slightly higher than the category average, suggesting that researchers tend 
to rate subcontracts as a moderate to moderately high burden responsibility.  
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Respondents who reported having substantial burden for subcontracts were also asked to rate a 
series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the aspects of subcontracts 
that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in Table 19 below for 
Category G and Institution G10. 

Table 19. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for Subcontracts Drilldowns for 
Category G and Institution G10

 

Institution G10 responses generally indicated higher than average burden for subcontracts 
drilldown items. 

Overseeing project goals and financial matters were clearly identified as the two most 
burdensome aspects of dealing with subcontracts.  Over 80% of those who deal with 
subcontracts in Category G and at Institution G10 agreed that these are substantial burdens.  The 
average burden ratings for these responsibilities were somwhat higher for Institution G10 than 
category averages would suggest.   

Half of those dealing with subcontracts at Institution G10 reported substantial burden from 
overseeing compliance and safety/security issues, which is much higher than the category 
average. In addition, international subcontract management issues were much more likely to take 
substantial time away from research at Institution G10 than at other Category G institutions. 
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Intellectual Property 
Table 20 presents the prevalence and intensity data for intellectual property for each of the 
Category G institutions along with the overall category averages. Within Category G institutions, 
an average of 32% of respondents reported responsibilities associated with intellectual property, 
which included patent/copyright applications, licensing agreements, invention disclosures, 
Materials Transfer Agreements, etc. On average, respondents with intellectual property 
responsibilities reported that this constituted a moderately low to moderate burden, with 49% 
providing a rating that suggested their intellectual property burden was substantial. 

Table 20. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Intellectual Property Burdens for Category G 
Institutions 

 
 

For Institution G10, 32% of respondents reported dealing with intellectual property 
responsibilities. Thirty nine percent of those respondents provided responses that suggested their 
intellectual property responsibilities posed a substantial burden, which is markedly lower than 
the average for Category G. Nevertheless, this institution’s average burden rating, 2.5 out of 5, 
was consistent with the category average. Thus, respondents with intellectual property 
responsibilities at this institution faced moderately low to moderate burden on average. 

Due to insufficient data, it was not possible to include an evaluation of drilldown items 
associated with Intellectual Property. Overall survey results for these drilldown items can be 
reviewed in the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report.  
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General Compliance Administrative Responsibilities 

General compliance responsibilities include those that are associated with responding to a variety 
of potentially different requirements from different federal funding agencies. One of the most 
time-consuming aspects of this group of responsibilities is associated with cross-agency 
differences in the particular requirements or the ways in which different federal agencies 
implement requirements. Other responsibilities in this area include data sharing, conflict of 
interest, and Responsible Conduct of Research requirements.  For Institution G10, data were 
available in this area for data sharing and cross-agency differences 

Data Sharing 
Table 21 presents the prevalence and intensity data for data sharing responsibilities for each of 
the Category G institutions along with the overall category averages. Just over half of all 
respondents at Category G institutions reported having to meet federal requirements for resource 
and data sharing. About 43% of those respondents provided a rating that suggested their data 
sharing burden was substantial. On average, respondents reported that data sharing constituted a 
moderately low burden. 

Table 21. Average Prevalence and Intensity for Data Sharing Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 

For Institution G10, 60% of respondents reported data sharing burden. This institution’s average 
burden rating, 2.3 out of 5, was slightly lower than the category average. In addition, 40% of 
researchers with data sharing responsibilities indicated that their burden was substantial, which is 
similar to the category average.  
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Respondents who reported having substantial burden for data sharing were also asked to rate a 
series of drilldown items to provide more detailed information about the aspects of data sharing 
that were considered most burdensome. Response averages are presented in Table 22 below for 
Category G and Institution G10. 

Table 22. Average Ratings and Percent with Substantial Burden for Data Sharing Drilldowns for 
Category G and Institution G10

 

Institution G10 responses were similar to or higher than Category G averages with respect to 
data sharing drilldowns. 

Typically, about one fifth to one half of respondents at Category G institutions reported that tasks 
comprising data sharing responsibilities involve substantial burden.  Posting data and other 
resources as required by federal agencies was the most burdensome data sharing requirement for 
Category G and for Institution G10.  This burden was reported as slightly higher at Institution 
G10, with over half reporting substantial burden.  

Interpreting and adapting to changing data sharing requirements was also burdensome for almost 
half of those dealing with data sharing requirements within the category and at Institution G10. 
The percentage was similar for de-identifying and refining data within Institution G10, wherein 
researchers rated the burden somewhat higher than at other Category G institutions. 

At the same time, Institution G10 respondents tended to report similar average burden for 
clearing and posting publications to federal repositories and completing training regarding data 
sharing requirements as others in Category G, with about one third reporting substantial burden 
for clearing and posting publications, and one fifth for completing training.  
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Cross-Agency Differences 
Table 23 presents the prevalence and intensity data for cross-agency differences (formally 
labeled cross-cutting) for each Category G institution along with the overall category averages. 
On average, 24% of respondents within Category G institutions reported burdens associated with 
cross-agency differences, which were described as dealing with differences in administrative 
requirements and forms across federal agencies. Respondents dealing with cross-agency 
differences reported a moderately low to moderate burden on average, with nearly half of those 
with cross-agency responsibilities providing a rating that suggested this burden was substantial. 

Table 23. Average Prevalence and Intensity for IRB Burdens for Category G Institutions 

 

At Institution G10, 33% of respondents reported burden associated with cross-agency 
differences, which was higher than the category prevalence rate. The average burden rating for 
Institution G10, 2.6 out of 5, was similar to the Category G average. In addition, 50% of 
respondents dealing with cross-agency differences at Institution G10 reported ratings that 
suggested these result in substantial burden, which was also similar to the Category G average. 
Thus, respondents at Institution G10 who dealt with cross-agency differences experienced a 
moderately low to moderate burden on average, with one half reporting substantial burden. 

Due to the unique nature of the differences in these responsibilities depending on the agencies, 
no drilldown items were included in the survey.   
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Perceptions of Climate for Research 

At the end of the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey, PIs responded to a series of 13 items 
designed to find out about their opinions of the general climate for research. Below in Table 28 
are the average responses provided for Category G as well as Institution G10, along with the 
percent who agreed with each statement.  An overview of the general results for the research 
climate items can be found in the FDP 2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report. Here, 
the focus is primarily on items that differ between Category G and Institution G10. 

Table 24. Average Ratings and Percent Agreement on Research Climate Opinion Items for Category G 
and Institution G10 
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The first three items in Table 24 are concerned with the institution’s priority on research. The 
vast majority of respondents to the survey, including those within Category G, agreed that 
sponsored research activity is a primary factor in their institution’s promotion and tenure 
policies. A majority of respondents within Category G and at Institution G10 also agreed that 
research is considered more important than teaching in their department or program. 
Nevertheless, percentages for both of these items were lower at Institution G10.  Despite the 
priority placed on research, just under half of the respondents from both groups said they have 
the option to buy out of teaching assignments.  

The next five items in Table 24 ask PIs to comment on the extent to which research 
administrative workload has influenced the research climate. Roughly two thirds of respondents 
felt that administrative workload associated with federally-funded research grants had increased 
in the last five or six years. Across the board, Institution G10 respondents were more likely to 
report debilitating impacts of administrative workload on the research climate relative to other 
Category G respondents. Just over one third of Category G respondents reported that the 
administrative workload associated with federally funded research is exhausting and nearly half 
of those from Institution G10 agreed. Just under one third of respondents from Category Ga and 
just over one third from Institution G10 were concerned that research administrative workload 
might be discouraging graduate students from pursuing academic research careers and indicated 
that they were generally less willing to submit federal grant proposals due to research 
administrative requirements. Despite these concerns, a sizable majority of researchers from both 
groups agreed that they would still choose an academic research career if they had to do it over 
again, Consistent with other items in this group, respondents at Institution G10 were somewhat 
less likely than average to feel this way.  

The final group of five items in Table 24 referred to general attitudes toward federal 
requirements related to research. Just over 60% of respondents at both the category and 
institution level reported that administrative workload would seem more reasonable if funding 
rates at federal agencies were higher. In general, researchers within Category G and at Institution 
G10 were somewhat skeptical of the efficacy of federally-mandated requirements. Just under 
half of the respondents in Category G and at Institution G10 felt that federally-mandated 
requirements for research serve as a roadblock to research productivity. Moreover, only about  
one quarter of respondents felt that the federally-mandated requirements for research accomplish 
their intended goals and provide benefit that is worth the cost. Even fewer at Institution G10 felt 
that federal requirements for research accomplish their intended goals.  Finally, less than one 
fifth of researchers in Category G and only 13% at Institution G10 reported that answers to 
questions about federal regulations related to research are typically straightforward. In both 
cases, however, a large majority of researchers were not confident that they could readily obtain 
clear answers about federal requirements.  
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Comment Analysis 

Qualitative analysis was used to explore the content of responses to three open-ended items 
provided at the end of the FDP survey.  These items addressed concerns about aspects of 
federally-funded research that were deemed most problematic or frustrating, areas for which the 
institution was judged to be most or least helpful, and a general comment section for any 
additional remarks.  The comments are reviewed here in hopes that they may be useful for 
corroborating and expanding on the items addressed in the quantitative portion of the survey. 

The 119 comments from respondents at Institution G10 have been summarized within the three 
general topic areas described below.  A systematic process was used to code the content of all 
comments as described in the 2012 Faculty Workload Survey Research Report.  For Institution 
G10, the results of this process contributed to the organization of comments into specific 
subareas wherever possible.   

Each item listed within the tables below was typically based on input from one to ten 
respondents.  (In some cases, respondents provided input on more than one topic.  These were 
treated as separate items.)  Especially because of the limited number of comments, it is important 
to keep in mind that these comments may or may not be representative of most federally-funded 
researchers at this institution. 

Frustrations with Administrative Responsibilities  

This section includes content analysis of responses to the open-ended item: Please comment on 
the administrative responsibilities of federally-funded research that are most frustrating or 
problematic in your view.  The goal of this analysis was to determine both the number and types 
of frustrations volunteered by respondents at this institution.  Table 25 on the next page includes 
a summary of the comments listed roughly in order of how many times the topic was mentioned.  
Separate subtopics were included for themes that recurred with substantial frequency.  Items 
referring to frustrations that were clearly not associated with the institution (e.g., low funding 
rates) were not included. 
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Table 25. Summary of Comments for Institution G10 about Administrative Responsibility Frustrations 
Project Finances 

x Excessive micromanagement and nitpicking bureaucracy of Fiscal Office; unnecessary rules 
x Difficulties with budgets; fiscal issues 
x Lack of university fiscal support 
x Lack of needed information (e.g., budgeted amounts) within financial management system 
x Difficulties and unnecessary paperwork getting approval for costs approved in budgets 
x Requests for multiple budget submissions 
x Lack of standardization regarding indirect costs and allowable expenses 
x Variation in cost-share rules; difficulties with documentation 

Institution 
x Difficulties dealing with institution and its administration 
x Constant unnecessary pre-audits; distrust of PIs 
x Outdated and irrelevant university rules 
x Difficulties with university application of rules for grants management, reporting, ordering, 

personnel, etc.; inconsistent interpretations; continually changing 
x Lack of university-provided administrative support 
x Lack of knowledgeable administrative support; incompetent fiscal/administrative staff; difficulties 

determining what is needed 
x Increasing administrative requirements ; more pushed onto faculty researchers 
x Problematic institutional requirement to use "My Grants" system 

Other Commonly Reported Frustrations 
x Combination of responsibilities that becomes overwhelming; uncountable minor tasks; sheer volume 

of information and tasks overwhelming 
x Difficulties with personnel and hiring; excessive institution rules re: personnel 
x Difficulties with IACUC documentation; painful IACUC process 
x Slow response time and difficulties with subcontracts 
x Excessive time needed to meet inventory requirements (e.g., chemicals, DNA, strains, cell lines) 

Less Commonly Reported Frustrations 
x Constant requests for additional justification  
x Slow IRB on federal projects 
x Excessive time needed to write a clinical protocol and obtain approval 
x Requirements to write too many safety protocols 
x Ineffective RCR training 
x Endless certification training (e.g., hazardous materials, rDNA, ethics) 
x Increasing difficulties with permits 
x Difficulties obtaining visas for foreign scientists 
x Delays getting subcontract approval and paying costs to subcontractors 
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Most and Least Helpful Institutional Aspects 

This section includes content analysis of responses to the open-ended item: Please comment on 
the administrative responsibilities of federally-funded research that your institution has been 
most and/or least helpful in alleviating.  Analysis of these comments may assist institutions in 
identifying potential areas of focus to facilitate researchers on federally-funded projects.  

For this institution, 37% of responses mentioned one of this institution’s most helpful aspects 
and 46% mentioned one of this institution’s least helpful aspects in alleviating administrative 
responsibilities of federally-funded research.  These proportions were not significantly different 
(p=.53 by Fisher exact test). Summaries of items identified as most and least helpful at 
Institution G10 are presented in Tables 26 (below) and 27 (on the next page), respectively.   

 

Table 26.  Summary of Comments for Institution G10 about Most Helpful Aspects Concerning 
Administrative Workload Related to Federally-Funded Research 

Common Most Helpful Aspects 
x Useful institutional support; fiscal office available for budget preparation, tracking, and maintenance 
x Very good and helpful departmental fiscal personnel; department support for financial 

responsibilities and tracking of current account balances 
x Helpful and improving IRB 
x Good university assistance for IACUC 

Other Most Helpful Aspects 
x Improvements made in signatures and compliance 
x Helpful with lab and radiation safety 
x Safety training program that fulfills federal mandates alleviates PI workload  
x Ability to re-arrange funding allocations so salaries are continuous 
x Wonderful and helpful support 
x Outstanding college staff help solve problems 
x Outstanding help for reports, travel requests, and funding 
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Table 27.  Summary of Comments for Institution G10 about Least Helpful Aspects Concerning 
Administrative Workload Related to Federally-Funded Research 

Common Least Helpful Aspects 
x Lack of research leadership and integrity at highest levels; obstructive and blocks research; 

institutional layer of bureaucracy added beyond government requirements 
x Poor budget advice and preparation; lack of advisement about category requirements; uninformed 

and incompetent university fiscal officers 
x Excessive time and effort needed for fiscal administrative and systems issues; excessive justifications 

for purchases, especially travel 
x Lack of financial paperwork tracking and spending trajectory; inconsistent rules for spending 
x Constantly changing electronic submissions tools and procedures 
x Cumbersome grant preparation flow and pathway; excessive lead time needed for submissions 

Other Least Helpful Aspects 
x Difficult and inefficient grants administration 
x Lack of development and training in Research Office 
x Insufficient help reporting after project completion 
x Lack of practical knowledge in safety training programs 
x Obstructive safety personnel 
x Difficult and extremely risk-averse IACUC 
x Lack of clear procedures for teaching buyout 
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Suggestions for Administrative Improvements 

This section includes a list of suggestions provided by researchers concerning specific areas that 
this institution could improve to help alleviate burdens associated with administrative 
responsibilities of federally-funded research.  These suggestions were drawn from the comments 
provided by respondents in the two open-ended items discussed in the previous two sections as 
well as the open-ended General Comments.  These comments, summarized in Table 28 below, 
may offer insight into areas that could become a focus of streamlining efforts. 

 Table 28.  Summary of Respondent Suggestions for Institution G10 
x Change administrative approach to focus on facilitating rather than obstructing research; reduce 

culture of distrust of researchers 
x Reduce institution-imposed rules for project spending; reduce micromanaging and paperwork 
x Improve fiscal structure; update and streamline to improve information, transparency, and timeliness 
x Avoid regular changes in processes and procedures, especially for submitting grants 
x Explore ways to reduce the accumulation of responsibilities that undermine research productivity 
x Conduct  cost/benefit analyses of requirements (in time and money) in order to reduce inefficiencies 
x Focus on streamlining procedures to reduce workload and shorten approval times wherever possible 
x Improve competence and knowledge of research support staff 
x Improve communication of consistent rules for allowable costs, indirect costs, and cost-share 
x Develop mechanisms to increase institutional support for travel to professional society meetings 
x Remove requirement to use “MyGrants” system 
x Clarify the ramifications of agreeing to agency requirement to “limit or prohibit publication” 
 

The content analysis of comments provided at the end of the 2012 Faculty Workload Survey 
corroborated and elaborated the ratings provided by researchers regarding administrative 
responsibilities of federally-funded research.  Hopefully, these institution-specific comments can 
be similarly helpful with respect to this institution.  Because each item listed within the above 
tables represented the opinions of roughly one to ten respondents, it is important to remember 
that the comments summarized here may or may not be representative of the views of the 
majority of federally-funded researchers at this institution. 
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