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Goals: 

 To assess and better understand what funding is available to UND faculty for research and 

travel purposes 

 To assess how faculty perceive the adequacy of the internal funding currently available 

 To assess what faculty might be able to do in terms of a more ambitious research agenda with 

increased funding 

 To assess the need for the Senate Scholarly Activities Committee as the University moves 

into the MIRA budget model 

 To assess how UND compares to its benchmarks and neighbor universities in terms of 

research and travel data 

 To collect data that might be used to advocate to state and local governments for increased 

research and travel funding for faculty 

 To gather ideas for how faculty and the University Senate can assist the institution in its work 

to secure further funding for travel and research 

 

 

Executive Summary: 

A snapshot of UND’s available funding, as self reported by faculty, indicates that faculty feel 

that they need additional research and travel support.  Comparison of UND’s institutional 

funding as self-reported to the NSF supports that notion, since we fall far behind both our peer 

institutions and regional institutions in internal funding.  Further, examination of the data 

provided by the Senate Scholarly Activities Committee argues both for the continued need for 

that committee and for a substantial increase in its resources, since its funding has not been 

increased in twenty-six years and since it continues to be widely accessed.  Finally, this 

committee recommends that the University of North Dakota prioritize faculty travel and research 

funding as we go through the process of resource allocation under MIRA and that we lobby state 

and local governments for a larger contribution to faculty research and travel.   
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1. Snapshot of UND’s Internal Funding 

 

The following data were primarily gathered from a survey administered by the University Senate 

and read by the Bureau of Educational Services and Applied Research (BESAR).   The entire 

report is available as Appendix 4, but following are some of the more useful conclusions of that 

report for the purposes of this study.   

 

We recommend reading the entire BESAR report of the survey because it includes information 

that would be useful to Administration beyond the bounds of this study and because it is, to our 

knowledge, the first study of internal funding of this type performed at UND.   Here we are 

highlighting conclusions, but the variety and range of data are also very interesting and 

potentially very useful.  

 

 

A. The Survey Response: 

 297 faculty filled out the survey. 

 All Colleges were represented by faculty response.  

 40 of 65 department chairs reported.   

 No Deans fully answered the survey, though one attempted to and contacted the survey team 

midway through with questions.  We hope to present this data as a work in progress at the 

Deans’ Council and to then to collect their responses through a retooled survey that would be 

more suited to their data.   

 

 

B. Faculty Travel: 

 As the BESAR report reminds, nearly all faculty on campus, though to varying degree, are 

expected to attend and present work at conferences as part of evaluation, promotion, and 

tenure.   

 Moreover, SSAC funding for travel impacts grants, publications, and collaboration, since 

papers and presentations are often a necessary step to obtaining feedback on work in 

progress.  

 Conferences are the most important (and standard) means by which faculty access 

professional development.  As the BESAR authors explain, conferences “are not a perk of 

academia but are a necessary means of fulfilling the institution’s mission.” 

 We would also like to stress that the University of North Dakota is a geographically isolated 

campus, meaning that faculty have few peers within a day’s drive with whom to consult and 

collaborate, making travel to professional conferences even more vital for staying current in 

one’s field and networking for research opportunities.   
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With that said, following are highlights of the Senate survey on faculty travel: 

 Nearly half of respondents attend at least one conference a year. 

 79% attend one or two conferences per year, which we estimate is likely what they are able 

to cover with existing funding.  

 65% of respondents would go to an extra 2 conferences a year if given funding. 

 Based on the 260 people who answered, the total money for travel equaled $330,000, leaving 

an average of $1400.00 per faculty member.    

 However, the self-reporting of funding available for travel shows wide variation in what 

faculty have available.  Some reported being allowed more than $5,000, while others 

reported less than $500. The graph below illustrates that discrepancy. 

 Respondents reported significant out of pocket expenses for conference travel not covered by 

departmental, College, or SSAC funding, with an average of $1200.00 each. 

 

 

 
 

 

C. Research Support: 

 

 Surprisingly, respondents reported that more support for travel and research was available at 

the departmental level than at the College level.  

 Funding available on the departmental level also varies widely.  Some reported being 

allowed more than $12,000, while others reported less than $500.  

 Types of support also varied from department to department.  The following table illustrates 

some of that variation.   

 

!8
Number of Faculty Reporting Travel Funding Amounts from UND, by College

Colleges $0-500 $501-1000 $1001-2000 $2001-3000 $3001-5000 >$5000

College of 

Arts & 

Sciences

33 44 26 6 0 0

College of 

Business & 

Public 

Administrati

on

1 1 10 0 0 0

College of 

Education & 

Human 

Development

2 9 20 1 0 0

College of 

Nursing & 

Professional 

Disciplines

4 1 6 1 0 0

Honors 

Program

1 0 1 0 0 0

Odegard 

School of 

Aerospace 

Sciences

10 4 6 3 2 0

School of 

Engineering 

& Mines

2 4 6 5 1 1

School of 

Law

0 0 0 1 2 1

School of 

Medicine & 

Health 

Sciences

10 11 10 1 8 3

Appendix 1: Faculty Travel Funding from 

UND, by College
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D. Startup funding: 

 

 Chair assessment of start up funding was that it was neither sufficient, nor easily accessed.  

As the BESAR report explains, “74% of respondents said that the amounts were poor to bad, 

and 50% thought that the ease of access was poor to bad.”   

 The numbers of respondents who thought startup funding were well used were equally 

divided among those that thought returns were good versus bad.  See the following graphs for 

illustration.  %  

 

 
 

 

 As the BESAR report explains, “None of the chairs answered “very good” for any dimension 

of start up funds.” 

 Comments in the open ended questions (included in the BESAR report) indicate a sense of 

discrepancy in who can access startup funds (i.e. “hard” sciences over social sciences) and 

the fact that some chairs reported lack of confidence in their knowledge of where to get 

startup funds, a troubling finding.   

 

 

 

 

!3

departmental 

both

!4

amounts

Amounts Available

7%
15%

4%

37%

7%

30%
Very Bad

Bad

Poor

Neither Good nor Bad

Fair

Good

Ease of Access

11%

14%

25%
11%

14%

25%

Expectations 
Attached

23%

15%

31%

19%

12%
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2. The Senate Scholarly Activities Committee 
 
A. Demand for the SSAC 

 Despite the funding available to faculty from colleges and departments, the SSAC has 

continued to provide a valuable and much used source of funding for faculty.   

 The amount of requests brought to the SSAC demonstrates that resources faculty are getting 

from other sources are insufficient and argues for the continued value of the SSAC.  

 The following data are only for requests actually sent to the SSAC, not representing actual 

faculty need.  Faculty know only to submit one request per year, so anything above that is not 

represented by the following data.  
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B. SSAC Funding 

 

 As the graphs above illustrate, each year the amount requested of SSAC for travel and 

research support was more than twice the funding it had available.   

 And again, these numbers do not reflect actual need, since faculty know to only submit one 

request per year, regardless of need.  

 Data for requests versus awards going back to 1989 are available in Appendix 1.  This data 

shows that the funding for the SSAC has remained essentially the same since 1989.  Despite 

inflation, increases in gas prices, and increases in faculty, shockingly, the budget of the 

SSAC has remained essentially unchanged for 26 years.   

 As the data gathered from the surveys show, a wide variation exists for what faculty have 

available from their college and department.  SSAC clearly provides a necessary supplement.  
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SSAC Funds 

 
 

 

As the above graphs (and appendix #1) illustrate, demand for SSAC funds has far outpaced 

availability. Over the last 18 yrs., SSAC has been able to provide on average only 45% of 

requested funds.  The total amount of funds available to SSAC has not changed significantly for 

the last 13 years (since 2001). 
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The above graph provides a composite of travel, research, publication and new faculty scholar 

requests and funding awards. At an average funding rate of 40%, travel funds requests are the 

least funded.  Even though the amount requested increased by approximately $140K during the 

period under consideration, the amount awarded increased only by about $50K. At an average 

funding rate of 72%, publication cost requests have fared the best.  Research requests have been 

funded at an average rate of 68%.  Until about 2008, New Faculty Scholar awards were funded at 

an average rate of 45%.  Notably, NFS requests dropped sharply since then. 

 

 

 

 

3. Comparison Data from Peer Comparison and Regional Institutions 

 

A. Our Process: 

 The following data were drawn from direct communication with the research offices of our 

peer comparison institutions (as reported by the Office of Institutional Research 

http://und.edu/research/institutional-research/peer-institutions.cfm) and from data published 

by the National Science Foundation.   

 We found that most of our benchmark institutions had not performed a similar self-study of 

available internal funding.  Appendix 2 has a list of these institutions and their responses 

about their funding through personal communication.  Some reported that research and travel 

support were regularly renegotiated through collective bargaining agreements.  
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 We found the most useful data that available from the National Science Foundation, which 

did allow comparison.  (These data are available to the public; go to 

http://ncsesdata.nsf.gov/profiles/site, search by institution, and then by source of funds, 

which would be “institution funds”).  The NSF data are self-reported and, though not broken 

down, include costs like salary, matching funds, and F&A (facilities and administration) 

waivers for indirect costs.  We understand that those numbers do not represent real money 

and that we don’t know for each institution exactly what they include, but we feel that, 

nonetheless, they do allow useful comparison. 

  

 

B. Comparison with the University of Kentucky in “Real” Dollars: 

 

 The most useful data we received through direct communication came from the University of 

Kentucky.  Their data broken down is included as Appendix 3.   

 In their communication, they reported a total of $27,859,368.  This number, they explain, 

represents “real” dollars spent, including funding for faculty startup, faculty research support, 

and F&A (facilities and administration).  A discrepancy exists between these figures and the 

$100,049,000 they self-reported to the NSF as their institutional contribution.  We speculate 

that the NSF data must include salaries and other “indirect” costs not included in their 

communication with us.    

 To provide comparison, UND self-reported NSF total is $4,777,600. This number includes 

funding for faculty startup, faculty research support, and F&A (facilities and administration).  

We do not have reporting of “real” dollars spent. 

 But considering that the University of Kentucky’s “real” dollars are ¼ of their NSF reporting, 

we estimate that UND’s “real” dollar expenditures are ¼ of our reported $4,777,600, which 

equals $1,194,000. 

 The chart following illustrates the contrast.  
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C. Further Comparison with Peers Using NSF Data, Including Indirect Costs: 

 

We also accessed data of our benchmarks from NSF self-reported data, which, again includes 

institutional expenditures on salaries, matching funds, and F&A.  We selected 7 peers for 

comparison, leaving out institutions that we thought would far outspend UND, like the 

University of Illinois at Chicago, The University of Virginia, and the University of North 

Carolina at Chapel Hill.   

 

The following graph illustrates that UND is at the bottom of internal spending even among our 

more equivalent peers.   

 

 

 

 
 

 

U of Kentucky 100,049,000 

SUNY Buffalo 104,547,000 

U of Alabama Birmingham 110,489,000 

U of Hawaii, Manoa 73,428,000 

U of Missouri Kansas City 9,856,000 

U of Nevada, Reno 25,852,000 

U of North Dakota 4,776,000 

Wright State U 13,438,000 
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D. Comparison with Regional Peers Using NSF Data: 

 

 
 

The above graph shows UND in comparison to its regional peer institutions, Montana State, the 

University of Idaho, the University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee and the University of Minnesota 

Duluth.   

 

 As the top left graph shows, UND is in the middle of the pack with total of $68,942,000 

spent on total Research and Development, compared to NDSU with $150,173,000 and the 

University of South Dakota at $33,187,000.   

 But as the bottom right graph shows, UND is at the bottom of its peer institutions in 

institutional support at $4,776,000, compared to NDSU’s $55,806,000.   

 Part of the discrepancy between these two graphs can be explained by the graph on the top 

right left, which shows that UND compares relatively well in terms of federal funds. 

 Another important element of the puzzle, however, is stressed by the graph at the bottom left, 

that shows how far behind UND lags in state and local government funds, which represents a 

real area for growth.    

 The graphs present, again, the reality that UND’s internal funding does not compare well to 

its peers.     
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4. Presentation of Questions, Recommendations, and Next Steps 

 

A. Questions: 

 

1. We eagerly anticipate learning more about the new initiative from the UND Foundation for 

corporate sponsors for research.  We have requested an informational interview with David 

Gregory to get a sense of his timeline for corporate funding.     

2. We question where research funding will come from under MIRA.  Funding for faculty will 

certainly come from their primary units, but will we have pan-institutional sources, too?  Will 

SSAC be funded from the Research Division, perhaps funded by a cut of F&A?  Or will SSAC 

be funded by the Primary Units?   

 

 

 

B. Recommendations (based on faculty comments on our survey and the data above): 

 

1. Increase the SSAC funding to $300,000 per year and tie that funding to the Consumer Price 

Index to make sure that it increases with inflation.   

2. Prioritize faculty research and travel funding as decisions are being made about allocations of 

funding under MIRA.   

3. Pursue a legislative strategy to increase research capacity and infrastructure, especially in 

areas that enhance UND’s service mission to the state and/or help to address “wicked problems” 

faced by the state. 

4. Provide a one-stop shop to assist faculty seeking funding (both internal and external) for 

travel, start up, and continued research.  This one-stop approach would streamline the process, 

promote efficiency, and increase research.  

5. Provide institutional support with finding external and internal grants, with grant writing and 

with statistics for faculty performing research in the humanities, social sciences, and fine arts, as 

well as the “hard” sciences.  Over half of survey respondents indicated that they would welcome 

and use such support.  

6. Sponsor open forums where faculty can share their experiences seeking research and travel 

funding, share ongoing projects and work, and brainstorm for ways to increase research output.  

These fora could also provide a means of educating faculty on the research support already 

available on campus, which the open ended comments faculty left, showed is seriously needed.  

7. Hire a VP for Research with firm plans for how to increase internal funding for faculty 

research and travel and build research infrastructure (including, but not limited to central support 

for grant writing outreach, principle investigator support, statistical and technical support, etc.). 

8. Perform a similar self-study on a regular basis (every five years?) to continue to assess how 

UND ranks next to its benchmarks.  
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C. Next Steps: 

 

1. We wonder about the best uses of this report, where to disseminate it and how to best use it to 

provide the Provost and UND administration with tools to assess need and argue for greater 

resources.  To whom should we send this?  How public should we make it?   

2. How can we assist in other ways advocating for faculty travel and research funding?  
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Appendix 1: SSAC Request Awards Tables, 1989-2014 
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Appendix 2: Responses from Personal Request for Information from Peer Comparison 

Institutions 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Institution Respond Comments

University at Buffalo

Y

Travel	funding	follows	state	employee	travel	policy

http://www.osc.state.ny.us/agencies/travel/manual.pdf

http://osc.state.ny.us/agencies/travel/part8.htm

http://www.ogs.ny.gov/BU/SS/Trav/default.asp

http://www.osc.state.ny.us./agencies/travel/travel.htm

University of Alabama at Birmingham N

University of Hawaii at Manoa Declined

University of Illinois at Chicago
Y

haven’t	done	a	study	per	se	but		offer	various	internal	funding	mechanisms	which

can	be	found	her:		http://research.uic.edu/funding/internal-seed-funding	

University of Kentucky

University of Louisville Y Have	not	conducted	a	similar	study

University of Missouri-Kansas City N

University of Nevada-Reno N

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill N

University of Pittsburgh Y Internal	funding	handled	at	the	school	level	rather	than	office	of	research	or	Provost

University of Tennessee N

University of Vermont
Y

Governed	by	collective	bargaining	agreements:

http://www.uvm.edu/hrs/?Page=info/relations/agreements.html&SM=info/infomenu.html

University of Virginia N

Wright State University N
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Appendix 3:  Data on Internal Travel and Research Funding from the University of 

Kentucky 

 

 

 

Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Research Programs Expenditures

Faculty Startup $ 16,475,704    

New and continuing startup commitment
Enrichment Progam 6,321,291      

Awards to departments and colleges based on 

indirect costs (F&A) earned on sponsored projects

Faculty Research Support 461,980         

This category includes faculty acheivement awards,
competitive Research Support Grants, service center pilot grants

and faculty retention funding

Grant Related Support 1,699,183      

Mandatory and non-mandatory grant matching and cost share

Shared Use Facilities 1,421,675      
Core facilities subsidies, and occasional other special projects

in the core facilities managed by Research

University Wide 1,479,535      

Assistance with off-campus leases on research space, debt service,

Research buildings M&O, institutional memberships, consultants,
training and certification expense for Research facility personnel

Total Expenditures $ 27,859,368    


