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COVER LETTER

Dear President Beck and Provost Komarraju,

This report is submitted in response to the July 7, 2025 email from Provost Komarraju to
the faculty regarding the elimination of the Large Grant Program (LGP). Following this
announcement, faculty members were surveyed to capture their reactions and
perspectives.

The findings presented here outline the anticipated impact of the LGP’s elimination on
faculty research, student opportunities, the broader research culture, and the academic
reputation of California State University, Northridge. We respectfully urge careful
consideration of this information as the university seeks a mutually beneficial and
compliant resolution to this issue, consistent with the principles of shared governance.

Sincerely,

Andrew Ainsworth, Scott Appelrouth, Jodi Brown, Alexander Alekseenko, Wendy Ashley,
Igor Beloborodov, David Bermudes, Anna Bezryadina, Kacie Blackman, Jamie Booth,
Danielle Bram, Cristina Cadavid, Robert Carpenter, Gabriela Chavira, lvan Cheng,
Damian Christian, Jennifer Cotton, Karin Crowhurst, Maria D'Orsogna, Steve Dudgeon,
Merav Efrat, Eileen Evans, Brian Foley, Myriam Forster, Simon Garrett, Xiaojun Geng,
Mario Giraldo, Xiyi Hang, Richard Heermance, Jacob Hinkel-Lipsker, Meng-Che Ho,
Nhut Ho, Ray Hong, Crist S. Khachikian, Janet Kubler, Bingbing Li, Li Liu, Tyler Luchko,
Rachel Mackelprang, Cindy Malone, Jonathan Martinez, Maosheng Miao, Renee Marie
Moreno, Loren Naidoo, Melih Papila, Yang Peng, Bethany Rainisch, S. K. Ramesh,
Luca Ricci, Jeanne Marie Robertson, Carrie Saetermoe, Yohannes Shiferaw, Danielle
Spratt, Mark Steele, Casey Terhorst, Claudia Toledo-Corral, Holli Tonyan, John
Valdovinos, Cheryl Van Buskirk, Virginia Vandergon, Yolanda Vasquez-Salgado,
Jeremy Yoder, Xu Zhang
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In Summer 2025, California State University, Northridge (CSUN) conducted a survey to
assess faculty and staff perspectives on the elimination of the Large Grant Program
(LGP), which historically provided course release, and other institutional support for
externally funded research. The survey received 116 completed responses (84 %
completion rate) from across colleges, with the largest share from the College of
Science and Mathematics (48%).

Key Findings

Grant Activity & Impact: Respondents reported securing nearly $493 million in
external funding to date, with major sponsors including the NSF (55 awards), NIH
(32), DoD (16), DoEd (16), and NASA (13). Many have received multiple large
grants, with half indicating five or more awards.

Projected Financial Loss: Elimination of the LGP is estimated to result in a 10-year
loss of $130M-$163M from reduced external funding awards, even under
conservative assumptions. This represents not only a shortfall in research support
but also diminished opportunities for student research engagement.

Future Funding Plans: Nearly half of respondents (47%) were unsure if they would
continue to pursue external grants without the LGP, while 29% said no and only 17%
said yes.

Employment Concerns: If the program remains eliminated, 46.6% of respondents
are uncertain about staying at CSUN, with many considering other universities,
retirement, or industry.

Themes of Impact

Loss of Research Time & Capacity: Faculty reported that without course release,
the 4-4 teaching load makes it nearly impossible to maintain competitive research
agendas.

Student Opportunities & Mentorship: The LGP enabled extensive undergraduate

and graduate research training that for many faculty at CSUN represents a large part

of their teaching responsibilities. For many research and teaching are inseparable.

Grant funded research opportunities are a more beneficial way for many students to

learn compared to a lecture or lab course and eliminating the LGP threatens the

education of CSUN students. Its loss threatens hands-on learning, mentorship, and
student competitiveness for graduate study and careers.

o Example: “LGP will have a lasting negative impact on the ability of faculty to
perform research and engage students in life-changing research experiences
which is a major factor in enhancing student success”

Grant Competitiveness: Federal reviewers have cited CSUN’s LGP as a strength;

without it, proposals may be less competitive compared to R1 and R2 institutions.
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o “CSUN faculty will not be competitive at NIH and external collaborators will
not want to pay our exorbitant costs reflecting lack of university support”

e Faculty Workload & Burnout: The additional teaching and service burdens could
force lab closures and disincentivize pursuing external funding.

o Example: “Applying for a grant already takes a great deal of time and is
unnecessarily complicated. That is a deterrent we already face. Add to it a loss
of real incentive and benefit, and there is little motivation to do all that
work”

¢ Institutional Reputation: Respondents fear CSUN'’s research identity will be
severely weakened, shifting the institution toward a teaching-only model and
undermining its ability to recruit and retain high-caliber faculty and students.

o “The elimination or significant reduction of this program risks undermining the
university's research culture, reducing faculty motivation to seek large-
scale external funding, and ultimately diminishing CSUN’s national profile
and impact in scholarly and community-based research”

e Communication & Trust: Many faculty expressed frustration with how the policy
change was communicated—described as abrupt, lacking transparency, and
disregarding shared governance.

o “There appears to be a significant disconnect between the institution's
stated priorities and its actual resource allocation”

Suggestions & Responses

While a minority of respondents supported the change, most opposed it and
recommended alternatives such as:

e Revising rather than eliminating the LGP (e.g., adjusting thresholds, reducing
release units, adopting a hybrid model that blends the old and newly proposed
support models).

e Enhancing transparency in IDC (indirect cost) allocation.

e Establishing collaborative faculty—administration committees to design sustainable
replacements.

e Strengthening shared governance and communication processes.

Conclusion

The survey underscores that the elimination of the Large Grant Program poses
significant risks to CSUN'’s research enterprise, external funding potential, student
training opportunities, and institutional reputation. Faculty responses overwhelmingly
call for reconsideration of the decision, transparent dialogue, and the development of an
alternative model that preserves research capacity while addressing compliance and
sustainability concerns.
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Large Grant Program Change/Elimination Survey Report

The Large Grant Program Change/Elimination Survey was sent out initially to faculty
and staff contacts that have worked with CARE in recent years. The list expanded by
both encouraging respondents to forward the survey link to other faculty and staff and
by respondents recommending additional contacts to us. The survey was open to
respondents from 7/15/2025 to 7/31/2025. The survey was initially viewed by 138
respondents, however 116 (N = 116) respondents completed the survey; an 84%
completion rate.

Respondents indicated that the range of years employed at CSUN range from 1 year to
37 years (M =14.34, SD = 7.705, Mdn and Mode = 13 years)

The respondents were asked “Do you want to be identified as part of the presentation of
information to the Provost?” and a small majority of the respondents indicated “I would
like my name included in the report/presentation” (51.7%), followed by “l would like to
remain anonymous” (46.6%) and respondent who chose not to give a response to this
question (1.7%). The names included in the cover letter signature above are those that
indicated that they would like their name included.

College Affiliation of Respondents

As seen in Figure 1 below, the largest percentage of respondents are from the College
of Science and Mathematics (48.3%, n = 56), followed by the College of Engineering
and Computer Science (15.5%, n = 18), the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
(13.8%, n = 16), and the College of Health and Human Development (10.3%, n = 12).
There were a few respondents from the Michael D. Eisner College of Education (4.3%,
n = 5), the Nazarian College of Business and Economics (1.7%, n = 2), the Mike Curb
College of Arts, Media, and Communication (1.7%, n = 2), as well as some respondents
who chose not to answer (1.7%, n = 2).
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Social and Behavioral Sciences EIINIIED
Science and Mathematics
Humanities B
Health and Human Development I

- 1
-
7
7
7

Engineering and Computer Science

College

Education
Business and Economics
Arts, Media, and Communication

No response

20.0%
25.0%
35.0%
40.0%

Percentage of Respondents

Figure 1. Respondent Departments

Estimate of the number of grants you've been awarded (if any)

Respondents (N = 116) indicated a wide range when asked “Estimate of the number of
grants you've had (if any)” (see Table 1 below). This question did not include a
timeframe, so responses reflect awards over respondents’ careers. We felt this
information was important so that we could verify that we are gathering information
about the elimination of the LGP from people who will be directly impacted.

While most responded about the number of grants they were awarded as a principal or
co-investigator (P1/Co-P1/Co-l), some indicated the number of grant awards they have
been involved in securing at CSUN'. The most frequent response was three grant
awards (13.8%, n = 16), followed by two awards (11.2%, n = 13), and five awards
(10.3%, n = 12). Roughly 10% of respondents (10.3%, n = 12) did not respond to the
question. When reviewing the responses, nearly half of the responses indicated five or
more grants (47.4%), while less than half indicated four grant awards or less (42.2%).

"It is important to note here that we received responses from faculty and staff, and some of those staff
respondents work in grant support. So, this is the source of some of the seemingly inflated numbers.
These respondents helped bring numerous grants to CSUN, but they were not the principal investigator
or awardee.
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Table 1. Estimate of the number of grants awarded (if any)
# Awards %
7.8%

11.2%

13.8%
9.5%

10.3%
6.0%
3.4%
0.9%
3.4%
4.3%
0.9%
2.6%
0.9%
0.9%
1.7%

1.7%
0.9%
0.9%
2.6%
1.7%
2.6%
0.9%
0.9%
NG NEE  10.3%

-—
~J

Estimate of the direct cost your grants have brought to campus (if
any)

The respondents (N = 116) were asked to estimate the amount of direct cost dollars that
their grant awards have brought to CSUN (see “Awarded-to-date” column in Table 2
below). Respondents reported a total of nearly half a billion dollars in grant awards
($439,020,500) with a minimum award amount of $18,000 and a maximum of
$103,000,000 with a total amount across respondents (M = $5,301,296; SD =
$14,087,723; Mdn = $1,250,000; Mode = $2,000,000).

Table 2. Amount of direct cost awarded
Statistic Awarded-to-date
$5,301,296
$1,250,000
$2,000,000
$14,087,723
$18,000
$103,000,000
Total $493,020,500
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Agencies Providing Grant Awards

Respondents (N = 116) were asked to provide the names of the agencies that award
their grant funding (see Table 2 below). The top five agencies indicated by respondents
were National Science Foundation (N = 55), National Institutes of Health (N = 32),
Department of Defense (N = 16), Department of Education (N = 16) and NASA (N = 13).

Table 3. Agencies that have funded grants
Agency

Count

L | 55
L 52
I 16
I 6
I 13
acs |
CSUChancellorsOfice |\
csueeRE |
Stteorcaiforia |\
Foundatons |
I 2
AngeloDonghiaFoundation |8
BechtolFoundaion | W
oRM e
s |
L
Noax | W
Research Corporation for Science Advancement _ [JllE
sawRsa |
usss ——|®

In addition to the agencies in Table 3, respondents indicated at least one funded grant
from each of the following agencies: 3M, AHA, AmeriCorps, Private sector, ARCHES,
ARO, Bavaria California Technology Center Award, CA DoE, CA DWR, CA ReLeaf, CA
Science Project, CA SLC, CA STATE, California Coastal Commission, California
Department of Cannabis Control, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California
Department of Parks and Recreation, California Department of Social Services,
California Endowment, California Health Care Foundation, California Sea Grant,
CalSWEC, Charles Drew University, City government agencies and Hilton Foundation,
City of LA, CMS, COAST, Contracts, Cottrell College Science Award, CPEC, CRDF
Global Award, CSMP, CSU COAST, CSUBIOTECH, DARPA, DBW, DCFS, Department
of Energy, DHS, DOI, DOJ, DPH, Eisenhower, FAA, Google, HCAI, Hewlett Packer,
industry, IRS, JPL, LA Care Health Plan, local agencies and others, Mainly contracts
BOEM, NASA/JPL, National Geographic Society, Office of Planning, Private

—
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Foundations, Prolacta Biosciences, Regional Center, Research and Evaluation at the
Administration for Children and Families, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, SCEC,
Sea Grant, SRC, State of California Department of Public Health, Ten Strands, The
Aerospace Corp., UC, UniHealth Foundation, US Army, USDA, USFS, USFWS, Walter
Lantz Foundation

Pursuing grants/external funding moving forward

Respondents (N = 116) were asked

“Given the changes/elimination to

the large grant program, do you plan Ves No

to pursue grant support or external i Res;’;o“se
funding moving forward?” and nearly ‘
half of the participants responded
that they were “unsure” (46.6%, n =
54), followed by “no” (29.3%, n =
34), and “yes” (17%, n = 20). An
additional 7% (6.9%, n = 8) of
respondents did not provide an Figure 2. Continue to pursue grants/external
answer to this question (see Figure

2).

Unsure
47%

Ten-Year Projected Loss of Direct Costs

The respondents (N = 116) were asked to estimate the amount of direct cost dollars that
would be lost if the Large Grant Program was eliminated and response varied from
estimating a specific amount to providing ranges of amounts to providing an estimated
percentage of direct cost lost. To address this discrepancy in reporting the ranges were
separated in order to create lower and upper estimates for each respondent and the
ranges computed for each. The total direct cost lost over 10 years was estimated to
range from $129,980,000 to $163,480,000 (see 710-year projected loss columns in Table
2 above). Even if respondents overestimated by double what they would bring in over
the next 10 years, that is still a loss of nearly $65,000,000 to $82,000,000 in direct cost
due to the elimination of the Large Grant Program.

At the individual respondent level, on the low end respondents estimated a minimum of
$100,000 to a maximum of $10,000,000 of individual direct cost lost over 10 years (M =
$2,096,425; SD = $2,343,399; Mdn and Mode = $1,000,000), and on the high end they
estimated a minimum of $100,000 to a maximum of $20,000,000 of individual direct cost
lost over 10 years (M = $2,636,774; SD = $3,407,909; Mdn and Mode = $1,000,000).
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Table 4. Amount of projected loss of direct cost over the next 10 years
Statistic 10-year projected loss
Low
$2,096,452  $2,636,774
$1,000,000  $1,000,000
$1,000,000  $1,000,000
$2,343,399  $3,407,909
$100,000 $100,000
$10,000,000  $20,000,000
$129,980,000 $163,480,000

Ten-year Projected Loss of Direct Costs - Comments

The 10-year impact on direct cost question was open-ended and while we intended to
have respondents provide a dollar amount, some respondents wrote out a response.
Those responses are shown below.

75% reduction

I anticipate 50% less than the current external funding. Please note that it is not

Just about the external funding in dollar amount; it is about providing 50% less

research and project opportunities to CSUN students. This will further cause lower

enrollment to CSUN, especially for good students.

Our research enterprise built in the past several decades will be destroyed,

and it won'’t be easy to rebuild

I don't know. My external grant was not very large but it did support 20 - 30

undergraduate and graduate students across three departments and two colleges.

The lack of support and infrastructure to administer an external grant makes it

unattractive to apply.

It is hard to say given how much science funding is anticipated to be cut by

federal agencies, but it is safe to say that very little, if any, federal grant dollars

will come to CSUN as a result of the collective compromise of research

capacity at the university.

90% drop in funding

This will be millions of dollars in grants. | will also stop mentoring students

(undergrads and grad students). | cannot in good conscience accept students into a

lab when | can only offer mediocre training. | also refuse to beg and scrape for

scraps of release time and small amounts of funding to perform mediocre research.

Instead of working full time during the summers (when a substantial amount of

research and mentoring is accomplished), I'll take my summers off. I'm also

seriously considering looking for a new job

e At least 1/2 have the current values in the tables previously shared [tables
referenced in the Provost’s email]

o | will guess funding will be half what it is today, partly due to the end of DEI,

partly due to the end of the LGP. Junior faculty will not grow in an academic culture
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that prioritizes grants, and their names will not mean anything to the funding
agencies. It will create a vicious cycle where it becomes more and more difficult to
get a grant from CSUN. Thus, | feel that we will see a steady decline in fundraising
especially from junior scholars.

e The loss will be significant and not reversible.

Continued Employment at CSUN

Respondents (N = 116) indicated that
if the changes to/elimination of the

Large Grant Program remain nearly No No
« ” . Response 17%
half are “unsure” if they would remain Yes 8%
at CSUN (46.6%, n = 54), followed by 28%
‘yes” (28.4%, n = 33), and “no” Unsure

(17.2%, n = 20). An additional 8% \ 47%

(7.8%, n = 9) of respondents did not

provide a response to this question

(see Figure 3). Figure 3. If the changes to the Large Grant
Program remain, do you plan to remain employed

If no or unsure, where would yvou
go after leaving CSUN?

Furthermore, respondents were asked where they would go if they responded “no” or
“‘unsure” to remaining at CSUN and their responses are included below.

Common themes appeared:

Another Academic Position
Retirement/FERP

Private Industry/Non-academic
Unknown, multiple responses, or other

hON =

Theme 1: Another Academic Position

e Academia or private consulting.

e [ndustry or another university.

e FEither an R2 or an R1, with a general preference for an R2, depending on the
specific university.

o | will apply widely to institutions of any type that value my research.

e Look for another university

e FEither leaving academia completely from the frustration, constant stress, and lack of

support, or transferring to another university. Preferably not another CSU at this

point.

Another university or start my own business

To another university with greater research support

A university that is more supportive with research in terms of release time.

| have had multiple tenure-line offers at other universities that | have turned down
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due to feeling fully supported (financially, administratively) by CSUN in the past. Now
that I no longer feel that way | will be more receptive to offers in the future.

| would seek employment at a university that is willing to reward my research
activities with adequate time to pursue those activities.

A research institute that | work with already and an educational nonprofit that |
founded

Another CSU that supports research.

To another CSU or institution that supports research

| am already leaving CSUN due to the loss in support from our administration
another university that supports research.

Liberal arts undergraduate institution with a small research program. Most are
similar to here but with lower teaching responsibilities and release time for hobby
research with undergraduates.

A university that values research and scholarly endeavors.

An institution that supports faculty research.

Another CSU or organization

Another university who supports research and teaching. Biotech industry.
Other UC or CSU campuses who support research and appreciate the
tremendous efforts, which doesn't exist at CSUN.

An institution with more research support.

| actually got a job offer at Arizona State. | am planning to move there in January and
keep my affiliation with CSUN until June 2026 (as Adjunct Faculty). Because of the
changes that the Provost announced, | assessed the possibility of moving to
ASU earlier than planned. There | won't have to teach for my first year, so there's
no point would staying here other than being able to pay my postdocs and students.
But for me personally, there was absolutely no reason for me to stay here.

| would seek employment at an institutions that supports research and scholarship
and/or as a Program Director at the National Science Foundation

I will try to get a job elsewhere. Nobody pours their heart into research to then be
forced to be a community college instructor. If this does not work, | will certainly try to
retire as early as possible. It is shameful these admins are making us despise
our own institution. Betrayal is the word.

I have had job offers from external collaborators that I'm exploring. | will likely either
move to another academic institution.

retire from csun and pursue UCLA teaching and research through connections
made in my grant programs funded by CIRM

A more research-oriented university with competent leadership.

A better place to support faculties research.

A place where teaching and research are valued equally, which was my
impression when | first joined CSUN.

Theme 2: Retirement

I will retire and work on research as a visiting professor.
I am close to retirement, but really am not in any hurry for that.
I may consider FERPing much earlier than | had expected and do consulting work.
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| would also consider academic positions outside the country.

I’'m retiring, not leaving

Retire completely

I am retiring and will probably FERP if | can finish out some of my grants.
Retire [4]

Theme 3: Private Industry/Non-academic

e [ have no idea. It would likely not be to another faculty position.

e Industry or nonacademic nonprofit work

e Industry or government lab, may be consulting.

e | am highly sought after in industry and could earn nearly twice my current salary.
The reason | choose to remain at CSUN is not financial — it's because | deeply
respect the philosophy of academia. | believe in the mission of higher education, in
the pursuit of knowledge, and in the opportunity to mentor students through research
and scholarship. Undermining that mission makes it increasingly difficult to
justify staying.

Probably leave academia, try for employment with state

Nonprofit or private sector.

private sector

Private industry

non-profit

| have lots of skills in data analysis and computation. | have connections with NASA
and JPL. There are many places | could go.

e Retire or work in a private sector position.

e | might pursue a non-faculty research or administrative post.

Theme 4: Unknown, multiple responses, or other

e NO idea; but staying at CSUN definitely is not in the future, given how the current
administration seems to disregard research.

e Fishing

e There are many interesting opportunities for people with recognized world-class
experience in science and technology in today's society, both in and out of
academia.

e | do not know, but industry, government, or another college/university are
options.

e unknown...but if the mechanisms/funding to support Centers and Institutes isn't

given special consideration, this will be detrimental to Center success.

Not sure yet.

Undecided.

I don't know.

Unsure [4]

Large Grant Program Elimination Impact (open-ended question)

Respondents were asked “Please describe how the changes to the large grant program
(i.e., no release units, funds cannot be used for special pay or summer salary, loss of
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already agreed upon release units for current projects) will impact you, your research,
and/or your research assistants?” and their responses are below.

Support for the Change/Elimination of LGP

e | have brought in over two million dollars in grant funding to CSUN. However, due to
the grant requirements, only 8% can be allocated to indirect costs. As a result, each
of my grants has contributed no more than $9,000 per year in indirect costs. That
said, over the past three years, the combined indirect costs from my various grants
have exceeded $9,000 annually. Despite this, | have never received any course
release time. The proposed change would allow me to receive some support in
return, which would help cover conference travel and mentor training expenses.

Neutral

e [ am not impacted because | do not receive grant related funds
e No impact, as long as | can use available funds to pay student assistants and for
research expenses. | can budget RT as part of my grants.

Opposition to the Change/Elimination of LGP

Common themes appeared:

Loss of Research Time and Capacity

Loss of Student Opportunities and Mentorship
Grant Competitiveness

High IDC Rates and Costs

Faculty Workload, Burnout, and Lab Closures
Institution Research Reputation and Integrity
Other

NoORWON =

Theme 1: Loss of Research Time and Capacity

e If there is no appropriate (and very similar) replacement, | will not have time to
do research if | have to teach 12 units each semester. Wetlab research is
extremely time-intensive, and especially so when training students. This will be
devastating for student opportunities, who benefit greatly from this high-impact
practice, because they gain key skills they can use in PhD programs or industry. It
will also eliminate my ability to get funding in the future. Even if | do write a grant
proposal, it cannot budget in the type of release time needed to the research.

¢ No release time will not allow me to have any time to do research or provide
required by grant time to perform research. | need to have at least 50% release
from teaching to perform research required by NIH or NSF grant

e Less time to chase grants and manage my center. Increased teaching load. No
opportunity to seed new projects.

e Given that there is a very limited budget for buying out time in our proposed grants,
my teaching load would not allow me to conduct my research during the year
and | would not be supported for research efforts over the summer. Perhaps
more importantly, | conduct research at the CSU so you can help students gain
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research experiences that will enhance their career options. I will no longer be able

to meaningfully mentor these student research assistants when all of my time

is spent in the classroom.

e Teaching 12 units/semester = no time for research, writing grants

e [t will reduce release units, so I will have no time to perform research at all.

e This "change" to (i.e. elimination of) the LGP is devastating. | have a few research
proposals currently under review, all of which include LGP units in the project plan. If
funded, without the LGP, I will essentially have to "reject” the grant, as I will not
be able to even come close to achieving the scientific objectives of the project
without the required reassigned time. One argument from the administration is to
then say that we should adjust the budget to buy more reassigned time directly from
the grant, however that would take up most if not all of the funds that were intended
to support research assistants. Working directly with research assistants is why we
do what we do. Our whole purpose of being professors is to support our students.

o Another important aspect of this situation is that the LGP has been taken away
with little to no notice, while our tenure requirements have remained unchanged.
My department (and my college in general) has significantly higher research
expectations for tenure than in Section 600. The only way to have a chance of
reaching those thresholds was to have the support of the LGP. Without the LGP,
we are essentially doomed to working all nights, weekends, and all summer
for free, just to try to stay afloat. Instead, these research duties should be
incorporated into our regular schedule (i.e. via reassigned time and via summer
pay). We are not asking for the moon. We are asking for the baseline support to
enable us to satisfy our job "requirements” in the area of research to remain in
place.

o I (and some of my other colleagues) are in a particularly vulnerable position, as
we are pre-tenure junior faculty. This sudden change is a major blow.

e [t will significantly impact my research during summer as well as academic year,
since I will not have time for research.

e The recent changes to the large grant program, will have significant negative
impacts on my research productivity and my ability to support research assistants.

o First, the loss of release units will reduce the time | can devote to research
during the academic year. Without this protected time, | will have to
prioritize teaching and service obligations, which will slow progress on
current projects and limit my ability to pursue new research directions.

o Second, the inability to use funds for special pay or summer salary removes a
critical mechanism for sustaining research activity over the summer months. This
change may delay timelines for deliverables, manuscript submissions, and
grant proposals that typically occur during the summer when faculty have
more focused time for research.

o Third, the unexpected revocation of already agreed-upon release units for current
projects undermines planning and commitments made to collaborators and
external partners. It also compromises the professional development of
graduate and undergraduate research assistants who were counting on
consistent mentorship and project continuity.

o These changes not only hinder my ability to advance research objectives but also
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risk diminishing the competitiveness and impact of our institution’s research
enterprise.

e The changes to the large grant program significantly impacts my ability to conduct
and sustain impactful research. Without course buyouts or summer support, | have
limited dedicated time to design studies, collect and analyze data, and write
publications or proposals. This directly affects the scope and quality of my work
and reduces opportunities for student research assistants to gain hands-on
experience, ultimately weakening both faculty research productivity and student
engagement.

e This impacts me in one key way: loss of time to maintain research (no time to
publish results from grants received, no time to write grants to continue work, no
time to manage administrative tasks related to grant, no time to train or transition
trainees). The office of research and sponsored programs is great BUT Pls are still
responsible for coordinating the majority of research efforts of the lab.

e As a results of the changes, I will not have sufficient time to dedicate to
research, which essentially will render me not competitive in a couple of years. | will
not be able to apply and bring grants to CSUN because | will not be able to maintain
the quality of work.

e Continuing research may be difficult due to time constraints, leading me to
reconsider pursuing grants.

e Release time is essential to be able to conduct research at a teaching institute with a
4x4 teaching load. Without release time, research is incredibly slow and often
rushed. | have always appreciated the ability to both teach and do research
here. But | don't know if that will continue to be possible.

e [ cannot apply for the necessary release time in my grant budget that would give me
enough time to do the work. NSF caps how much release time can be in the
budget. That amount leaves me far short of having enough time to do the
work. Consequently, | will not apply for grants because they will only bring hardship
to my teaching, my career, and my life.

e [ currently have two grant proposals pending, one as Pl and one as Co-Pl. If | the
proposals are successful, I will have to consider turning them down because it
will not be possible to do the work without release time.

o In addition, | am preparing another proposal that will be my main research
support. However, | will not submit it if | do not have release time comparable to
what was available under the Large Grant Program, and it is not possible to
obtain this through direct costs.

e Once my release time from prior commitments runs out, | am unlikely to continue
doing research at CSUN. Losing LGP and CSM matching means there is no time to
do research or advise students. Without LGP, | have no plans to write new
proposals, because there is not enough time to do the research or even write
the proposals. Without grants, | also do not intend to accept MS students in the
future.

e The proposed changes will have an enormous impact on my ability to perform
research, mentor students, and obtain funding. I've been successful in obtaining
large ($1 million) grants. Time is the most important factor in performing the
work proposed in the grant, which includes a large time investment for



13|Page

mentoring students (undergrad and grad students). | work extremely hard,
including during the summer, and am able to provide high-quality training and
mentoring for my students. Without sufficient time, | won't be able conduct high-
impact relevant research, my students won't be exposed to said research, and |
won't be able to mentor them effectively. The drop in research productivity will
severely limit my ability to continue to acquire funding.

Theme 2: Loss of student opportunities and mentorship

It will make it nearly impossible to continue the same level of research activity,
mentorship of students, grant writing, and publication output. To do, so would
require increasing my work week to greater than the 50 hours | currently work to
maintain this level of mentorship and research output (currently including evenings,
weekends, and summers). This will impact the number of students | can train
and provide them with the skills needed to pursue advanced degrees or jobs
in the current tight labor environment in LA. The previous version of the LGP
was one of the reasons | choose to come to CSUN since it showed that they
valued the training and mentorship of students through research along with
acknowledging the time that faculty needed to do this effectively.

o Additionally, we currently teach more units than most of the other CSU's that
have active research. Their faculty get release time based on the number of
students they mentor through research because their university administration
recognizes that it takes a significant amount of time to do this during the
fall/spring semesters and during the entire summer.

With a 4-4 teaching load and no release time for mentoring students, without the

previous LGR program, there is no way to meaningfully sustain a research program.

It takes years to build research momentum, that can be easily wasted by such

actions that were not thought through. We won't be able to pay for student

research assistants and will not have time to train them.

Without release time, I will not have sufficient time to train and work with

students in my lab. This will limit the number of opportunities that | can

provide students. It will inhibit the ability to complete the aims outlined in grants. It
will also limit the productivity of the lab which in turn limits the preliminary data
available to apply for and obtain new grants.

It will impede my ability to provide ongoing support, oversight/monitoring,

training, and mentoring research assistants as well as funded projects.

| will start to FERP in the Fall 2025 semester. Part for the reason for doing so is that

at present | only have a one year extension for a grant. It includes salary for

students and travel, | have already used the reassigned time. If | taught four
courses | would not be able to mentor my new undergraduate research
students who just started work during the summer and who require that | work
side by side with them.

A half-time teaching release is essential for training students and fulfilling the other

obligations of running a large grant. It is not possible to buy out this much release

from within the grant’s direct costs.

I will not be possible to work on grants without large grant release. These grants are

labor intensive. If the large grant program goes away, we will no longer seek out
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large grants. This means that we will not be able to hire student assistants. In

the past year, we were able to hire 4 student assistants.

e A large portion of our most recent grant goes towards student support
(~100,000), conference travel, etc. if our Pl team has to write in the equivalent
of our salaries, that is no longer a feasible model for several reasons 1)
without the resources from the LGP, and no university infrastructure to
support mentoring/train students via release time or eFunds, it is not feasible
to mentor undergraduates and graduates while simultaneously completing a
full teaching load, service and completing the proposed grant work, thus
mentoring students will be decreased, denying many students an invaluable
hands-on opportunity 2) many of my students are from low-income families
and rely on the funds they receive from the grant - if i need to reduce budgets
to include Pl salaries, they will no long receive this support, making it
impossible to participate in research as they will have to seek employment
elsewhere; this will significantly hinder their success in future endeavors after CSUN
3) many more students, such as those in classes, benefit from equipment purchased
through grants as an enhanced learning experience, but if salary is deducted from
the grant, there will no money remaining to make large equipment purchases 4)
interdisciplinary research such as ours, where we have faculty from mechanical
engineering, kinesiology, and psychology, means that there are multiple faculty
salaries for reassigned time that would have to be written in; if our current grant had
been written in that format, there would be no remaining funds to purchase the
resources need to complete the project 5) funding mechanisms that don't permit
including reassigned time or faculty salaries in the budget will no longer be pursued,
resulting in less grants being brought in to the university.

o Without release time units, the teaching load must increase. This means I will
have less time to mentor students, less time to collect and analyze data with
them, be generally less research productive, and therefore be able to write less
competitive research proposals.

e Without release units and the default 4-4 teaching load, I will not have time to
conduct research, or to mentor and train my research assistants. This will result
in inadequate training in the student assistants thus yielding inferior skills and career
prospects for them, and will not be able to complete the proposed research in the
grant project.

e The proposed changes to the LGP will have a lasting negative impact on the
ability of faculty to perform research and engage students in life-changing
research experiences which is a major factor in enhancing student success.

o During my tenure at CSUN | have written and implemented several successful
grant proposals, approximately $ 15 Million worth, supported by the US
Department of Education. These grants led to the nationally recognized AIMS2
program (2011-2022)under HSI-STEM Title I, Part F, and the current SFS2
(Secure for Student Success) program supported by DHSI, Title V, Part A. The
second HSI-STEM grant 2016-22 from USDE allowed for IDC to be charged and
brought in approximately $ 500,000 in IDC to CSUN. This allowed us to provide
reassigned time through the LGP, coupled with summer salary from the grant to
over 50 faculty over six years to supervise undergraduate research projects. This
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would not be possible without the support from the LGP program.
o The results from these grants have been exceptional resulting in many national
awards from UEDA, Excelencia, and Insight into Diversity to name a few. A few
examples below:
= https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/science-and-technology/aims2-program-
wins-national-award-of-excellence-for-teaching-students-to-thrive-in-the-21st-
century/

= https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/education/csuns-aims2-program-selected-
as-a-2019-example-of-excelencia/

Through the large grant program | have been able to allocate a large

percentage of funds to paying student assistants. These wages allow for them

to spend more time on campus (as they do not need to work other outside
jobs) learning through hands-on research experiences. We cannot be serious
about closing equity gaps if we are simultaneously making it harder for
students from lower-income backgrounds to fully engage in on-campus
experiences. Moreover, | at times have converted release time to efunds which has
allowed me to maintain software subscriptions, replace defective equipment, etc

through a ‘rainy day fund'. Typically these costs cannot be fully anticipated through a

grant budget line item, which means research projects may be completely stalled in

the future.

Either my research program will have to stop, or | will have to drastically reduce the

quality of my teaching and service so as to keep my research program minimally

alive. I do not foresee how I will have time to mentor students in any
meaningful way. | will have no time or energy to write new grants, let alone
maintain a research program competitive enough for future grants. To stay research
active in my career, | will have to leave CSUN.

With a 4-4 teaching load here at CSUN, it is practically impossible to do

research and spend time supervising students. | strongly believe that research is

a fundamental pillar of academic life. At institutions like CSUN, research is not a

luxury. This action is ruining the dynamic atmosphere of CSUN and will lead us to

become a community-college-type campus in the near future.

The large grant program release units (6 per year at present) provides the

extra time needed for me to accept more graduate students and supervise

theses. | am one of the few people in the math dept who regularly takes new
graduate students with theses that lead to publications. The release time is also
essential for me to meet my commitments to NSF in terms of research output.

Without LGP, | wouldn't be able to pay my project coordinator/manager, support or

pay student assistants, or travel to present our research (including paying for student

researchers to travel).

I currently hold two multi-year awards that require release time to fulfill project

objectives and to properly supervise students. Without this release time, I will

need to conduct research and supervise students using my personal time and
availability, which could impact both efficiency and quality.

Loss of the LGP release time associated with my current federal funding will make it

impossible for me to complete the goals of the project while teaching full time. I will

have fewer undergraduate students in my lab and will have to do less for the



https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/science-and-technology/aims2-program-wins-national-award-of-excellence-for-teaching-students-to-thrive-in-the-21st-century/
https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/science-and-technology/aims2-program-wins-national-award-of-excellence-for-teaching-students-to-thrive-in-the-21st-century/
https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/science-and-technology/aims2-program-wins-national-award-of-excellence-for-teaching-students-to-thrive-in-the-21st-century/
https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/education/csuns-aims2-program-selected-as-a-2019-example-of-excelencia/
https://csunshinetoday.csun.edu/education/csuns-aims2-program-selected-as-a-2019-example-of-excelencia/

16|Page

supervision of research of graduate students.
o This program continuing will drastically reduce the number of grant proposals |
can write and commit to undertaking.

e High level research is impossible without institutional support like the LGR program.
Without it I will not be able to devote time to training students and students will
not receive the transformative impact they get on their career.

e | will be unable to perform the research. All grants primarily support students,
who require weekly training, meetings, and advisement. / will not pursue future
funding if there is no mechanism to reduce the 12/12 teaching load, as I simply will
not have the time to complete the research and give the students the
time/training they deserve.

o We are strongly committed to engaging undergraduate and graduate students in
meaningful, hands-on research. However, such involvement — patrticularly in lab-
based and/or applied settings — requires sustained, in-person supervision to ensure
both safety and learning outcomes. This need is especially high priority for
undergraduates. But also, for MS-level graduate students, who, unlike PhD students,
operate on shorter timelines and require more intensive early-stage mentoring to
become effective contributors. Eliminating release units significantly limits our
ability to provide this essential guidance, which in turn jeopardizes student
success and project execution. While release time can technically be budgeted,
doing so within programs with capped budgets forces trade-offs that compromise the
overall feasibility and competitiveness of the proposal. Furthermore, the inability to
allocate funds for summer salary or special pay undermines our capacity to conduct
research during the most productive period of the year. Summer is often the only
time when both faculty and students — particularly undergraduates — are fully
available to engage in research without competing academic responsibilities.

e [tis a devastating change. It will greatly impact time for mentoring students and
including them in research. I will no longer be able to include undergraduates in
research and will not take on any new masters students.

e Because I’'m near post FERP retirement, not a lot. But LGP has allowed me to run
huge programs that benefit our students and to conduct research in the US and
Guatemala on disabilities, local Chicano youth, anti-racism, etc

o We will be unable to sustain a research program that can train undergraduates
and graduate students, effectively eliminating the graduate program.

e I've already cancelled a student training grant - will be sending back about $1
million. | won't work for free. we cannot buy reassigned time. i won't beg for
special treatment. if i cannot put extra reassigned time into my eFund- it's pointless
to have another grant.

e The NIH Funds generated 6 units release time each year, and one to two summer
months salary. This allowed me to devote time to the project and the students - this
has included 8 whom when on to PhD and MD programs. My work on pathogenic
organisms also attracts students going on to clinical laboratory science (CLS) which
are important roles in the medical community. | believe it would be fair to say that
none of them would have been able to work with me having one on one
mentoring and supported research supplies.

e With the change to the large grant program, | will be unable to do significant
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research that would enable a research team with student assistants and could be
published. It is too expensive to request buy-out funding from sponsors for the time
required to conduct research and write it up, so I relied on the LGP. Faculty are
already overworked with high teaching loads with large classes and increasing levels
of service-work. Without the continuance of the LGP or equivalent, | will not prioritize
pursuing large grants.

The loss of "no release units" will make it difficult to support faculty in the
training and hiring of student research assistants. | will likely not apply to
training grants because as part of the "environment" section, if | do not have support
from the university then | will likely score low under that section. Training grants limit
the amount of funds that can be spent on personnel and thus the "release units"
were important to demonstrate that the work (training) proposed can be carried out.
Impact on research, student learning, student gaining hands-on-experience on
current innovative technology.

The changes to the large grant program will impact my research because I will
not be able to hire student research assistants. The professional development
of student research assistants will severely impacted. Less students will be able
to be hired since project budget will have to go towards my salary to do the work for
the research project. That means less exposure to rigorous community-based
science and potentially less students wanting to do research and do that as a career.
My ability to use LGP to author additional grants will be greatly impacted. There will
be NO TIME to do any of the work that has been funded on grants with the loss of
release time. This also impacts mentoring of graduate students --those of us
running research labs with sophisticated instrumentation have no time to
maintain labs let alone train students to use them as part of the externally
funded research. There is absolutely no incentive to write proposals for grants in
the future if we can't actually get the work done, and having to report to NSF or other
grant agencies that we are unable to achieve the scope of the work reduces our
future funding prospects in an already bleak landscape of federal funding under the
Trump administration. If we cannot maintain funding, those of us with research labs
that depend on the money to buy consumables and maintain service contracts on
expensive instrumentation will lack the funding to keep the labs operational; when
my grants end in 2027, | will be shutting down my lab that contains over $1M of
research instrumentation in it. What an INCREDIBLE waste of resources and faculty
time to flush decades’ worth of research accomplishment right down the toilet. The
elimination of LGP will affect enrollment in our graduate programs as well. In
STEM, graduate students DO NOT enroll in grad programs without funding in
the form of TAs and RAs, and they are attracted to grad programs because of
FACULTY RESEARCH REPUTATIONS. Students are referred to me based on
the work | do in my lab, where they receive research training on lab techniques
that make them competitive for the workforce or Ph.D. programs. If | can't do
the work on a grant because | have no time to get it done, or | can't get grants to
keep my lab operational because | have no time to write proposals, | won't be able
to recruit and offer funding to grad students in the form of RAs as part of their
admissions offer, which means the best qualified and most competitive
students will go elsewhere. This will tank our grad program enrollment, especially
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in STEM where the majority of the institution's overhead-generating grants come
from! The elimination of the LGP reduces us to being glorified community college
teachers and requires us to engage in research on our own time, as unfundead,
unsupported, unpaid hobby projects--no faculty member is going to work for free in
the summer to let the administration take a disgusting cut of the overhead on grants
we have no time to manage. | sure as shit did not get a Ph.D. and take a faculty job
at a MS-granting institution just to teach a community college teaching load and see
my research program Killed off by the least capable cohort of administrators in the
nearly 20 years that I've been at CSUN. | won't be writing any more proposals for
funding in the future if there will be no institutional investment in providing time for
the work. If the academic job market was better, I'd be frantically applying for a new
Job at a functional institution with capable leadership--I'm sure the CSUN brain drain
will follow when the job market rebounds. We need new institutional leadership
(President, Provost, TUC) that understands the value of experiential learning and
research in higher education

Theme 3: Grant Competitiveness

Loss of the ability to earn reassigned times from indirect costs will cripple research in
my lab and at CSUN in general. In all my grant submissions to the NIH, | have
gotten positive feedback from reviewers regarding University support in the form of
teaching buyout. Without it, | would not have been competitive. Buying time
directly using the budget is far too expensive - 3 units is about $25,000. So | would
get 1/10 of my time for 25% of the budget (the R16 grant is 100K/year direct). The
either/or dichotomy regarding teaching/research by this current leadership clearly
demonstrates their ignorance when it comes to the value of research. | train
students, both undergraduates and graduates, through my research. This if a far
more impactful teaching method then traditional classroom teaching. Comparing us
to other CSU's is not reality - | know may faculty at other CSU campuses that have
teaching loads less than 12 units/semester. They get compensated for having
students in their labs - we do not. Without the LGP reassigned time component, |
expect my research program to dry up and will likely not pursue grant funding in the
future. One of the perks of getting grants is summer salary - paying for time (even
though it won't be enough) will not allow us to earn summer salary. | am part of a
team that will be rescinding a grant with 2 years and ~$1 million of funding remaining
because of these changes. We refuse to work for free for a university that does not
value its faculty.

With existing grants, nothing right now.

o However, for the future, it's severe. For example, there is a multi-institution grant
I'm working on with an R1, and CSUN is getting a relatively small chunk. I'll now
need to budget release time for myself. I'll be budgeting about as much release
time as the R1 professors will, which is an awful look considering how small a
chunk itis. Worse yet, the R1 professors will be getting nearly complete buyout,
whereas I'll be getting something like 25% of my courses bought out. I'll get new
funds with e-funds from which I'll pay students, but the grant funding organization
doesn't see that, and instead just sees that apparently I'm taking almost
everything for myself. This is such a bad look that I'm wondering if | should even
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bother. It weakens the entire grant proposal for everyone, and it may be
better for everyone for me to not be involved if LGP goes away (and taking
release time away is removing LGP in my opinion, e-funds or not).

o In my case, e-funds can only pay for students, nothing else. | don't have a lot of
equipment for my research, so it's useless for that. International travel is a
practical requirement for my field (at least if you want to publish in high-ranking
venues), but e-funds to the best of my knowledge can't be used for that, either.

e If no release units are provided based on IDC, it would be extremely difficult to
convince funding agencies to provide research funding to us.

e This will effectively kill my research program at CSUN and | am actively looking for a
new position that will actually support my research. Faculty are already trying to
overcome enormous odds in competing for research grants at CSUN, an institution
without adequate research infrastructure (e.g., no hospital/medical center, no cutting
edge biomedical technology, no doctoral trainees). The large grant release program
demonstrated to federal funders that CSUN was doing what it could to support
research. No federal funder wants to cover an entire teaching salary for work
produced at an institution with inadequate infrastructure and facilities, simply
because the institution wants to pass the buck to the federal government and
shirk their own commitments to faculty. CSUN's actions are draconian, short-
sighted, and show a complete lack of understanding of conducting research. CSUN
faculty will not be competitive at NIH and external collaborators will not want
to pay our exorbitant costs reflecting lack of university support.

e One of the reasons we can remain competitive in STEM research compared to other
R1 universities is LGP that provides long term release units support to faculties who
are active in research. Without these supports, there is no way we can compete
with R1 universities. In short, research is part of teaching and education especially
in the emerging era of Al. Without direct research that involves faculties and
students in teaching, there is no need in-person classes especially in the upper
division studies.

e When | submit my grant proposal (writing has been in progress), | can no longer
state that the university will provide release time for the work. That will be seen as
a lack of support for my research, and will make granting agencies less likely
to fund my proposals.

Ultimately I will need to continue volunteering significant amounts of my free time to

do research, and unfortunately | am forced to do this, otherwise | won't get

promoted. It's exhausting, demoralizing, and | have often considered giving up on
promotion

e | understand that the LGP needs changes to be sustainable. | do not understand
(and from what | can gather, totally disagree with the compliance issues). Having
said that, every grant | have written includes an assumption that the LGP will fund
some, if not all, of my time spent working on the project and other related activities.
Loss of already agreed upon units will increase workload, reduce productivity, and
severely impact outcomes from the project.

e No release units would make much more difficult to carry out research at CSUN for a
number of reasons: getting grants in science is very difficult because of the extreme
competition, and competing with professors at R1 universities with much more
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time for research would make it even harder; reviewers of grant proposal
would easily favor Pls with much more time for research because of the
limited teaching load. The increased amount of teaching & research would also
have a negative also on students as it would drastically decrease the number of
students | would be able to mentor/supervise during each semester (both
undergraduate and graduate students). Less research in a science department
means a more stagnant environment and this could be devastating for a department
based on science/technology, fields that are evolving so fast in our society. This
would result in a scientific program that would clearly be less
interesting/fascinating/stimulating for potential new students, and it would be easy to
expect that less students could come to CSUN as a consequence of this decision.

I do not have any currently funded research, but | do not think | would be
competitive with other applications for future grants without some form of
reassigned time that costs less than the amount we have to put into grants.
Other individuals who work in institutions with lower teaching loads can pay for other
work whereas | have to take a large portion of the budget just to pay myself so that |
have time to conduct the research. | conduct research that involves going out into
the community. It takes time to build relationships and recruit participants.

This proposed policy change would substantially alter the calculus involved in
deciding whether or not to apply for grants and sponsored projects. The budget hit
for faculty salary will make our proposals much less competitive, increasing the
likelihood that we will decide that it simply is not worth the effort to apply for grants in
the first place. In the kind of work that | and my team do, we have the option of
bidding for sponsored projects OUTSIDE of CSUN, an option which will be
considerably more appealing should these changes be implemented.

Theme 4: High IDC Rates and Costs

For a non-STEM field where funds are usually maxed out between $60-150,000, the
extremely high IDC rate has (in the past) only made sense due to being attached to
the LGP program, which could help support faculty like myself in the extensive work
of running grant-funded programming, usually in both a curricular and co-curricular
setting. With sometimes 1/3 to almost a half of the grant funds taken by IDC, it
leaves very little do to actual impactful programmatic work with smaller
funding sources, and | suspect it will be untenable for many smaller grants to
be awarded.
o For student impact, this is lessening experiential opportunities for our students,
and | suspect will make recruitment in certain fields far more difficult.
My last NSF grant had just ended, but the loss of large grant release time may
stop me from applying for a new one. | will not be able to budget for enough
money in the grant to reduce my teaching load to an amount that it is possible
to carry out another research project. This will dramatically decrease the nhumber
of students that work in my lab getting research experience.
Not being able to use funds toward special pay for administrative purposes
Eliminating the LGP will require that release time be covered by direct costs. Salary
caps suggest that this will not allow sufficient time to conduct larger projects,
high impact research, or to compensate RAs. | have consistently covered some
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of my time with direct costs; a revenue stream for the university that is rarely

discussed in the benefits of maintaining a robust research environment.

I will stop applying for grants if there is not a reasonable system for obtaining release

units.

Essentially | would be asked to work for free. Completing grant-funded projects

requires time and effort (research, course preparation, training students) that is

offset by special pay and release time. If these are taken away, | am essentially
being asked to not only bring in money but to then do additional work for free.

From a Center/Institute perspective, based on our current understanding of changes

to the LGP, we have identified the following issues:

o If necessary, the cost of release units must now be included as a budget line
item. In situations with limited funding, this may require scaling back our scope of
work, potentially making CSUN less competitive.

o Release time conversion to equivalent funds that can be sent to EFunds
will be now instead be replaced by 20% of IDC which is approximately a
50% reduction in available funds that help to support and grow
Centers/Institutes. These funds are CRITICAL to ensuring survival and
supporting expansion of Centers and Institutes.

| planned to submit a grant to NSF with the following budget in September 2025 (see

below). | planned to budget 6 units/year (max allowed for budget and NSF) with the

assumption that the LGR provided 12 units/year. Combined, | would have the time to
carry out the aims of the research, train undergraduates and graduates in the field
and lab, and mentor graduate students. With no guarantee of release time, | am
extremely hesitant to submit this grant proposal and am considering shutting
down my research lab.

o The planned NSF grant to the Division of Environmental Biology (DEB) has the
following budget:

» Total direct costs: $776, 903

= Total Indirect costs: 295,297

= Total Direct + Indirect: $1,072,430

The changes to the large grant program (specifically, the removal of release units)

will significantly impact my ability to continue my research program at our institution.

o My research focuses on factors that contribute to health and academic outcomes
among historically marginalized students during their transition to college. My
program of work requires a combination of interview and survey data, as well as
biological and clinical markers of health. The nature of the data I collect requires
several critical elements for success (including but not limited to):

1. A dedicated and well-compensated team of student and post-baccalaureate
assistants.

2. Funds to compensate participants, which range from $75 to $100 per
participant to ensure engagement and retention.

3. Significant costs for processing biomarkers (for example, a sample to assay
for epigenetic age costs $300 per sample; with 300 participants, this totals
$90,000).

o Taken together, the research | conduct requires a large financial
investment. Removal of institutional support for release time will force me
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to either reduce the scope of my projects or seek smaller grants, such as
an R21, where | would face the additional burden of applying without a
budget for my release time or additional pay. This will limit my ability to
continue the high level of work required for these projects.

Theme 5: Faculty Workload, Burnout, and Lab Closures

Proposed changes to the LG program would radically alter what | need to budget for
a typical grant-funded project, and may compromise competitiveness in review
alongside proposals from institutions with smaller teaching loads. In addition
to this, the process for making these changes seems rushed and insufficiently
thought out, and as things stand right now | can't plan for proposal submissions
during the very time of year | have the most opportunity to develop and submit
proposals.

(@)

The AVP for Research has provided some assurance that the University will
supported current projects and proposals under review if they include the status-
quo LG program as explicitly needed for the work proposed. This would allay my
concerns, but it's not (yet) a formal policy, beyond the baseline understanding
that the University will honor a proposal as a contract with the proposal's funder.
Similarly, we have been told that there are plans in preparation for resources to
support research time without status-quo LG reassigned time, but details are still
Sketchy and nothing is in place — whereas we have a clear plan to eliminate the
ability to use LG funds for reassigned time. So at this point we have a big change
to research support being made without a replacement that we can evaluate,
much less one we can use to prepare proposals.

I'm somewhat reassured by what the VP for Research tells us, but the actual
written policy in front of me looks like it will dramatically limit my ability to
conduct research and write new proposals, and the changes seem to be
being made in haste and without taking the time to properly plan for a
transition to a new system or process.

Without the release time | received for these grants | could not have run the
programs | did both in my research and the education work | do around the
state of California.

With the change to the large grant program, | will be unable to do significant
research that would enable a research team with student assistants and could be
published. It is too expensive to request buy-out funding from sponsors for the time
required to conduct research and write it up, so I relied on the LGP. Faculty are
already overworked with high teaching loads with large classes and
increasing levels of service-work. Without the continuance of the LGP or
equivalent, | will not prioritize pursuing large grants.

simply put: this will be the end of my research career. there is no way a person
can conduct research under a 4+4 schedule. all the various initiatives they are

vaguely discussing (donors? ad-hoc personal agreements, internal competitions?)
do not give any certainty. one needs to know on day one of the grant that time and
resources will exist for an awardee to conduct research for the next 3-to-5 years.
Without time released from teaching, | will not have time to mentor students
that will compromise their work and future career trajectories, nor complete
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the work myself, resulting in little or no scholarship, hence, no longer
remaining competitive to acquire future grants.

Especially the loss of release units and restrictions on special pay or summer salary
will limit my ability to dedicate time to research and may delay the progress of
ongoing projects. These changes also reduce my capacity to support research
assistants, which could hinder collaborative work and overall research
productivity.

The changes will definitely impact future awards. The inability to use LGP for
release time will make it difficult, if not impossible, to carry out the projects of
the grant. In addition, | used the LGP to be able to write and submit additional
grants. In 2024-25, | co-authored six additional grant proposals that totaled over $11
million.

I will have to close my laboratory in the near future if | cannot get release time any
more.

I will not be applying for external grant with tenured colleagues or at all. This
was the only mechanism to allow me to get additional time that is covered to
work on projects. As a lecturer | cannot be part of the LGP, but if there is a co-Pl or
Pl that is TT, then we can distribute the units. The disadvantage for lecturers who
want to conduct research via CSUN is even higher now (shockingly since it is an
uphill battle on every front) and it is just not worth it. | have already been actively
looking for work elsewhere and will continue to do so. | will also no longer be able to
employ undergrad and grad students or have research based internships.

The removal of release units and restrictions on special pay make it much harder to
sustain research. We're already stretched thin, and grant work adds to our
workload. Without compensation through release time or pay, it's difficult to justify
the added demands, and it limits support for research assistants.

The changes are unlikely to affect me, but they will affect some of our faculty.
Reassigned time is critical for faculty to be able to do the research and the laborious
process of attending to documentation required for funding agencies and CSUN.
Forcing those faculty back into the classroom then has a negative effect on our
lecturers who have contracts. We don't have a lot of grants in our department at the
moment, but if reassigned time loss and elimination of special pay/summer salary
are indeed implemented, | can guarantee that there will be fewer grant applications
coming from my faculty. Applying for a grant already takes a great deal of time
and is unnecessarily complicated. That is a deterrent we already face. Add to it
a loss of real incentive and benefit, and there is little motivation to do all that
work.

Without release units, | won’t be able to meet the research goals in the funded
proposal. Research does not progress linearly with the hours | spend in the lab;
spending half the time in the lab doesn’t mean that our research will proceed at half
the pace - it may come to a halt, because troubles compound, experiments go bad,
etc.

The elimination of release units would significantly impact faculty engaged in
research at CSUN. The standard teaching load of 12 units, combined with 3 units of
service responsibilities such as advising and committee work, already consumes, if
not exceeds, the full scope of faculty working hours. Unlike UC students, CSUN
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students often require extensive advising and close, hands-on mentoring. Faculty at

CSUN invest substantial time and effort into teaching, leaving limited capacity

for research without additional release time.

e [tis impossible to maintain the position of a Pl over a large grant without
substantial release time. If the expectation is to teach a full load AND oversee a
large grant, we are doing a disserve to faculty who are already working hard without
adequate compensation. The policy ending so quickly doesn't allow for planning -
many faculty will return from summer and suddenly be scheduled for teaching more
classes when they expected to be engaged in grant specific activities.

e It would be nearly impossible to do research while teaching 12 units.

e Destroy my research career.

e The stupid LGP elimination policy will significantly impact my research and
time that | could utilize to manage my current external funded grants and
prepare new proposals, which will impact a lot of students I trained, hired and
sponsored through the external grants.

e The recent changes to the large grant program—specifically the elimination of
release units, restrictions on using funds for special pay or summer salary, and the
revocation of previously agreed-upon release units—represent a significant and
potentially critical disruption to my research program. Release units and summer
salary support have historically provided the protected time necessary for me to
conduct in-depth research, pursue external funding, and mentor student
researchers. Without these mechanisms, it becomes increasingly difficult to
balance research with full teaching loads, which can slow progress on
ongoing projects and limit the scope of future research initiatives.

o Moreover, the loss of agreed-upon release units for currently funded projects not
only undermines the planning and commitments already made, but also affects
the continuity and momentum of those projects. This jeopardizes my ability to
meet project goals and timelines, which in turn can negatively impact the
reputation and competitiveness of my research group.

Additionally, these changes severely limit the flexibility | have to compensate and
retain research assistants, many of whom rely on this support for their academic
progress and professional development. The overall effect is a diminished
capacity to produce meaningful, impactful research—at a time when sustained
scholarly output is more important than ever for institutional and individual
advancement.

o In summary, these policy shifts could significantly hinder the effectiveness,
viability, and long-term sustainability of my research program. | urge the
administration to reconsider or provide alternative mechanisms to support faculty
research in a meaningful and equitable way.

e | expected to be able to use the large grant program to reduce my teaching
load. This with other cuts greatly decreases my ability to get teaching release time
to conduct my research.

e [can't see how | would execute a grant without LGP. We're expected to pursue
grants and mentor our undergrad and grad students in research, but having a
full teaching load will not make this feasible. This will have a detrimental impact
on me, my research, and my RAs.
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I would not be interested in submitting external proposals at this time due to the
heavy teaching load, which leaves insufficient time to conduct research.

Without the release time from the Large Grants Program it would be impossible to
conduct the research while teaching 12 units per semester. Research also
includes advising graduate and undergraduate students, which is basically a
requirement in any funded research through NSF.

The loss of release units, special pay, or summer salary will not affect my current
workload. However, this loss would be an extraordinary hardship on any future grant
projects. It is unimaginable how a Pl can do the work of running a large grant
without release time. And since a significant amount of project activities occur in
the summer, working full time without compensation is untenable.

Theme 6: Institution Research Reputation and Integrity

I have brought in millions of dollars in IDC. | have benefited from LGP and would not
have been able to submit grants, support technicians (5), postdocs (4), or graduate
students (50), or innumerable undergraduates over the years. | am in the last year of
my FERP (thankfully), but if | were a newer faculty member | would be looking to
leave CSUN ASAP. It is becoming a pathetic shell of its former self and soon will be
an academic joke.

The proposed change of LGP will kill research

Put frankly, the long-term impact of this decision would be the eradication of
research at CSUN in any significant form, and most importantly the ability of
our students to participate in research. As an example, for my recent NSF award
I expect well over 100 students to participate in this work in some form over four
years (both through direct supervision, and through a course-based undergraduate
research experience). If | were to write my effort required to support this work into
direct cost exclusively, there would be no money left over to support students and
operational costs. This means that this type of grant would simply be unsustainable
in the future, and that these students would lose out on this opportunity. Moreover,
our proposals would no longer be competitive with research-intensive institutions
with lower teaching loads. Reviewers of federal proposals have consistently
remarked on the strength of the LGP in this regard when reviewing proposals from
CSUN.

This is the death of research at CSUN. In my opinion, this is the worst thing they
could do. With all the problems at CSUN (dysfunctional TUC, Trump killing grants,
useless administrative positions and salaries) the only thing they could think of was
to kill the one useful program they had to support faculty and student researchers.
What they don't understand is that getting a grant means you are doing useful,
contemporary, state-of-the-art work and student training and this requires time to
stay abreast of what is going on in the field, the time to read, to think, to explore, to
do the stuff you promised you would do in the grant. Nobody can do all this creative
work under the burden of a 4+4 teaching load. The agencies will also not like to fund
scholars who don't have STRUCTURAL pathways to do their scholarly work. We will
turn into a community college, and produce mediocre trainees.

o Personally, there is no way | will be able to sustain my level of productivity in
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terms of high-impact publications, invitations to deliver invited talks, and student
mentorship in RELEVANT science. Thus, simply put: this will be the end of my
research career. As mentioned, there is no way a person can conduct research
under a 4+4 schedule. All the various initiatives they are vaguely discussing
(donors? ad-hoc personal agreements, internal competitions?) do not give any
certainty.
o One needs to know on day one of the grant that time and resources will exist for
an awardee to conduct research for the next 3-to-5 years without any extra effort.
Internal awards just place extra burdens on people.
o What will happen is this:
= person A will write a large grant, get it and then will have to compete with
person B who did not write the grant, for internal funds.

»  Person B (that has less pressure, less paperwork with the incompetent TUC,
and thus more time) will get the internal award.

= How do you think person A will feel? Do you think this incentives person A to
write more grants? Essentially, what you are proposing is socialism, which as
you all must know, does not improve any society, much less will it improve our
research productivity and standing.

o Why break something that works?

This change will kill the research and scholarship at CSUN.

Loss of confidence in the CSUN grant-making system, indicates CSUN's lack of

interest in supporting grant activities, inability to sustain current workload that blends

teaching and grant administration.

The end of the LGP will be the end of RESEARCH at CSUN. With a 12 unit load

one cannot be competitive for highly competitive grants from the NSF and NIH. It is

not possible. Anyone who has done RESEARCH at CSUN knows this.

It will gradually kill my grant activity if | stay at CSUN. But | plan to retire as soon

as possible.

The Large Grant Program at CSUN has long played a vital role in encouraging

faculty to pursue ambitious, externally funded research projects. By offering benefits

such as course release time, special pay, and summer salary, the program has
served as both an incentive and a support mechanism for faculty members serving
as Principal Investigators (PIs) on complex, multi-year grants from major federal
agencies, including the U.S. Department of Education and the National Endowment
for the Humanities. These resources have allowed faculty to devote the necessary
time and energy to developing competitive proposals and successfully managing
funded projects. The elimination or significant reduction of this program risks
undermining the university's research culture, reducing faculty motivation to
seek large-scale external funding, and ultimately diminishing CSUN’s national
profile and impact in scholarly and community-based research.

Theme 7: Other

Loss of already agreed upon release units for current projects.

It de-incentivizes me to submit proposals, severely effect my research and research
assistants in many negative ways.

My current grant is ending in June 2026, and | am leaving CSUN at that point. Given
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that the rules changed back to how they were before the Provost's 7/7 email, and
they will honor the previous commitments, the changes won't affect me. But if they
had not decided to honor previous commitments, then the changes proposed by the
Provost would affect my release units. | was planning to take 100% teaching release
time in Fall 2025, that is 12 units. When the changes were announced, | realized |
would have to teach 6 units and didn't find any class that | could possibly teach. All
the classes that | teach were already being taught by full-time colleagues, were
underenrolled, or couldn't be taught in the Fall due to conflicts with other similar
classes being taught that semester. So, in practice, there were no classes | could
teach that fall within my area of expertise.

Additional Information

Respondents were given the option to provide any additional information via the prompt
“Please provide any additional information you would like to include regarding the
changes made to the large grant program”. Many respondents used this opportunity to
reiterate and/or reinforce their concerns from the previous question and as a result most
of the themes are the same. However, a new theme did arise concerning
“Communication, Planning, and Trust’ that did not appear in the previous item.
Responses are below.

Support for the Change/Elimination of LGP

e This is a great change and should be done many years ago. Thank you!

Opposition to the Change/Elimination of LGP

e [ personally do not support the change.

Common themes appeared to be same as the opposition above with one new theme:

Loss of Research Time and Capacity

Loss of Student Opportunities and Mentorship
Grant Competitiveness; High IDC Rates and Costs
Faculty Workload, Burnout, and Lab Closures
Institution Research Reputation and Integrity
Communication, Planning, and Trust (new)

Other

NOOAWN =

Theme 1: Loss of Research Time and Capacity

e Education grants provide training for K12 teachers. This requires the Pl and other
project staff to be out in the field, sometimes far from CSUN. Without release units
or summer pay, this work would not be possible. In fact, from my own
experience, the compensation did not come close to the amount of hours
required to implement a grant project.

e [tis not possible to teach a full load and conduction meaningful research that



xxxxxxxx
STATE UNIVERSITY
NORTHRIDGE

involves and impacts students. There are not enough hours in the day to do so.

o The current cost for release units when using grant funds to buy them is
outrageous and unsustainable. Furthermore, the practice of paying for release
units is tantamount to the faculty paying the university to do research, despite the
fact that doing research was part of the job description when many of us were
hired. Actual replacement cost to teach needed classes is what buyout should
cost.

e The LGP program alone was already barely enough release time to develop and
maintain an active research program.

e The proposed (up to) 20% IDC return for research to Pls is not what the faculty
need. All the research needs are already taken care of by the direct costs. What is
badly needed is release time to actual design the experiments, carry them out,
mentor the students, write papers, write grants before the current one expires, etc.

e There NSF divisions where there is no culture of awarding release time to Pl - even
if Pls request release time in their budget, they would not be awarded. With the
new LGP, there would be no time for Pls in these fields to perform the
promised research even if they receive new grants.

o For Pls in fields where federal grant sizes are traditionally around 100k-200k, it is
impossible to build all the release time a Pl needs directly into the budget. With
the new LGP, these PlIs will also have substantially less time than they need
to carry out the research.

o In each of the two cases above, there will be no meaningful incentive for a Pl to
apply for new grants, since even if they manage to get a grant, they will not have
the time to carry out the work.

e Based on the current changes, | will not submit new research grant proposals
through CSUN until there is a way to be released from teaching full time while
doing the research. | am exploring running my research program through an
institute that | already collaborate with.

e The lack of any CSUN compensation for research that is required for RTP and
which may be 100s of hours each semester, is probably illegal.

e The most important resource for me is time. Release time is not time-off, it is
time to do work we can't otherwise do, and much of this is direct interaction with
and teaching of students.

e | am saddened that colleagues will be impacted by this policy or change. It takes
time to write those grants and to operate under the grant will take a huge
amount of time. | hope there is a better resolve.

e CSUN does not provide sufficient computing infrastructure to effectively train
students in the handling and analysis of "big data”, which is increasing crucial
in nearly every STEM field. My grants have gone a long way to fill this gap. | have
purchased most of the computing resources available to the biology department and
the college of science and math. These include a large server for my lab (which I've
made available to the entire biology department) and a high-performance cluster (I'm
a co-Pl on the recent NSF MRI grant), which is being used across our college. In
addition, the university did not hire new IT personnel after a recent retirement,
thus placing a large time burden on faculty to perform system administration
duties. | am only able to get these grants and perform system admin because




xxxxxxxx
STATE UNIVERSITY
NORTHRIDGE

of sufficient release time. With the proposed cuts, faculty will be able to provide
crucial computing resources and experiences for our students only until the systems
need to be replaced and only when we have the time to perform system admin
duties. At which point, the university have to invest in new systems (well over $1M)
and hire IT staff.

Theme 2: Loss of Student Opportunities and Mentorship

It’s the only way, at a comprehensive institution to prepare our students for
top notch grad programs and employment.

Faculty in Science and Math no longer get ANY release time for mentoring
research students. It had been slowly decreasing (in recent years we received 1
unit for having all the students in our lab, which is a joke). This may be the case in
other colleges. One way to build in predictable release time would be if the
university provided specific amount of release per student. This would still likely not
add up to enough release time, but at least it would be something people could plan
around.

The changes to the LGP would quickly lead to the significant decrease in research
funding at CSUN. Our students will lose the research opportunities on campus
and they would be less competitive when they look for a job or apply to PhD
programs.

The training opportunities that research project provide students is central to our
mission to educate the next generation work force. Eliminating the infrastructure
that supports student training, mentoring, and networking opportunities we
are effectively diminishing CSUN's ability to achieve its objectives and will not
provide the skills necessary to compete in the future work force.

I most concerned about the impact this will have on engaging students in
research. It is a huge time committment to train and supervise students in research.
| am also concerned about the lack of clarity in the communication the administration
is putting out.

Theme 3: Grant Competitiveness

The loose scaffold of a replacement program (that has been described) is not
encouraging, because it sounds like it will require yet another competition with
faculty to get what might be very few units. This is also not something that can
be planned for in future years, thereby really handicapping research progress

The large grants program has been a huge factor in both how competitive our
proposals have been for applied projects from the City, County, and State
agencies because it gives us the release time necessary for writing proposals,
conducting the work, and supporting our student research assistants.

If a predictable and sufficient release time strategy is not in place for future
grants, | won't continue to apply for these awards.

New changes will make me uncompetitive applicant for any large grant

Direct budgeting of release time makes the budget big very quickly. Agencies can
and will ask to reduce the budget, which will eventually leave me and other
researchers unable to deliver the research program. Without CSUN matching
the directly budgeted release time, without the release time funded by the
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IDCs, CSUN faculty can not compete with R1 universities for funds. It is not
sustainable to have fully externally supported competitive research program. As long
as CSUN derives prestige from research done on campus, CSUN must support it.

e More broadly - as someone who has served on many grant review committees, |
know LGP offerings on non-R1 campuses have tended to help show institutional
capacity for hosting and successfully completing grant deliverables. | would worry
that the basic elimination of this program would make our faculty far less
competitive when it comes to demonstrating institutional capacity and commitment
to research/sponsored projects.

e Removing our only method to obtain release time to do research without a plan to
replace it prevents me from wanting to apply for a grant. The granting agency/review
panel may not believe that | will be able to accomplish what is written in the grant. |
do not want to ruin my credibility as a Pl with the granting agency if | were to
obtain a grant but not be able to accomplish what | set out to.

e Before submitting the grant (total direct + indirect = ~$1M), | would like language to
provide to NSF in my budget justification that I will definitely by supported by
CSUN with release time. This will likely be a point of concern for NSF
reviewers if they don't see support in place.

Theme 4: Faculty Workload, Burnout and Retention

e The math department has many lecturers who count on their current teaching jobs.
With the proposed changes, people like me have to teach more which in turn implies
that fewer courses will be available for our lecturers to teach and get paid for.

e The LGP not only releases faculty from the grant's responsibilities but also enables
them to publish, submit additional grants, and mentor undergraduate and graduate
students.

I fear that the revised LGP will put at risk all of these activities.
e Multiple issues:

1. this decision was made regardless of the faculty committee suggestions.

2. There is no other mechanism proposed to get teaching release time.

3. I do not need IDC to pay for research supplies, | ask for those directly in my
grants.

4. Adding the budget for release time greatly increases my direct costs requested,
which does not make my grant competitive.

5. Our teaching load 24 units is larger than many of the other CSU's.

6. The large grant gave me an incentive to get larger grants. There is no existing
incentive that allows me to recover the time it takes to do research.

7. The current teaching load of 24 units is too high to conduct research in
addition to teaching. This e-mail is asking us to do more with less, this is
unacceptable and continues to happen at CSUN despite the faculty being the
point of contact between students and the university.

8. There is no release time for mentoring students. Although this is listed as an
important aspect of our research program, the university currently does not give
us ""time"" to conduct this aspect of our research.

e [fthese changes are upheld as described, I will no long be writing and submitting
grants.
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e The LGP, as | understand, is not sustainable. We may have a lot fewer students
given the gutting of the Dept. of Ed. The support for higher ed is low. We must
expect cuts. Faculty should pursue changing the teaching load to 3-3 for
faculty conducting research. We need structural changes. We need better staffed
IRB and other support services.

e Program manager directly told us that they do not want to use direct cost to
support many release units.

e The LGP may be rather unique at the CSU. Other campuses don’t have it, and they
can still do research. Fine; we’re not saying the LGP model is the only
available/viable. But it’s very simple: it is simply impossible to teach a 12/12 load
and maintain a competitive research program. It has been tried; it doesn’t work.

e This extremely decreases the likelihood that of going after large grants due to
inappropriate labor implications.

e [tis disingenuous for the university to say that they cannot provide release time. Our
course loads are arbitrary and are whatever the university decides they are, which is
why they differ across colleges (e.g., the business school at CSUN has a 3-3
courseload). The university can simply offer a reduced courseload for those
conducting externally funded research. If they chose to subsidize through federal
indirect costs, the onus for that is on the university. The answer is to find another
way to support research, if that is not allowed, not to dismantle research at CSUN
entirely. These changes also ignore the tremendous amount of additional labor
that is forced on faculty at CSUN that is not recognized in our 4-4 load (e.g.,
the tremendous administrative load associated with teaching and with
research, time for mentoring and grant-writing, service that extends well
beyond the informal 3-units per semester). The university relies on faculty
gooawill for this work, and | doubt they will find that goodwill moving forward after
this abrupt and short-sighted decision.

e The program is my primary incentive for pursuing grants, apart from my own
self-motivation. Relying solely on externally funded programs could become
unsustainable without alternatives. | find it hard to believe that the other institutions
surveyed by the Provost's Office do not provide any incentives. | suspect that their
mechanisms are simply different from those in place at CSUN.

e This removes almost all incentives to pursue external funding. Why would | apply
for grants and contracts if receiving them results in more work and no
compensation?

e Limiting the number of units that one can request for teach release may
disincentivize faculty from applying for large grants. It is not possible to run a
large research program when you have to teach 12 units. Being able to request
up to 18 units release time is not only an incentive for us to apply for large grants but
also serves as a way to convince the NIH and NSF that we will be able to pursue
ambitious research projects at a teaching-intensive institution.

Theme 5: Institutional Reputation and Identity

e The current administration in Washington is doing their best to impede research and
student training/mentorship across the nation and at MSls like CSUN. However, at
CSUN the Provost and AVP for Research and Sponsored Programs decided to take
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matters into their own hands and destroy research on their own with this new
program. "Congratulations" to them on out dueling Trump on this one. The sad part
is that they will be rewarded for these changes, which will come at the expense of
our student's futures and the reputation of CSUN. These changes have already
started an exodus of highly research active faculty who have brought in large
grants and will now take those opportunities elsewhere at the expense of our
students. This trend will likely continue.

e [ chose CSUN in part because of the LGP. Furthermore, without the LGP it
seems likely to me | would not have progressed the the RTP process - I'm not sure
where | would be now.

e There should absolutely be exceptions/special cases where Centers and Institutes
are involved. If CSUN wants to encourage and support an increase in external
funding, they need to be thinking bigger picture and longer term by
considering the groups on campus who have the means and abilities to bring
in that type of funding.

e The large grant program should remain so that students and faculty can continue to
sustain and increase research productivity which benefits all of CSUN and the
larger community.

e [arrived to CSUN when the LGP was starting. | have seen my department and
others change from a teaching college to a place of vibrant research. As
department chair for six years and member of hiring committees, | share that
we have used the LGP to recruit new faculty. This was instrumental to
persuade candidates to give a chance to CSUN. It may not be written in the offer
letters but by eliminating the LGP CSUN is reneging on a verbal promise.

e Maintaining strong institutional support for faculty engaged in grant work is
essential to the university’s academic mission and long-term growth.

e This change in policy will zero out research at CSUN. It is ironic that given the
goal of reducing campus costs, this new policy will result in the net loss of the
majority of research funding. As | understand it that is about $45M per year. It will
make recruiting bright ambitious new faculty impossible and will lead to the loss of
many newer faculty as they seek new positions with reputable universities. This will
complete the transition of CSUN from an ""up and coming™ university (NSF ranking)
to a glorified community college. This is a huge mistake and one that CSUN
leadership (using the term loosely) should be ashamed of.

And now we hear that the administrators making this decision did not abide by the
recommendations of the Faculty Senate Committee (Res. and Grants) while making
it appear that this was sanctioned by the Faculty Senate.

e This is the single worst administrative decision which has been made in my 8
years at CSUN, and this is seriously making me contemplate looking for a new
university. The entire time I've been here, there has been an increasing push for
more research and especially sponsored research. Now the rug is getting pulled
out. We have had faculty members be convinced to come to CSUN over the
LGP. The austerity measures over the past few months have already made it clear
that the university is not willing to support research (but nonetheless expects it), and
the loss of the LGP is a massive step towards pushing research-centric faculty away.
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The program allows faculty to compete effectively for grant or contract support with
peers at major research institutions who enjoy teaching loads considerably less than
the standard CSU twelve-unit teaching load. We will lose this most fundamental
institutional support for research without the large grant program.

If we change LGP, Univ. will see a dramatic decrease of total grants, besides
killing research and pushing active researchers to leave.

This feels like part of a broader effort to intentionally devalue research here at
CSUN. Less than a decade ago, CSUN was ranked as one of the top 25 Rising
Star Institutions for Research in the country, and since that time research has
been valued less and less, resulting in the loss of many brilliant researchers
and a coming dearth of research activity. Without research funding, students do
not receive research experience, which makes it impossible for them to move on the
successful careers in most fields.

This decision lacks careful consideration. It will undermine CSUN’s research
efforts, severely damage its reputation and ranking, and ultimately have a
negative impact on student enrollment.

The changes are ill conceived. Release time is the single most important resource
a CSUN faculty needs to do ANY kind of research. If this is not provided research
ends. We will become a community college. Our students will not get into
graduate programs.

| was shocked when | heard that Provost insisted to claim CSUN as teaching school
and justify not supporting research by the reason that CSUN is funded based on
FTEs. All the public universities’ funding are based on FTEs. | joined CSUN in 2014,
when the enrollment is above 41K (#1 in the CSU system), and now it has dropped
to 36K. 7 CSU campuses (LA, Fresno, Fullerton, Long Beach, Pomona,
Sacramento, San Francisco and San Jose) has been jumped to R2 research
designations while San Diego State becomes the R1 designation. CSUN is way
behind other campuses in terms of research resources and support. Now the
leadership is eliminating the long-run LGP. Without external fundings, we will
lose more students. Al has changed a lot, and degree is not that important any
more. Without skills or experiences, the graduates from top universities couldn’t
even find jobs. What will be CSUN students’ position in the future? What's the value
proposition of CSUN compared to other CSU campuses? | am super
disappointed about the current leadership's vision, which will destroy CSUN
completely.

I am incredibly proud to be an alumna and faculty member at CSUN, and | am
deeply grateful for the support | have received here. Everyone has been so
supportive of my endeavors, from IRB to RSP pre and post-award staff, as well as
administrators around campus, and | am eternally grateful. | also have the honor of
mentoring the most incredible students at our university. | was brought to our
institution with the specific goal of applying for and securing extramural grants to
further our research initiatives. However, these changes have created a shift in
the dynamic, and | now worry about how they will impact my ability to conduct
meaningful research that supports the transition and success of historically
marginalized students. | am also uncertain about what this change means for
the future of my standing at the institution and the broader trajectory of
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research here. It is my hope that the university can find a way to continue
supporting faculty members in a way that enables us to pursue our meaningful work
and create positive, long-term impact for success.
o Thank you for considering the challenges these changes present for my research
and the support of my team and all faculty at our university.
The handling of this issue is in line with the way in which the Provost has handled all
major issues/initiatives. She feigns collaboration and uses that “collaboration”
as evidence to back the decision she has made long before consulting any
faculty. With respect to the LGP, the program has helped me maintain my research
program here at CSUN- where it is incredibly difficult. | started with a $25k startup
fund and have subsequently brought in over $500k in direct cost. That is in large part
to the LGP giving me time and space to write grants, publish results, respond to
reviews, and train students. Without the program, I’ would not have had the capacity
to maintain my research agenda. By taking this great program away, the
administration is killing the research arm of the university and taking away
research opportunities from students.

Theme 6: Communication, Planning and Trust

| am deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and timing around these

changes. The retroactive removal of previously approved release units

undermines the trust faculty place in institutional processes and makes long-
term planning extremely difficult. Many of us made strategic decisions based on
the original terms—adjusting course loads, research timelines, and commitments to
collaborators and students. Sudden policy shifts without adequate consultation or
transition periods not only affect individual researchers but also send a discouraging
message about the institution’s support for scholarship. | respectfully urge leadership
to reconsider or phase in these changes more thoughtfully.

I find it absolutely disrespectful that changes were announced on July 7th

without any input from faculty.

It is despicable (but not surprising) that yet again, the Beck administration

sought out the ""consultation™" of faculty, ignored all of their

recommendations, and then just went ahead with their own initiative anyway.

This meaningless faculty consult has happened in other initiatives across

campus under Beck's tenure, and it's a tired and contrived way of trying to

rationalize their idiotic decisions by claiming they had faculty input—and it’s
becoming the trademark move of this administration. The research and grants
committee was asked to weigh in on changes to LGP, and the administration ignored
their recommendations, effectively wasting all of their time--they sent around the
document that they wrote when their participation was solicited, and it does not
match what the Provost did to the LGP program. What a profoundly disrespectful
way to use faculty time.

o The rollout of the changes to LGP took many faculty by surprise, with many of us
being told through the grapevine that there would be some changes, perhaps to
the tiers of threshold values of indirect costs used to generate release time, but
we were not told in any way that the administration was considering a wholesale
elimination of the program. The email announcement about the elimination of
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LGP (in summer, when faculty are off contract) was disappointing and incomplete
at best. The vaguely worded and arm-waving nature of the email announcement
inspires no confidence that the program was eliminated due to whistleblower
concerns and ""compliance™. My understanding is that the whistleblower
complaint was about the GRIF program, not about the entire LGP, but it seems
that the administration took the opportunity to eliminate all of it. For a supposedly
Chancellor's Office-level decision, CSUN administration has yet to explain to us
why _other CSUs_ remain research active without any of the ""compliance
concerns™ that they desperately wave in front of us as their justification for killing
our campus program. In another classic Beck Administration move, the
administration invited Jawa at ORSP to field all faculty questions and
concerns about the elimination of LGP--the Provost was not present at the
meetings to address faculty concerns personally though it was her
communication that announced the LGP elimination. Jawa got pushed into
traffic, and was left alone to answer for the Provost's decision. It's frankly a
chicken shit move on the Provost’s part, but I'm not convinced that the Provost
understands or can articulate the details of the supposed ""compliance""
concerns or the financial aspects of the ""unsustainable™ LGP program in a way
that would stand up to rigorous faculty questioning. Only after the Provost and
Jawa saw such faculty anger and opposition to the elimination of the LGP did we
see Jawa say that he would be working on a new replacement program to
support faculty research. Why on Earth would that detail not have been included
in the email announcing the changes to LGP if it were at all part of the
administration’s intention? That does not inspire confidence that the new
program will be anything other than a hastily thrown together effort that’s little
more than throwing crumbs at angry faculty that are demoralized to see their
research careers end.

o There's also a big huge elephant in the room that was not addressed at all
in the email announcing LGP's elimination: if the LGP is so financially
""unsustainable"", why has the Beck Administration not questioned why

TUC takes HALF of the indirect dollars generated by grants for their own
operations and then manages and funds the LGP with the other half? Of
course the LGP seems financially expensive when the TUC forces us to only use
half the overhead to do the research activities. Seems like we could afford
research on campus if ALL the overhead would be used for actual research-
related expenses! Is Rick Evans using 50% of the overhead generated by grants
to fund TUC's real estate, bookstore, and food services ventures? How is THAT
justified as ""compliant™ or even transparent? We know Beck has a slush fund
that comes from Rick's 50% cut of the overhead--we could all use fewer of

Beck's back to school hot dog parties and self-aggrandizing summer

‘celebrations' and holiday parties being funded by our grant dollars. Perhaps

that’s why we haven't heard a peep from the Beck Administration about touching

the sacred cow of TUC’s 50% cut — they benefit from it. If we're going to talk
compliance, then the administration should be prepared to explain to us why Rick

Evans is using 50% of the overhead dollars generated by our federal grants to

fund non-research-related activities. We also haven't been told where the funding
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that previously went to the release time aspect of LGP will now be spent. If Pls
get 20% return of overhead and no release time, that still doesn't account for all
of the overhead money that would have been allocated to release time. The math
just ain't mathin'. We want ALL of our overhead being used towards research-
related costs, including funding the LGP program, research building upgrades
and infrastructure, lab technicians, graduate student support, and better TUC
grant liaison support that doesn’t just push the grant administration burden back
on Pls.

o Given that only HALF of the generated overhead is actually being used to
support research and grants administration, eliminating the LGP is a shockingly
myopic decision by the Beck administration since they fund their other activities
with our grant dollars. What will motivate faculty to continue writing grants? Many
grant-holding heavy hitters in STEM are already saying that they are returning
grant funds, shutting down labs, and refusing to write future proposals because
they have no time to do the work if they don’t get the release time promised to
them. What will CSUN do without all those research funds coming into campus?
(At least this might solve the TUC 50% skim of overhead problem--there won't be
enough funding to skim for TUC's non-research activities) A chronically
underfunded public state institution depends on those external research dollars,
but this is lost on the Beck Administration--Beck and her Provost have little in the
way of research accomplishments (their CVs are publicly available), which is part
of their inability to understand the value of research in higher ed. For the past
three years, this administration has been anti-research: we didn't have an AVP of
ORSP for over a year after the last AVP or ORSP (Sanford) was fired, and even
when Jawa was hired, he was given no budget for his office by the Provost (!!!),
Beck's Road Map makes no mention of research as a priority, and the Provost
has said in many Faculty Senate and Senate subcommittee meetings that she
wants all faculty teaching the full 12 unit per semester load (reducing the number
of lecturers/part-time instructors won't close the budget gap--they don't make that
much money!). In one of the most damning exchanges yet, the Provost
spoke to a Faculty Senate subcommittee this past year and told them that
CSUN didn't do research at the level of her former institution, and said that
it would therefore be most appropriate for CSUN faculty to all teach the
4+4. On this Provost's watch, we've had multiple faculty in Science and Math
leave and take jobs at R1 and other more research-active institutions; one of
them even sent a resignation letter outlining the lack of research support on
campus as the rationale for his decision! The Provost just fired Dean Stinner
(CSUN's most research-minded Dean in its campus history) for not getting in line
with her anti-research agenda on campus. So yeah, faculty don't think the

elimination of the LGP is a ""compliance™ issue at its core. It's the short-sighted
contempt for faculty research and scholarly activity and a sloppy hatchet job
being used to gut the only program that makes research possible at our campus.

It is super-disrespectful to faculty that changes were announced on July 7th

without any input from the persons who in the end will raise all the IDC. It is

also disrespectful that an entire committee worked on adjusting the LGP but their
work was not even deemed worthy of a response. It seems that not even chairs and
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deans knew about this unilateral, dictatorial decision. Whatever comes next, faculty

NEED to be listened to. The whole thing seems cooked up by persons who have

never written a large research grant in their lives and who just want to feel the

""power" to assign (=squander in this case) resources.

Again, socialism never worked.

e The administration does not know what they are doing

e Another instance of CSUN supporting administration over faculty and
students. How many new AVPs have we hired in the last few years????

e The university states that it values research and supports grant-funded work;
however, recent actions suggest otherwise. There appears to be a significant
disconnect between the institution’s stated priorities and its actual resource
allocation. Our highly bureaucratic structure not only undermines the university's
ability to support research and faculty more broadly, but also leads to inefficient use
of resources. From an organizational behavior and human resources perspective,
this represents a breach of the psychological contract. It also seems that some
funding agencies would not object to a portion of indirect funds being used to better
support grant-related work, rather than being diverted to unrelated institutional
priorities. Additionally, it is important to acknowledge that our faculty face higher
teaching loads and have access to fewer resources compared to peers at other
institutions.

e Here are my responses to the Provost's letter gutting the large-grant program:

o The ""Revisions"" to the Large Grant Program (LGP) were made with
faculty input: This is misleading and false. The Research and Grant
Committee made a report but this new policy ignores their recommendations that
argues for modest changes and does NOT recommend removing the ability for
faculty to receive re-assign time.

o The Provost says LGP is too expensive: The LGP was using up a huge chunk
(32%) of indirect cost (IDC) money, about $2.5 million per year, and was growing
unsustainably.

o The data (including those provided in the provost's email do not back this up).
The % of IDC has stayed largely level at 32% over the years:

o The increasing costs of replacement could be accounted for by modest changes
in the funding model. It does not require complete destruction of the program.

o The Provost says LGP is Non-compliant: Some aspects of how reassigned time
was calculated or granted weren't in line with federal rules, which puts the
university at audit risk.

o The compliance “issues” are not specified in the email.

o Despite being audited in 2023 and 2024, none of these issues came up.

o Ifitis problematic for CSUN to use IDC for reassigned time because it double
counts their ""effort™ then how is it possible for faculty at who start with at 2-1
teaching load to not raise the same ""

mnn

effort"™ concerns?

o No information was given about how these concerns came forward. The
response was the usual ""for reasons of security™ we have to act now and figure
out how we got here later.

o Budgetary and Compliance Challenges- responses

o Reassigned time is based on indirect cost recovery rather than faculty effort or
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project needs, which conflicts with federal cost principles.— What ""federal cost
principles' do you refer to? The National Science Foundation defines Indirect
Costs "those costs which are not readily identifiable with a particular cost
objective (e.q., direct organizational activity or project), but nevertheless are
necessary for the general operation of an organization.” You state that reassign
time is based on IDC recovery rather than faculty effort? How do you quantify
this? Faculty effort in our college far exceeds the re-assign time allotted, and
federal cost principles state that costs “not readily identifiable” can be funded.
This should include teaching load at our public institution.

o A growing share of IDC has been allocated to Principal Investigators (PIs), which
limits our ability to invest in critical research infrastructure and administrative
support.— Your data does not show this. In fact, it shows that the share is
unchanged since 2021. Moreover, the TUC share grows with increased funding,
yet, the TUC support remains unchanged ($700k of the &gt;2.5m brought in to
the TUC from IDC annually). Our post-award support proportionally decreases,
despite our increasing needs.

o The LGP guideline stating that faculty who receive additional pay from a grant
may not be eligible for reassigned time is important but has not been enforced in
the past.— Lack of enforcement is not a budgetary or compliance challenge. It is
negligence on the part of administration.

o The availability of LGP support has incentivized undercharging grants for faculty
efforts.— Again, where is the evidence? Faculty salary comes with a full overhead
rate, which increases the LGP support to the PI. Faculty are INCENTIVIZED to
add salary to grants because they effectively receive more IDC on their grants.
This statement is nonsensical and is not supported by data.

o Using the same faculty effort to both charge a grant and receive LGP support
creates compliance risks— This could be easily changed, but is not a compliance
risk. Faculty are not paid double for their time, as you suggest. Rather, they may
receive 3-units from direct grant support and 3 units from the LGP....which leads
to a 25% reduction in teaching load over the year. How is this a compliance risk.
This speculative justification for gutting the program is unwarranted and
unneccessary.

o LGP now accounts for 32% of the total IDC generated, and this percentage is
expected to continue growing. Additionally, over 1,000 units of reassigned time
(approximately $2.5 million) have already been committed to the LGP— Why is
this expected to grow. Your data do not show this. And a change to the
program, such as changing the minimum thresholds for faculty to receive units,
would be the responsible and practical change .

e [ am not sure why they would be changing the rules about how the money from the
grants themselves are spent. The extra reassigned time generated by CSUN for
reassigned time is important for administering large grants, but as it comes from
CSUN, it makes a little more intuitive sense from an administrative point of view.
That is not to say | agree with it. | don't. But micromanaging how the actual
money from grants is spent seems to be overreach with a lot of very real
negative consequences.

e The changes/modification to the LGP can be done by more transparent review
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in the indirect costs that generated and spending in yearly basis. If people can
predict the stock markets which is much more complicated, there is no way we
cannot come up with more robust scheme in LGP, e.q. instead of "stepwise" curve
that determines the discrete amount of release time (3, 6, 9 units), a continuous
accumulative curve that determines a fraction amount of release time (0.5, 0.8, etc.)
might be more appropriate and fair to everyone.

e The changes made are not justified. Compliance and audit issues seem made
up.

o What upsets me the most is about how the new policy was implemented and
communicated. To make a change this impactful as an announcement with no time
for input or even transition is counter to core ideas of shared governance.

e This wasn't necessary. It decreases my trust in the administration and their priorities
/ judgement.

e Done with little consultation. | was on the Research and Grants Committee a
few years ago. We discussed the issue of LGP in terms of equity, and were
very clear that much consultation would need to take place. My term on R&G
Committee termed out so | was not privy to the direction this initiative took.
Obviously, little consultation was done.

e The timing in unveiling these changes was cowardly - the Monday of the 4th of
July weekend when the provost is on vacation.

e Reasons for our release time can be easily justified by the amount of time and effort
we put into our mentor-mentee experiences. Moreover, there is still not a clear
reason why such an extreme decision was made to eliminate our ability to get
release time with our IDC.

e There is so much to say, and so little time...

o The change is sudden, and an announcement in July for a change starting in
August is unreasonable

o The lack of discussion with faculty before this change was made is
appalling

o The timing of this announcement is also unfair, as it is known that most
faculty are on a 9-month contract; Most are away at the moment, and even those
of us who are here are working for free again, just to fight these unreasonable
actions

o The lack of a plan to at least continue supporting active multi-year grants and
soon-to-be-awarded proposals under review is a huge slap in the face

o Why is reassigned time being treated like the ""enemy""?

o The Provost should be required to attend the Zoom hours too, to
demonstrate basic respect to the faculty. If she decreed the change, then she
should hear our frustrations and try to work with us to find a better solution

o Iam not convinced that there are real compliance issues. If a concern was
raised, then it should be transparently shared with the faculty so that we can all
work together to find an improved LGP that works better (and still includes
reassigned time!). Without seeing the specific concern, we cannot understand
the nuances of the issue, and thereby cannot be sure of a new plan that would
avoid these concerns
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o Reassigned time is even more important at a place like CSUN because we have
so little research infrastructure and so little staff/admin support in the
departments. Pls have to do many more of the admin and financial tasks and
other upkeep tasks that professors at other universities would not have to do.
This takes time. Plus most of our programs (mine included) doesn't have PhD
students, so we need the opportunity to spend additional time mentoring our
students, as we are primarily working with undergrads

o If the Provost doesn't want us to have any reassigned time to do research,
then why is research part of our job requirements? In that case, just remove
research from our responsibilities. It is very confusing and unreasonable to say
we need to apply for all of these grants and publish all of these papers to get
tenure, while at the same time saying that | won't give you any time to do so

o On a personal note, | only listed 1 project in the previous screen because | was
the PI for that one. However, | am/was involved in a 5-year $3 million NSF project
at CSUN, which was recently terminated (in May) by DOGE. | am also part of
another multi-million dollar project from the Department of Education. However,
since | am not the Pl on either of those two, | did not list them here.

e We should request a clear and detailed breakdown of how IDC and the overall
budget are being allocated at CSUN. We need to see the numbers. Specifically,
we need to know where the money is going — how much is being spent on
administrative costs versus how much is actually supporting education, research,
and direct student impact. Transparency is essential here.

e The abruptness of this policy, the timing (summer, when most faculty are not
working) and the lack of honoring current grants is incredibly devaluing and
disrespectful of faculty Pl's. The way this is being shared feel punitive and not at
all collaborative. It is also disturbing that the original proposal by the researchers
assembled by the provost was rewritten and does not include the actual
recommendations made.

e The ‘compliance issue' noted by the Provost is not descriptive enough,
making this whole thing feel like a money grab. Why not give the faculty and staff
the opportunity to bring the program into compliance rather than just cut it
completely?

e We are living in extraordinary times where support for research is under threat
across many sectors and funding agencies. | recognize and understand that
changes may be necessary to the current large grant program to ensure that it is
sustainable over the long-term and continues to provide much needed support for
faculty research and scholarship while offering invaluable life-changing experiences
for our students. It is imperative that changes that are enacted are developed in
close consultation with the faculty, after thoughtful discussion and
deliberation and respecting our established shared governance principles
1. Immediate rescission of the revised framework and the provisional reinstatement

of the prior guidelines so that ongoing and pending projects can proceed without
disruption.

2. Prompt establishment of a joint faculty-administrator committee empowered to
review internal research-funding mechanisms, evaluate costs and benefits, and
recommend a sustainable solution that advances research, equity, and student
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success.
e The rationale provided for altering the program lacks substance and fails to
persuade. The claimed benefits to the institution remain unclear. The new policy has
the potential to negatively impact faculty ability to fulfill institutional goals and to
provide quality education to students.

Theme 7: Other

e Please keep the current large grant program. It has run for so many years. Nothing
is wrong for it.

e Providing some IDC money back to the Pl is nice but has limited use. My research
needs are covered by the direct costs of my grants. | benefit much more by using
the IDC for release time, which federal funding agencies expect the university to
provide.

e The large grant program can be made sustainable without axing it completely.

e We can reduce the IDC to Release Time conversion rate and survive with 6 units
max per semester release time for a while, but the TUC must reduce their take too
and come up with a rebuilding plan once and if the current federal cuts reverses
itself.

e Given the attack on science at the national level, | do not understand the timing of
this change. The state budget was much better for the CSUs than expected.

o Dropping the LGP is a very short-sighted decision.

e [ don't see how these are "changes" to LGP, It's more complete removal of LGP,

e | suggest increasing the indirect cost dollar amount, for example, to $10,000, for
three-unit release time, instead of cancelling it.

Suggestions

Respondents were given the option to provide suggestions to address the policy by
being asked “Do you have suggestions to how faculty can adapt, change or rescind the
policy changes?” Responses are below.

Support for the change

o Whenever there is a change, there will inevitably be some resistance. However, this
change is fair—and it's important to note that if we do not move forward, CSUN risks
falling out of compliance.

Opposition to the Change/Elimination of the LGP

Common themes appeared:

1. Shared Governance and Transparency

2. Faculty Action

3. Rescind the Changes and/or Follow Research and Grants Committee
Recommendations

Lack of confidence in administration and/or no real fix

Alternative Suggestions

Impact on teaching and campus identity

ook
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7. Other
8. ChatGPT response/suggestions

Theme 1: Shared Governance and Transparency

The administration needs to involve faculty more in these things, rather than
dictate what they will do. The administration has really no idea what would work
well for faculty, and they don't seem to think we might have some creative solutions
to some of these problems.

Consultation, consultation, and more consultation. | think we all understand that
budget/federal support are issues, but at least consult widely...

We should demand shared governance and that a new policy (they can call it
whatever they want) is generated via collaborative discussions with faculty
across campus. We can start with the proposal from R&G, but it should involve
more than those few faculty, as every discipline and department is different.

If the administration won't listen then the faculty should exert their power to
boycott the changes. The union should be involved, as all of this becomes a
workload issue. | do plan to boycott the changes by no longer submitting proposals
(although this does put me at risk since | am untenured). The faculty should band
together and write letters to the Provost (some departments already have). We
should also change our tenure requirements at the department level to lower the
research expectations. Those rules are within the power of the departments.

We also need to somehow look into the ""legality™ of the changes when it comes to
active and pending projects. Active projects are under contract with the funding
agency, so if LGP units were promised then there must be a way to make sure that
CSUN keeps its promise.

We need to start holding regular weekly meetings — creating space for open
discussion and brainstorming ideas. As a faculty member, | truly believe this is
my campus — a place where | see myself spending the next 20 years. | need to do
research, not just for my own growth, but to ensure | can bring the most current and
relevant knowledge into the classroom for my students. Administrators come and go,
but the core values of this university — education, scholarship, and academic
freedom — belong to us. We must stand up and protect what we believe in.

1. Demand a proper explanation why release time is being pulled, specifically
what suddenly changed so that release time can no longer be granted. All we
got is a hand-wavy explanation about auditing, and it had the flavor that someone
didn't want to do extra paperwork. We deserve an actual explanation.

2. Either offer some other kind of program that gives faculty release time for
sponsored research, or drop ANY AND ALL notion that faculty should be pursuing
sponsored research, implied or otherwise. The administration seems that it can't
decide which path to take, and right now it's trying to take both: grants are expected,
but the university will not support you getting grants. Administration can't pick both.
And | do mean ""expected"” - in my field we need at least money to cover travel
costs to present at conferences, and | was explicitly told with the new austerity
measures that the university will not cover these costs, but publications are
nonetheless still expected, and so grants are the only option.

As | said earlier, It is imperative that changes that are enacted are developed in
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close consultation with the faculty, after thoughtful discussion and
deliberation, and respecting our established shared governance principles.
Admin needs to release the data, and the numbers used to justify the changes.
At this point the information is very anecdotical.

Keep working together

Lobby for a seat at the negotiations table and propose common-sense and
workable solutions. Faculty need input.

All stakeholders, including students and their parents, should be informed of
the potential impact of this decision. It not only affects research-active faculty but
also undermines CSUN’s overall reputation, ranking, and ultimately the quality of
education provided to its students.

We need to know the legal concerns about paying for release time from IDC so
that we can help brainstorm other options.

We must be told clearly what the "compliance issues” were that were found in
the audit. Then we can offer workable solutions that avoid these issues.

I am not entirely sure what is proposed here. If it is only the CSUN-generated
reassigned time, | say redistribute the grant funding to adequately compensate for
the time of administering the large grant. If that is not possible, CSUN needs to step
up the staff support to help with compliance and record keeping.

If the proposal is a full micromanaging of grants to eliminate the request for
additional salary and reassigned time in the grant itself, | think that the CSU
policy related to grants and the explicit policy connected to the 125% rule
needs to be studied in microscopic detail as this kind of proposal does not
sound compliant with what | understand to be the policy of the CSU itself.
Faculty can adapt by collectively advocating for a reconsideration of the
policy through formal channels, engaging in discussions, and presenting data
on how the changes negatively impact research productivity and external
funding potential.

I am not sure. I am still unclear on what compliance issues exist with the
current policy. Can we get support from funders? Also, are they efficiently using the
other indirect costs? Either way, aligned with the committee recommendations, |
think that colleges should receive funds to cover 100% of costs to replace faculty
using release time,

Document the impacts like you are doing here. Make sure to provide specific
numbers and also model the long term consequences.

The collective action currently being taken by faculty (including this data collection)
is inspiring. This must continue until consultation on a new policy takes place,
including commitment from faculty not to apply for any award which includes IDC
until this time.

Faculty can adapt by organizing collectively to advocate for more flexible use of
grant funds, especially for time-intensive research. One suggestion is to establish
a faculty-led committee to open a dialogue with university leadership,
presenting data on the long-term impact of these policy changes on research
productivity, student engagement, and external funding potential. Another
option is to propose a tiered or conditional system where release units or summer
salary may be allowed based on the scale or competitiveness of the grant.
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We must work constructively and productively with the administration to
produce an acceptable program that provides equivalent research time as did
LGP.

We should make our voice heard.

Theme 2: Faculty Action

This needs media coverage and we need to unite and not work in silos to have
our collective voice heard. Involving students would help too!

Pressure should be applied to the CSUN administration from all quarters,
including the Faculty Senate, Deans, and research active faculty.

Demand accountability. This is not the first time the Provost has made a
consequential decision about a program without consulting relevant
stakeholders.

Feels like a lost cause to some degree but perhaps engaging the union, press,
and other means to put pressure on admin could help.

Work with the Union and seek for changes to upper management

fire the provost. She is making CSUN a community college. She is doing
grave harm to the thousands of students who will lose graduate school
opportunities because of the lack of research.

No confidence vote.

Vote of no confidence in president and provost

CSUN faculty should actively pursue all possible avenues to reinstate some form of
teaching release in order to sustain meaningful research activity. At this stage, it is
crucial to exert strong collective pressure to restore the Large Grant Program (LGP)
or establish an equivalent mechanism. Beyond this issue, the actions of the
president and provost suggest a fundamental lack of understanding of how higher
education operates. Therefore, efforts to replace these administrators may be
necessary to ensure CSUN can move forward.

Motion of no confidence on the current leadership

Faculty should continue to push for these changes to be rescinded. CSUN needed
to provide more support for external research, not less.

If these changes are not rescinded, faculty who are serious about their
research agendas should leave. CSUN is not serious about or supportive of
research.

Silent and not so silent protest. Don't be too polite but openly tell them they
are ignorant administrators who don't even have a clue of what they are doing.
Stop caring and just do the bare minimum. After all they don't are about us.
Disengage from all sort of collective effort to ameliorate CSUN or the student
experience. Do not attend any phony ceremony on the opening of the
academic year, or in "celebration” of this or that achievement. Contact the
Union to see if any of this is legal. They don't deserve any of our hard labor.
Faculty should go on strike with their grant-writing efforts. No time for research
= no more writing grants. Faculty can also get adjunct status at other institutions to
use that affiliation for grant-writing. If faculty cannot do research on campus, or our
infrastructure decays because of lack of investment and grant dollars, if we are
funded, we should use the off-campus overhead rate which reduces grant dollars to
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CSUN. If CSUN is divesting from us as faculty, we should divest from CSUN by
either reducing or eliminating the grant dollars coming in to the institution. No
administrative leader can preside over that type of decline and keep their jobs.
The Provost is up for a 3 year review soon, and faculty need to voice this in
their review. Faculty also need to be more engaged in senate proceedings; if
no change is made to bring back LGP or to replace it with a comparable program,
we should make a motion for a vote of no confidence in the president and provost.
no-confidence motion in the existing leadership that is ignorant about the
importance of research to student success and the local community. An absent
President who is rarely on campus and never responds to faculty emails and letters
is concerning. Bring these points to the attention of the Chancellor, public, and
legislature

Vote of no confidence in the provost

I think CSUN will need to provide greater administrative support since Pls (faculty)
will not have the time to do all the administrative work required. I think we will need
to protest with data that are easy to understand. For example, the number of
students that will need to be dropped from receiving research mentoring, the
number of hours of unpaid labor faculty will engage in to continue with their
research grants, the reduction of external grant submissions, etc. | think the
administration should also tell faculty and students their plan for ensuring faculty will
have time/support to mentor students.

Theme 3: Rescind the Changes and/or Follow Research and Grants Committee
Recommendations

The policy changes should be rescinded.

It should be rescinded. Adaptations can be made at the college level, with existing
grant officers. If a policy change is necessary, some time to work towards that
change would be welcomed (i.e. making an official policy change in 2027).
Additionally, | think the originally proposed plan, of allowing PI's to purchase their
release time was not a bad idea.

Yes, just take the research committee's suggestions for how to use IDC to buy
out additional release time. The Provost doesn't want that though because she
wants everybody teaching full time.

Adjust number of release time provided by indirect cost, but keep the old style
system

| think coordinated action is needed. | would like to see a no-confidence vote in the
Faculty Senate, and a protest at the President's Address.

I think we should demand that the LGP be reinstated and after that changes
can be discussed with faculty in good faith.

Defer to the current proposal submitted by the Research and Grants
Committee. (or the two prior?)

Adhere to previously proposed models that were self-sustaining or increase
the cuttoff/requirements for LGP but still make it available

It is clear that the changes to the LGP will bring research productivity to a very low
level. Researchers need time to perform the work. A mechanism for reassigned time
has to be there. The advisory committee, which was ignored, presented a
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possible approach. It can be a starting point.

They should rescind the changes. The proposed changes do not make any

sense.

Please continue to provide release time to faculty that secure grants, and at the

same time, consider the proposal the research and grants committee devised.

o As a member of the R&G Committee, | believe we should provide a series of
options that faculty can vote on via senate or as a larger campus.

Theme 4: Lack of confidence in administration and/or no real fix

I think that we are kind of screwed since | highly doubt they will make
concessions or make reasonable changes. Based on their personalities they do
not want to appear weak.

I wish | knew! | don't know what leverage we have. We can complain all we want,
but I'm not sure how responsive the administration will be...

It seems like eliminating research is the point, so arguing that the policy will
eliminate research is unlikely to be effective. | genuinely don't know.

The current administration does not care about faculty and research and
scholarship.

Many suggestions have been made and ignored.

| hope the administration is open to amending the revised LGP to allow faculty to buy
out of teaching, even if it is at a higher rate than the current internal rate. If the LGP
was unsustainable in its previous form, a revision was needed, but eliminating the
opportunity for reassigned time using LG units will make it extremely
challenging for many faculty.

| work with large external groups, and was set to bring in about $1,000,000 in total
awards annually within the next 5 years. | will either stop my research at CSUN for
move to another institution that will support it. | would also never trust the
administration at CSUN again.

If the proposal is to micromanage the grants themselves and what they can
pay for, it will decimate the amount of grant money coming in. There won't be
any real incentive to do it. If the proposal is only to eliminate CSUN-generated
reassigned time, the impact would be much less.

We must emphasize the monetary loss (from reduction in external funding) that
CSUN wiill incur, and the massive loss of student opportunities (research
opportunities, mentoring from faculty, financial support from grants in the form of
hourly salary as research assistants) that will result. The university must realize
the academic environment will become a hollow shell of its former self.

Theme 5: Alternative Suggestions

The release time needs to be provided in terms of a reduced teaching load (2-2 or 3-
3) depending on the level of IDC being brought in and the number of students being
mentored.

A sustainable way would be to (a) find a way to channel IDCs into a trust fund that
would fund the release time for Pls based on merit. If done right, every release time
unit will bring more time into the trust; (b) switch to multiple RTPs -- research,
blended, teaching. In this case, Pl will be directly receiving release time comparable
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to R1 institutions to sustain their competitive research programs; (c) revise the
numbers of the original LGP for inflation and kick the can down the road.

Instead of freezing LGP release times, a better approach could have been to slightly
reduce the number of release units (for example, from 6 per year down to 5 or 4).

| think we need to think of some alternate ways to get release time.

The college should give 6 units of release time to any faculty that agrees to do
research.

The college should give 1 unit of release time for every undergraduate and graduate
student mentored.

TUC should match the release time written into to grants as direct time. This way we
would only have to request 1/2 as much money as is needed to buy out the same
amount of teaching release time.

Not sure. Review other policies at other institutions

| suggest increasing the dollar amount of IDC to $10,000 for 3-unit release time.
Start advocating for agencies/grant partners to deny/reduce IDC to the minimum
needed to upkeep facilities, and also to make IDC more discipline-specific so there
is equity in how funds are charged/used.

I need language/commitment on the number of release time units we would receive
for a given grant dollar amount. If CSUN commits X number of units for X number of
direct/indirect costs, then this is something that can be counted on and planned for.
Then, | can assess whether | think it is enough release time to actually do the work.
For example, if CSUN commits to 3 units/semester for a 1 million dollar grant, |
might decide to shut my research program down because that would be insufficient.
If CSUN commits 6 units/semester, | would feel more confident that | could carryout
the research.

Acknowledge student training programs as much as 46% grants. We are a teaching
institution yet we laud those who don’t work with students as much.

Maybe expand the GRIF program for Pls to offset the loss of compensation.
Administration needs to support research with re-assign time, such as that
provided by San jose State University or San Diego State University.

Theme 6: Impact on teaching and campus identity

| suppose we could adapt by thinking of ourselves more of a teaching-only
school, which would be a hard adjustment. But hopefully the administration will
be open to incorporating some of the LGP committee feedback that has been
solicited (multiple times) over the years, so that we can continue to have a balance
of teaching and scholarship.

As an emergency measure, and with excruciating heart ache, we may be
forced to mock-teach the additional units that LGP would have protected us
from otherwise. If | can’t adequately prepare a class and commit the time to
generating true, formative feedback for students, | may be forced to sharing minimal
content online and spread easy A’s across the class. I'd hate to do this with every
fiber in me, but | may have no other option.

Incentivizing research through effective strategies is essential. One of my
colleagues suggested merging smaller course sections to reduce the time
commitment for those involved in research while still effectively serving our
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students. For example, instead of holding two separate sections of 30 students
each at different times -- common practice in my department -- we could combine
both sections into one room. The difference between managing 30 students and 60
students is not significant. These slightly larger classes could be supported by a
graduate Teaching Assistant, who is considerably less expensive than a full-time
instructor. This approach also better prepares our graduate students for their future
careers.

Theme 7: Other

e [t will seriously hurt the research environment at CSUN, which will take students’
opportunities to participate in research away and decrease the quality of education
as well.

e [fthe LGR is not going to continue, there needs to be some assistance for
researchers to purchase teaching release through their grants. We simply cant do
the work if there is no time.

e For me - if they will not allow eFunds and take my eFunds away in 2027 - I'm done
here. | earned that money teaching and running training grants for students to the
detriment of my own research program.

o We should come up with a modification to current LGP if it is found not sustainable,
rather than to abolish it.

e Our CECS faculty will send a letter to the president and provost.

o | believe that for most disciplines, without the teaching releases, there is simply not
enough room in our workload to conduct grant research. As a result, | expect many
faculty members to either seek other employment that provides better research
environments, or stay at CSUN but stop doing research altogether.

e /[donot.

e Hard to say more without clear communication from them of the "compliance" issues
they're using as their excuse. | don't trust their "financial" excuse.

e Not sure

e Please see the detailed letter submitted by the Department of Physics and
Astronomy.

e [tis not worth going into this here. Lecturers are not the majority fighting this fight
and our voices are not considered from my past (and numerous) experiences.

e The only thing | can think of is that faculty should include additional release time in
their budget when applying for grants. I'm not sure how this works, though.

e This is a work in progress - | am just stepping into the role as Chair of Biology - I'm

currently uncertain how to advise new faculty.

A fair selection in the limited grant submission.

| estimate majority of the current Pls will no longer be able to get grants.

60% loss in external funding

| am sure the loss will be more devastating that whatever financial gain was hoped

to achieve by making the changes.

Theme 8: ChatGPT response
One respondent entered the information about the changes to/elimination of the LGP

into ChatGPT and the response is below.
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e | asked ChatGPT and received some worthwhile information:
The recent shift from the robust Large Grant Program to the more modest Faculty
Research Development Initiative (FRDI) presents a significant challenge for faculty
engaged in or aspiring to large-scale, externally funded research. While the new
donor-supported model signals a commitment to faculty scholarship, the change
may inadvertently disincentivize pursuit of major federal funding due to reduced
institutional support. Below are several suggestions for how faculty might adapt,
respond, or advocate for revision of this policy shift:
o Collective Faculty Advocacy

- Organize a Faculty Committee or Task Force: Faculty Senate or a similar
representative body could form a working group to evaluate the impact of the
policy changes on research productivity and competitiveness.

- Draft a White Paper or Position Statement: Present a data-informed
document to the administration highlighting the strategic value of federal
grant-seeking and the institutional ROl of providing meaningful support
(release time, seed funding).

- Request Stakeholder Engagement: Ask for open forums or listening sessions
with the Provost or VP for Research to share faculty concerns and
recommend adjustments.

o Propose a Tiered Support Model

- Faculty could suggest a tiered or hybrid model that retains core components
of the former Large Grant Program (e.qg., release time) for faculty applying for
high-impact, multi-year grants (e.g., NIH, NSF, DoD), while integrating the
FRDI as an early-stage pipeline program.

o Align with Strategic Goals and Metrics

- Faculty can frame their concerns in terms of institutional competitiveness,
research rankings, and indirect cost recovery—areas directly impacted by
reduced large-grant activity.

- Provide case studies or projections showing how diminished support may
reduce grant submissions or success rates.

o Engage Donors and Development Office

- Since FRDI is donor-supported, faculty might work with the Advancement
Office to educate donors on the importance of major research initiatives,
potentially broadening the donor pool to fund higher levels of support.

o Pilot Revisions or Exceptions

- Suggest piloting a revised support structure for faculty with near-term plans to
submit large proposals, to demonstrate short-term feasibility and outcomes.

- Propose an exception process for faculty targeting competitive, high-dollar
grant opportunities.

o Collaborate with the Grants Office

- The Grants Office can help faculty gather data on missed funding
opportunities or declining proposal activity to support their advocacy.

- Together with faculty, we can develop a centralized resource to assist with
grant development, helping stretch FRDI dollars further.
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