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a. How are the general goals and specific objectives of the program being met?

Despite significant limitations in resources, the faculty are accomplishing their main missions of research,
teaching, and service. However, additional investment in infrastructure, support, and faculty are needed to
keep the unit commensurate with University expectations of an R1 institution. The unit offers both
Bachelor of Arts or Science degrees in Biological Sciences. The two programs encompass most of the
students at different levels of rigor. In partnership with the Department of Chemistry, the unit co-offers a
degree in Biochemistry and Molecular Biology which requires additional chemistry courses and
specialized electives. A Bioinformatics and Computational Biology major requires coursework in
mathematics and computer sciences in addition to biology. Finally, in coordination with the UMBC
Department of Education, the Department offers a Biology Education major to promote excellence in
secondary-grade life science teaching. In partnership with the UMBC Campus at Shady Grove, The
Department also provides foundational courses for students seeking a degree in Translational Life
Sciences. In short, there are a diversity of programs and offerings geared at serving a very diverse
community of students. Further participation in other programs means the faculty are stretched fairly thin
to accommodate new programs and initiatives. Nevertheless, additional offerings in support of the
computation biology program as well as programs in neuroscience and marine biology are warranted to
satisfy community needs. In other words, additional faculty lines and resources are required.

b. What is the students’ perception of the quality of the program and their evaluations of the
faculty’s teaching and mentoring?

Students were generally very positive in terms of quality of program, rigor, and opportunity. Students felt
faculty were challenging but fair. Some courses are required. In particular, there are too few Course based
Undergraduate Research Experience Courses (CURES) considering the breadth and size of the unit.
Tenure track faculty are encouraged to participate in these CURE programs and their participation should
be promoted by the administration. An over reliance on the Lecturers to promote innovation in the
program should be better balanced. There is a tremendous need for updating course resources. For
instance, the death of a student prompted the family to donate additional resources for anatomy models.
Those resources should be built into the student fee structure rather than relying on a tragedy. Equipment
and instrumentation in the teaching laboratories is outdated. In anatomy, there is an absolute need to use
technologies like Sectra virtual dissecting tables in support of the program. These tables allow students to
virtually dissect human cadavers without the need for actual human cadavers and are standard fare in
most modern curricula. Instead, the faculty are dissecting rats, cats, and other parts in support of the
program. It is our understanding that such virtual dissectors were offered to the unit but were inexplicably
turned down. The modernization of the laboratories should be more highly prioritized than a simple
individual decision. Teaching laboratories are largely outdated and in poor condition. At the same time,
there are unused state-of-the-art teaching laboratories in the newer building. The basis for leaving
laboratories empty for 5 years is perplexing and should be justified when most students and faculty feel
like neighboring community colleges offer more modern facilities than UMBC. At the very least, a
Provost level audit of space use in the new building is warranted. Our brief tour revealed both under



utilized and empty spaces e.g. even a laboratory that is servicing a single course per semester could
probably be better utilized.

C. Avre the proposed directions of the program consistent with the mission and priorities of
the College and the University? Please comment on the overall quality of the program relative to
its aspirational peers.

UMBC is an R1 institution. However, a previous administration pushed an agenda for increased
undergraduate teaching emphasis. The lingering effects of this directive are still extant. Many faculty
have gap years in productivity. The lack of resources and transparency has led to significant morale issues
that could be readily reversed with more appropriate resource allocation. Expectations for increased
productivity are warranted; however, additional resources are needed to meet these expectations. Acting
like an R1 institution is the first step toward resolving these issues.

There is widespread consensus that UMBC plays a secondary role to the University of Maryland at
College Park (UMCP). While understandable in terms of total size and scope, such a designation is hard
on faculty and student morale. Although smaller, there is a sense that instruction is better at UMBC than
at UMCP. Such pride should be fostered with commensurate resources. UMBC plays a vital role in being
fed by students in the neighboring community.

d. What is the quality of the curriculum? Do teaching materials and pedagogical methods reflect
state of the art within the disciplines?

There were some feelings that older faculty were not investing in developing current approaches and
relying on ‘chalk and blackboard’ type approaches that are not as effective in teaching. Similarly, students
felt that younger/first-year faculty were inexperienced albeit the students were very understanding that
they will improve in time. Some courses are desperately needed such as an R based Biometry course. For
graduate students, attempts at using seminars to fill in this gap seem insufficient. Graduate students would
welcome a molecular techniques type course.

e. Considering the program’s assessment of student learning outcomes, discuss ways the
faculty might most effectively “close the loop” by enhancing its use of the outcomes of
assessment to improve teaching and learning.

Faculty expressed a level of frustration with obtaining good quality data from the institution. As such,
assessment seems somewhat limited. We would encourage that the Office of Institutional Research be
tasked with being more forthcoming with the required data by the new Provost. In speaking to the Dean in
the exit interview, it was emphatically stated that such data were made available. The faculty would
disagree. Clearly, there is a disconnect in the process between unit, Dean’s Office, and the upper
administration. We suggest increased communication involving all three of these levels until
communications are acknowledged to be better by all parties.



f. Is the level of scholarly work by faculty members in the program suitable for this
program? Does the program as operating or planned provide sufficient opportunities for continued
growth in quality of scholarship, creativity of faculty, and research opportunities for students?

Concerning was a marked decrease in faculty output in terms of papers (halved since 2016) and research
grants (a very large NIH grant skewed what would otherwise be a record of declining funding). The
recent hire of four additional young faculty was seen as a positive. Given what is a fairly modest teaching
burden, the senior faculty are encouraged to contribute more to the program in terms of granting and
papers. Should that not be possible, reassignment to additional teaching roles or participation in CURES
might be appropriate.

g. Please comment on the adequacy of program’s facilities for fulfilling its goals.

Plans should be made now to transition to a newer and more modern building. The faculty are justifiably
concerned about the infrastructure of the building not serving the needs. Poor maintenance has resulted in
a building that is one little piggy away from being blown down. Considering a building takes years to
realize, getting ahead of this issue seems vital.

Animal care facilities are worrisome. The new building promised new facilities. Despite efforts, no one
has identified what is disturbing the mice but it’s happening. Some researchers are moving their mice
back to the old facility but an inoperative cage washer, lack of ventilated caging, and more is simply
unacceptable. The university should invest realistically into animal care and seek AALAC accreditation
like virtually every other R1 institution in the USA. As it stands, the program has had to report to NIH
Office of Lab Animal Welfare about real animal welfare concerns. This is remarkable and would trigger a
complete overhaul of the program at other universities. There are signs of improvement e.g. the hiring of
a veterinarian, the consultation with the Jackson Laboratory, and others. However, the upper
administration and perhaps the Office of Research should be more involved because of the severity of the
issues.The Chair of the IACUC felt much of these issues were in the past but every other faculty member
would say otherwise. Clearly, communication is an issue here. Further, affected faculty reported that they
were not provided access to the Jackson Laboratory report. A lack of transparency has led to significant
concerns and is demoralizing. Lack of a functional animal care facilities impact the productivity of pre-
tenure faculty, and this should be reconciled with tenure and promotion expectations.

Additional resources required include a testing center for courses and additional lecture venues.

Faculty raised concerns about appropriate resourcing of initiatives e.g. a newer mass spectrometer was
welcomed but without significant technical support vis a vis a dedicated technician, the instrument was
underutilized. Even the newer building suffers from basic infrastructure issues e.g. faculty are concerned
about the electrical system being insufficient to accommodate such basic items as -80°C freezers. At the
same time, we recognize that the unit did not accept an offer of an autoclave when it was offered a few
years back when funds were available although now, the unit is in need of new autoclaves. Further, the
refusal of the virtual dissecting tables indicated previously is puzzling. The unit needs to be more
effective in communicating its needs and more open to opportunities when they are presented. We suggest



the unit and Dean develop a more formalized approach that ensures more regular and documented
communications.

h. Given your review, do you think the program resources are being used effectively? Are there
other ways you can suggest for them to be used? Are there additional ways the program might
generate revenue?

The unit is poorly incentivized by the current budgetary processes. For instance, we (UNLV) receive 70%
of our summer teaching proceeds. Reconciliation of actual numbers should occur because there are
significant departures between what the Dean is stating (25% to Department) and what the college level
embedded budget personnel indicated: 75% Provost / 15% Department / 10% Dean. We receive 15% of
indirect costs and split these with our faculty. The unit apparently receives 10%. However, the
Department was apparently responsible for a very large portion of earlier start up packages with no
monies listed as originating from the Provost (although the Dean indicates the Provost receives 12.5% of
indirects for use in start-ups). Please note that the most recent hires were largely supported by an NIH
grant to the Dean. Resource allocation in general seems peculiar and not consistent with more traditional
approaches based on a weighted student credit hour approach. Clearly, outside evaluators shouldn’t be
suggesting your financial arrangements but we do suggest greater transparency of budgets and where
money goes on campus can oftentimes obviate rumors and innuendos.

Space allocation in the newer building is poor. There should be a faculty committee that along with deans
establishes policies and informs on the decisions. Biology faculty are left wondering why they have
minimal access to the newer facilities given the problems with their current lab and teaching spaces.

i. To what extent does or should the program collaborate with other units of the University?

There are extensive interactions within the college and elsewhere. That said, there is perception of
significant tension between colleges and fights over limited resources. A provost level discussion is
warranted to repair these fractures.

j- With regard to any resources identified as needed in the self-study or the external
evaluation, which one is most urgent and/or most likely to benefit the program and how?

There seems to be widespread consensus for a need of increased transparency and communication within
the unit and between the unit and upper administration.. This resource costs nothing but can have
tremendous impact on faculty morale and security. For instance, no one seems to know what fraction of
indirect costs goes where on campus. Should the faculty then feel like a VPR be supportive of a program
or not? If the VPR is getting significant research funds or not makes a big difference. As it stands, the
faculty don’t even know who to turn to resolve issues with Sponsored Programs, Purchasing, Travel,
Reimbursements, and the like. Communication should include budgetary information so that faculty are
not left to conjecture as to who is getting what in terms of programs. We received conflicting reports from
administrators and faculty about numerous such issues. We also recommend the enhanced utilization
of the existing research council consisting of highly impactful researchers from different units. This
committee should report to the Dean, VPR, and Provost to improve its efficacy. The committee can then
speak to the supervisory organization of entities over issues with travel in terms of Pcards not always
working when people arrive at their destinations, being fronted money off grants for expenses,
reimbursement processes; purchasing and PCards (each PI should have their own card- the current



approach is clearly not working); receiving practices wherein packages are delivered all over campus;
internet technologies and in particular a need for data storage; facilities issues (the old building is poorly
maintained and in need of significant upkeep- when an elevator has been out of service since 2022,
there’s a major issue that needs to be addressed); Sponsored programs (they would be well served to cross
train with the medical school to learn of checklists in support of different grant types, etc); cost centers
where prices should be similar to peer institutions and working out of the medical school should be less
cumbersome; evaluation if the people servicing the instrument cores are sufficient for the programmatic
needs; a review of seed grant practices with the VPR with a perception that need is not factored into the
process such that well supported laboratories simply receive more money at the expense of others wherein
the seed money could allow for the collection of preliminary data deemed vital to the grant’s success;
issues related to field work which seems to be poorly valued or supported; library resources seem to be
limited; there is no support for open access fees; and others. This research council should consult with
faculty in a formalized and regular manner to ensure faculty needs are being met. It was suggested that a
regular item for the faculty meetings include the soliciting of issues to be brought forward to the research
council. The unit needs a Typhoon imager as the use of a dark room seems to be out of the 1980s.

Additional GA lines are appropriate and required to maintain R1 status. The Unit is supporting more than
half of its graduate students using non GA approaches. Significant needs for teaching exist. New faculty
were recently recruited and require GA support for new students. The newly adopted stipends are
appropriate for the area.

Engagement with compliance entities and the VP for Research is appropriate. Faculty indicated that they
were being tasked with completing all training modules for the Institutional Biosafety Committee.
Clearly, someone who will not work on blood borne pathogens is poorly served by completing this
module. Attention should be paid to what is a reasonable requirement and what is excessive as many
faculty complained about compliance overburden amongst the various compliance committees e.g. IRB,
IACUC, IBC, etc. An audit of process is warranted by the VPR.

Importantly, regular engagement with the leaderships of the unit, VPR, Provost, and Grad College seems
appropriate here. For instance, in the exit interview we were emphatically told that PCards would never
be given to individual Pls in the state of Maryland. We checked with College Park and most Pls have
their own individual PCards. Nothing is gained without requesting it and communication is vital if
Biology is to regain its stature. Simply put, R1 expectations are appropriate; however, the faculty are
working with limited resources at the R2 level.





