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Pre-Event Survey: Aligning Interests in Support of Chemistry Research 
 
As part of an NSF-sponsored workshop on Aligning Interests in Support of Chemistry Research, UIDP 
surveyed corporate members to determine their company’s interest in and experience with university 
research that is jointly funded by government and industry. The survey consisted of nine questions, one 
of which was industry sector-related, five with set responses, and three open-ended questions. There 
were 22 total respondents, 14 of which are participating in the above-mentioned workshop.  
 
Investment and Interest in Collaborative Research: The respondent pool is highly invested in academic 
research, with 91% of the respondents currently making measurable investments in academic research 
and a similar percentage currently participating in government-sponsored grants. Of those not 
participating in government-sponsored research, the remainder have participated in such projects in the 
past. Similarly, 95% of respondents were interested in collaborative research with other companies and 
85% were interested in partnering with government agencies to co-invest in academic research.  
 
Barriers to seeking government grants: Survey respondents were asked to rank-order the most 
significant barriers when seeking government grants with academic partners. For the total respondent 
pool, IP was the top issue, with time and resource commitment ranking second. Difficulty selling 
proposals to senior management and long timelines from application to funding were essentially tied as 
the next most significant issues. For the respondents who are participating in the workshop, the lack of 
relevance was a top issue and difficulty selling management was a lower priority.  
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Additional Barriers: An open-ended question was asked seeking additional barriers not covered in the 
above selections. Among the issues mentioned were late involvement in seeking an industry perspective, 
IP issues which make working in other regions more attractive, relevance and timeline issues. The full list 
of issues is given below.  
 

Issue Example Responses (Edited) 

Relevance Industry perspective included too late in the process, versus leveraging industry and 
academics to shape grant call and/or specific proposals. 

Perspective from academia and government as to what types of research is valuable 
to each is challenging (i.e., finding a 3-way match where all parties are receiving 
value from the partnership). 

The agency doesn't want to fund the things that are company's need/priority. 

Timeline The timeline between notification of the award to submission deadline is often too 
short.  Need more time to identify ideas, scout for external partners, get 
stakeholders aligned ... and then write the proposal.  Sometimes even in the 
proposal stage participants need to negotiate on IP and other terms.   

Timeline from FOA to deadline for submission of compelling applications  

Often short decision times needed, if we are secondary on a proposal, this is a 
challenge to internally align, particularly if in-kind or cash support is needed.  In 
addition, the long-term commitment needed for many grants is not in line with 
budget cycles. 

IP In the U.S., the high cost of academic research together with IP rights challenges 
make it more attractive to fund research in other regions (e.g., EU) 

Culture and 
other 

mismatches 

Academic partners perceived to be more interested in area of expertise than in the 
"problem" to be solved, unless the project is linked to a start-up, which in turn 
provides an IP barrier to partnership.  

Confusing landscape of academics and the number of people to deal with. 

 
Specific Experience with Government Funding: In another open-ended question, respondents were 
asked to share experiences (both positive and negative) with government funding. Among the areas 
mentioned were:  

• Positive experience with NSF IUCRC for early precompetitive research; 

• Positive experience with NSF GOALI but sometimes these programs lack faculty enthusiasm; 

• Complexity of multi-party IP negotiations and associated time pressures associated with 
completing these agreements within the proposal timeline; 

• The need for a sufficient ROI (meaning access to IP) to justify investment in joint R&D; 

• Positive experience with national labs and NIST for enabling capabilities such as measurement or 
computing power needed to advance a field of research; and 

• Problems with NSF SBIR reviews due to lack of relevance, inconsistency, and lack of feedback on 
proposals. 
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Areas for Possible Funding:  Associated with the above-mentioned workshop, survey respondents were 
asked for suggested focus areas for government support of industry-university research partnerships. 
Fifteen (15) suggested research ideas were proposed that could be categorized into five thematic areas.  

• General issues around sustainability; 

• Measurement and predictive tools; 

• Low carbon technologies and plastic use/recycle; 

• Impact of climate change on business and technologies; and 

• Research and collaboration methods. 
 
This full list of proposed areas, along with other participant-proposed ideas, will be reviewed in the 
upcoming NSF workshop and summarized in the final workshop report.  
 
About the respondent pool: As would be expected from the survey topic, the respondent pool is highly 
tilted toward companies in the chemical sciences, as shown in the attached table.  
 

Which sector or technical field does your company most strongly 
associate with? 

Business Sector All 
Responses 

Workshop 
Participants 

Aerospace 4.6% 0 % 

Agriculture 4.6% 7.1% 

Chemical 31.8% 28.7% 

Construction 4.6% 7.14% 

Food/Consumer Products 27.3% 50% 

High tech 18.3% 7.1% 

Manufacturing 9.1% 0% 

  
 
 


