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2:00 - 4:00 
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Present: Linda Bearinger (chair), Arlene Carney, Jerry Cohen, Susan Everson-Rose, Benjamin 

Fuller, Maria Gini, Greg Haugstad, Brian Herman, Brian Johnston, Tucker LeBien, 
Richard Leppert, LaDora Thompson, Kathleen Thomas, Thomas Vaughan, Kyla 
Wahlstrom, Karen Williams, Lynn Zentner 

 
Absent: Goran Hellekant, Seung-Ho Joo, Frances Lawrenz, Hinh Ly, Suzanne Paulson, Federico 

Ponce de Leon 
 
Guests:  Professor Naomi Scheman (president, Twin Cities Chapter, American Association of 

University Professors), Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects 
Administration), Jay Schrankler (Office for Technology Commercialization), Zata 
Vickers (Individual Conflict of Interest Committee); Professor Marvin Marshak 
(Director, Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program) 

 
Other: Peggy Sundermeyer (Office of the Vice President for Research) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) chair announcements; (2) "AAUP Recommended Principles & Practices to Guide 
Academy-Industry Relationships" and University policy; (3) update from Vice President Herman; (4) 
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program (UROP)] 
 
 
1. Chair Announcements 
 
 Professor Bearinger convened the meeting at 2:00 and began with announcements.  Kudos to 
Professor Anderson, she said, who has resigned from the Committee because she has been appointed 
Associate Dean of Graduate Education.  She congratulated Professor Cohen for being named a recipient 
of the Award for Outstanding Contributions to Graduate and Professional Education and thus a new 
member of the Academy of Distinguished Teachers (Committee members gave him a round of applause).  
She congratulated Professor Gini on being selected to serve as chair of this Committee next year.  Finally, 
she congratulated Mr. Fuller, who has been accepted to several medical schools (and will attend 
Wisconsin; Committee members also gave him a round of applause). 
 
2. "AAUP Recommended Principles & Practices to Guide Academy-Industry Relationships" 
and University Policy 
 
 Professor Bearinger now welcomed Professors Schema and Vickers, Associate Vice President 
Webb, and Mr. Schrankler to continue the discussion begun at the February 25 meeting about the AAUP 
recommendations on academy-industry relationships.  She recalled that the Committee had a presentation 
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on how the 56 recommended principles and practices related to University policy and said that the 
discussion today will focus on any points of debate. 
 
 Professor Scheman inquired about conflicts of interest; she noted that the Association of 
American Medical Colleges recommendation, which the AAUP endorses, calls for a strong rebuttable 
presumption that if the PI has a financial conflict of interest in his or her research involving human 
subjects, the institution will not permit the research to be conducted.  Does the University follow that 
recommendation?  Ms. Zentner said that at the individual level, if there is a conflict, the University will 
not allow the person to continue as the PI or leader of the research but the person can bring his or her 
expertise to the research in a technical adviser role.  The University has also added to the institutional 
conflict-of-interest policy a rebuttable presumption that if the institution has an investment in the 
research, it will not be conducted here.  There are, however, a number of factors that could lead to the 
research staying at the University if there is a sound basis for doing so. 
 
 Professor Leppert inquired of Professor Scheman if there have been local AAUP discussions 
about specific issues where they believe the University is falling short or where there are concerns?  
There have not been, Professor Scheman said, but that is the reason for this Committee's discussion.  The 
AAUP recommendations call for ongoing governance involvement in these issues, which is probably the 
case at Minnesota, Professor Scheman added.  If there are discrepancies between University policy and 
the AAUP recommendations, the discussion can focus on those and on how the governance system feels 
about them.  For example, the interpretation of Bayh-Dole is controversial; she said she does not know 
where the University comes down in the debate.  The point is partly to be sure there is ongoing 
consideration of the potential conflicts. 
 
 The general issue in the report, Professor Scheman said, is that part of what is changing is the 
research climate:  the process of getting the funding to do the research.  Of course PIs go to granting 
agencies and to industry; the latter can raise problems but industry funding of research is entirely 
appropriate.  What also raises questions is doing the research to get the money; is one doing the research 
because someone will pay for it or because it is an interesting scientific question?  How does the 
University think about that question?  In the case of research with more than minimal risk to human 
subjects, there must be a balancing between the value of the research and the risk to the subjects.  The 
IRB is not equipped to make its own judgment of scientific value; one can assume that an appropriate 
judgment has been made in the case of peer-reviewed proposals, such as to NIH (if the system works the 
way it is supposed to), but that is not necessarily the case with industry funding.  This raises a particular 
problem when the research may serve industry interest without having any real scientific value and is 
being undertaken only for the revenue it brings in. 
 
 Professor Bearinger said that Professor Scheman identified two different topics.  In terms of 
whether the risks of research are warranted, given the possible benefits, this Committee was asked to 
address that question about a year ago:  Who is responsible for judging the merits of research that has not 
had external peer review by a funding agency?  The Committee drafted a statement but then learned that a 
process was being put in place by the IRB office; that matter is on the agenda of the April 29 meeting of 
the Committee. 
 
 In terms of research and funding, Professor Bearinger said, when a federal agency calls for a 
focused area of research, one could say that PIs may craft their research to fit the call and therefore 
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potentially be fundable.  There is a continuum of motivations for research.  It is not simply that either the 
researcher does it to advance the science or solely for the purpose of obtaining funding.  
 
 Professor Cohen said that Professor Scheman brought up a thorny point:  As a faculty member, he 
does not want someone judging his motivation.  Some research is done purely out of curiosity and he 
might not persuade his colleagues of its value.  He would not rank that research intrinsically higher than 
research funded by agencies or industry.  In the case of most research, he wants it to have both scientific 
and social value and one should be able to sell it to the public and to a funding agency.  He said one 
should not diminish the value of research just because it is possible to persuade an agency or a company 
to fund it.  One could say that a PI is just out for the money, but he has done research both with and 
without funding—and doing it with funding is better because it allows one to teach students more.  It is 
true that dollars from companies can have problems, but in his view every dollar that comes to the 
University is of value because it is paying for graduate students, postdocs, equipment, and so on.  The 
Committee has talked about funding with and without indirect costs but he believes every dollar in the 
University is a good one.  It is important to avoid perceptions of impropriety; if they are avoided, it is 
good for faculty members to bring in funding.  He said he does not want to add to the 42% of faculty time 
already spent on administrative tasks; if University policies discourage faculty members from seeking 
funding, that hurts the whole enterprise.  Faculty must not be unethical but to add to the burdens without 
reason is not helpful.  He does not like the question "why are you bringing that money" and faculty have a 
duty to be ethical and bring in clean money (the obligation to bring in funding varies by field). 
 
 Professor Scheman assured Professor Cohen that she did not intend to increase faculty burdens or 
question motives. 
 
 Professor Bearinger observed that funded research is built into the promotion-and-tenure process 
in some fields because such funding is of great value and demonstrates that one's science has been judged 
worthy. 
 
 Professor Leppert inquired of Professor Cohen if he believes all the safeguards at the University 
are sufficient.  Are there checks and balances in place so that the Committee does not have to be 
concerned that there is a problem that needs to be fixed?  Professor Cohen said that he believes a separate 
conflict-of-interest committee for the Academic Health Center and another for the rest of the University 
can create perception problems for the institution—he would have a single committee if he were making 
the decision because many of the issues relate to the perception problem. 
 
 Professor Scheman said the concerns are legitimate because there are inappropriate pressures to 
obtain research funding.  With respect to doing research in order to obtain funds, she said she did not 
mean shaping research to obtain funds, which could be entirely appropriate.  She had in mind projects that 
would not, for example, count toward promotion and tenure because the researchers played no role in 
conceptualizing or analyzing the research. 
  
 If the system is set up to encourage faculty members to obtain funding, most will respond 
ethically but some may respond unethically, Professor Cohen said.  It is not the source of funding that is 
the problem, it is the individual.   
 
  Professor Scheman suggested that it is more than a matter of individual ethics.  The problem may 
be that people are doing something that has no scientific value or all the interesting research (in a multi-
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site study) is being done elsewhere, not using the scientific talent at the University, simply to bring in 
money.  Is she wrong to describe that as a potential problem? 
 
 Vice President Herman said to Professor Scheman that one way is a contract for service between 
the University and a company. This results in a situation where the University provides a service for a fee 
and holds no interest in the science.  Another example is The National Cancer Institute, which funds 
centers across the country. While each is required to have certain infrastructure elements, they are also 
told to collaborate.  The Cancer center then becomes a partner in building an investigation it cannot do 
alone because there are not enough patients for an adequate sample size for sound analyses; the peer-
review process looks at these opportunities and evaluates the contributions.  What is key is that there is a 
review of the proposal and a judgment made by an independent review panel about the value of the 
contributions; it may be that the intellectual contributions are minor but the University provides unique 
other elements. 
 
 Professor Cohen said that valueless research is less important than research funded with specific 
outcomes sought (e.g., oil research in the Gulf of Mexico and on pipeline safety).  Those are legitimate 
concerns.  Another is that NSF will not fund political research, Dr. Herman said.  There are groups that 
like to fund research and get the results they want, Professor Cohen said, and they are much more of a 
problem than uninteresting research; the latter will not do much harm while the former can be a threat to 
the University and to society. 
 
 Professor Bearinger asked Dean LeBien whether separate decision-making in the Academic 
Health Center (AHC) has problems.  Dean LeBien said he did not believe the colleges in the AHC have 
values different from the rest of the University.  Some of them have clinical research, which is different 
from most of the rest of the institution.  Dean LeBien went on to comment that with respect to 
"uninteresting" or not, it is risky to make judgments about other people's research.  And people will move 
their research to some degree to obtain external financial support, which he said he does not see as bad. 
 
 Vice President Herman said that NIH and other agencies have the capacity to restrict research in 
an area; it judges the PI's history and results.  The peer review process may conclude that "you are good at 
this but not at that," and it can thus be more difficult to convince an agency that one should receive 
funding for an area where one does not have a history of being successful.  Does the University have 
sufficient checks and balances to be sure it is getting appropriate value from the research being 
conducted?  That is the focus of the AAUP report.  The Committee is looking at whether the University's 
policies are the same as those recommended by the AAUP and, if not, the reasons for a difference.  At the 
end of the day, the question is whether the University has the process and structure in place to deal with 
conflicts of interest.   
 
 The underlying issue is that the University should be a site of trustworthiness so that people can 
trust research that comes from it, Professor Scheman said. 
 
 Dr. Wahlstrom reported on a situation that falls in the question of ethics.  She was told to add the 
names of NIH staff to research that she and others had done—even though the NIH staff had not 
participated in the research.  She wrote to her project officer to object and said that is ghostwriting, which 
the University has a policy against.  She was told that was the norm in the field and that adding the 
names may smooth the way for future funding.  She said she would not do so and would not seek future 
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funding from them if that was the expectation.  So in that case, University policy guided action, Professor 
Bearinger concluded. 
 
 Professor Bearinger asked if there were any University policies the Committee wished to see 
changed.  There were differences between policy and the AAUP recommendations noted at the last 
meeting, where the University had a more strict approach in most instances; do Committee members feel 
any change in institutional policies are needed?  Are there places where the University is too restrictive or 
less restrictive than it should be? 
 
 Associate Vice President Webb noted that the University is less restrictive in one area—which 
she believes appropriate—and that is in delays for publication.  The AAUP recommends no more than 30-
60 days; the University tries to meet that goal but it will allow a longer time if the researchers need it.  
She said she believes the University's position accords with the position of the scientific community and it 
is supported by the PIs.   
 
 Professor Scheman turned to intellectual property issues (which she explained that she did not 
fully understand) and said that the AAUP takes the position that universities have interpreted Bayh-Dole 
incorrectly.  She said she does not know where the University of Minnesota stands and what intellectual 
property rights its policies give to the University.  The previous General Secretary of the national AAUP, 
Cary Nelson, said that while collective academic freedom, maintaining the integrity of university-based 
research, might be seen as problematic by some faculty members, the expectation was that the Report's 
position on assignment of intellectual property rights would be perceived as distinctly favorable to 
individual faculty.  In particular, Professor Scheman asked about the University's understanding of the 
consequences of Stanford v. Roche. 
 
 Mr. Schrankler responded.  He noted that because of his background, he brings both industry and 
university perspective to these issues.  Bayh-Dole applies to any organization that receives federal funds.  
Before 1980, the government owned all intellectual property from government-funded research, and it 
ended up with thousands of patents it could not handle and companies didn't own intellectual property 
they had done work on.  Bayh-Dole cleaned that up:  Whoever receives a federal grant owns the 
intellectual property arising from the grant—and the ownership is not transferable.  A product or other 
research result may be licensed to other organizations (e.g., companies) but the institution may not sell or 
transfer the title.  Mr. Schrankler pointed out that he is not an attorney but explained that he believes 
Stanford v. Roche involved a dispute about who received a grant and owned the intellectual property; the 
case turned on the employment status of one of the faculty members and it appeared that Stanford did not 
actually receive the grant because the faculty member in question was not an employee under the law at 
the time he received the grant.  In 99% of cases, the institution receives the grant when the faculty 
member is a PI; in this case the application of Bayh-Dole was confusing. 
 
 How does that relate to work for hire and to academic freedom, Professor Scheman asked?  She 
said she thought a researcher received a grant.  That is not correct, Ms. Webb said.  The University 
receives the grant on behalf of the PI.  Why does that not then count as work for hire, Professor Scheman 
asked?  It is a matter of employment law, Mr. Schrankler said, reiterating the fact that he is not a lawyer, 
so if one is a contractor and receive a contract from an agency, it is for work to be done.  If the University 
as an organization with employees receives a grant, the employees are not hired to do the work of that 
grant, they are hired to do a lot of things.  One faculty job is to do research with grants (in some fields), 
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and faculty members have a tremendous amount of academic freedom with a grant.  They also have the 
academic freedom to choose areas where they will do research, or not, Ms. Webb added. 
 
 If one is a researcher, one need not work with a company, Mr. Schrankler said; faculty members 
can decline. 
 
 Professor Scheman asked if the University agreed with the AAUP’s conclusion that Stanford v. 
Roche gave intellectual property rights to faculty, not the institution.  Mr. Schrankler thought not; the law 
is clear:  If an organization receives a grant, it owns the intellectual property. 
 
 Professor Bearinger concluded that the Committee had no recommendations for policy changes at 
this time.  She thanked Mr. Schrankler, Ms. Webb, and Ms. Zentner for their work in analyzing 
University policy in light of the AAUP recommendations. 
 
3. Update from Vice President Herman 
 
 Vice President Herman said he wished to ask for the Committee's help.  His office is engaged in a 
strategic planning process to look at what it does and to reach out to the community to ask what it could 
do better.  The effort has expanded because the president has announced there will be an institutional 
strategic planning process that will start this summer and cover all areas.  As a result, his office is doing a 
broader analysis of where research at the University should go.  His office will create a survey and send it 
as broadly as possible, about research and barriers to it.  He said he hopes this Committee will help make 
people aware of the strategic planning process and promote responses to the survey.  He said he also 
wishes the Committee's feedback on what his office is doing well (or not).  What are the major issues it 
needs to address?  What must they do to make research more successful?  What are the top ten research 
areas that the University is well-known for (outside the University)? 
 
 Professor Bearinger said that the Committee has talked about support for research training grants; 
it is necessary to find a home for discussions about them.  The question is how widespread the issue is.  
Dr. Herman said he did not know.  The question belongs with the dean of the Medical School because it 
involves students, postdocs, and training exercises.  A former member (and chair) of this Committee is 
now associate dean of the Graduate School and there is the Provost's Interdisciplinary Team—it could be 
discussed there.  Vice Provost Carney and Vice President Herman agreed to bring up the topic with the 
Team. 
 
 The survey will be an ideal opportunity to answer a number of questions, Professor Bearinger 
said.  He has also recruited a facilitator to go across campus and obtain feedback, Dr. Herman said, and in 
response to a query from Professor Gini, said that CRAD will also provide its opinions.  So will this 
Committee. 
 
 What is the goal, Professor Thomas asked?  For him, to learn what the University is known for, 
Dr. Herman said.  If he asks internally, people will be tempted to enhance their own areas of research; Dr. 
Herman would be better off going to the outside to get an answer to his question.  One metric is 
commercialization and public-private partnerships, Dr. Herman said.  Another could be training experts, 
Professor Thomas suggested.  Dr. Herman said he wanted to know what the Committee thinks are the top 
areas of research—and he has no dog in this hunt, he said, but he needs to know what can be promoted. 
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 It is difficult for faculty members to know the answer to that question, Professor Thomas said.  
They know their own field but not fields across the institution or where the University should invest 
money or where up-and-coming areas might be.  If faculty identify ten areas, is that where the University 
wants to put its money?  And all will want their colleges' area of expertise identified as important, 
Professor Bearinger added.  Dean LeBien suggested that faculty members be asked to comment only on 
areas outside of their own college. 
 
 Vice President Herman said he did not want to restrict choices and that he wants an active 
dialogue.  To say what the University is known for, what its expertise is, and what it can attract support 
for, does not mean the University would not put money in other areas.  One can never tell where the next 
great idea will come from, so the University must have a culture that is open to many opportunities, not 
only what it is known for.  But it helps him in speaking to national and international audiences to know in 
what fields the University is seen as a leader.   The University has been told by NSF that it has had a 30% 
increase in non-U.S. funding, but NSF does not know where the money came from.  (Ms. Webb said that 
the University could identify the sources from its own records, even if NSF cannot.)   
 
 They are moving forward and aim to have the strategic planning process done by the end of the 
summer, Dr. Herman said.  Professor Bearinger suggested that he ask faculty members to write brief 
statements to him about why they believe a particular area is a University strength—and those would be 
stories that University Relations could also use.  And Vice Provost Carney sees letters in the dossiers that 
indicate areas of University strength (Dr. Carney concurred).  Dr. Herman said he wants the Committee's 
help but does not know the best way to gather information; he said he is comfortable with the Committee 
identifying the process to do so.  He wants as much information as he can gather and wants to cross-
reference it with other information to identify the strengths of the University as an institution. 
 
 Vice President Herman next said that one thing he has done since arriving at the University is 
look at the number of faculty members in the national academies and honorific societies vis-à-vis its 
peers.  The University does not compare favorably.  He has thought about establishing a program to 
recruit individuals in the academies.  It would be a partnership between the deans, department heads, the 
provost, and his office to recruit people of stature.  They might require larger recruiting packages than 
other faculty members.  He said he believes the University must do something institutionally to recruit 
current members or to recruit potential future members of the academies. 
 
 Professor Vaughan suggested that Dr. Herman’s plan for recruiting outside candidates might be 
augmented by promoting people at the University now who qualify but they are not members because 
there are so few fellow members here to support them.  Dean LeBien said that the process does not work 
that way.  Dr. Carney said that the coordinator of faculty awards (in her office) has been meeting with the 
deans and groups of faculty and members of the national academies to nominate faculty members.  The 
biggest problem is the lack of response to requests for assistance in the nominations.  Faculty members do 
not want to do the work of nominating their colleagues.  The deans have been asked to identify all 
appropriate candidates and a retired faculty member is working with department heads and deans to 
recruit people to make nominations.  She has been working with others outside the University to support 
the nominations.  She agreed with Professor Vaughan. 
 
 Dr. Herman said that is an additional approach.  The problem, as Dr. Carney noted, is inertia 
inside the University.  
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 Is this a "Minnesota Nice" phenomenon, Professor Everson-Rose asked?  It could be, Dr. Carney 
said.  She is also busy enough that she cannot do the work of nominating.  She has been asked why her 
office cannot put together the nominations, but national academy nominations do not work that way.  Dr. 
Herman explained the process that was used in Texas.  Dr. Carney informed the Committee about what 
her office has been doing and said there needs to be more activity in-house to connect with external 
people to be nominators. 
 
 Professor Bearinger thanked Dr. Herman for his report.  She said the questions he posed would be 
brought back to the Committee. 
 
4. Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program (UROP) 
 
 Professor Bearinger welcomed Professor Marshak to the meeting and related that she and Mr. 
Fuller had talked about how it might be possible to provide longer-term commitments to undergraduate 
research (more than just a single semester).  That could be more attractive to incoming students.   
 
 Mr. Fuller said that there are many good UROP programs and also the Undergraduate Research 
Scholarships for incoming students for their first two years.  What he has noticed could improve 
undergraduate research is a longer commitment.  There is no way now to fund longer-term research and it 
is difficult to get anything worthwhile done within one semester—and the time constraint may also limit 
what students even try to do.  So a student applies for one semester of research work and can apply for a 
second semester, but does not know if the second semester will be supported, Professor Bearinger 
concluded.  A student can volunteer to continue, Mr. Fuller said, or can receive funding from a faculty 
member, but the rising costs of attendance make it more difficult to volunteer.  He said he would like to 
see a way to extend the UROP grants. 
 
 Professor Thompson asked if students apply to UROP in order to get the money (which Professor 
Bearinger noted as currently $1400 per semester).  Mr. Fuller said he did not know; many students start 
working in a lab and then apply for a UROP grant to fund research they are interested in.  Professor 
Thompson said she has had a number of UROP students who have applied for and received funding—and 
she's also had good undergraduate students who did not want to take the time to apply for a UROP grant.  
What motivates students?  Mr. Fuller said he believes some may be motivated by the money but some 
want to do research, with or without the option of being paid.  Professor Thomas pointed out that part of 
the UROP money is to pay for the research.  Professor Leppert said that in CLA UROP grants are often 
given as a follow-up to a course and combined with independent study and a tutorial doing additional 
supervised research.  It is not connected to a lab experience, as in the sciences, but is an opportunity to do 
something the student could not otherwise do.  It cannot be for credit though, Professor Bearinger noted. 
 
 Professor Marshak said that several issues had been raised.  Historically, students do not receive 
academic credit for academic work that they are paid for, but it would be possible to break apart the two 
so a student does work on a UROP grant and then writes about it for credit.  Professor Rudaz, the Director 
of the University Honors Program, has sought that change.  (In order to receive Latin honors, a student 
must write a thesis, but a number do not want to do so; they would like UROP to fund the thesis writing 
so more students would write one; the policy could be changed to permit that to happen.) 
  
 The Undergraduate Research Scholarships are similar to UROP but they are awarded by the 
Admissions Office to high school students who are admitted—they are awarded to make the University 
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more attractive to potential students.  His office administers the scholarships but does not pick the 
students or provide the funding, Professor Marshak said.   
 
 Professor Bearinger asked if there are any data on those who apply for consecutive UROP grants.  
It varies by field, Professor Marshak said.  It is common in the humanities and social sciences, les so in 
the natural and physical sciences.  They give more money to the social sciences and humanities because 
they believe students in the physical sciences and engineering should be able to convince a faculty mentor 
to come up with some money.  They do fund creative activities. 
 
 Professor Everson-Rose said that an undergraduate takes more of an investment by faculty 
members and it would be a win-win situation if a student could have a full year of funding; the student 
would accomplish more and learn more.  With respect to motivation, the reality is that students must get 
jobs, even if they want to do research. 
 
 Professor Cohen said he likes the UROP program but rarely uses it; he said he has grant money 
and knows the good students in his field, so he just hires them.  He has had students work for three years 
on grants.  Of undergraduates in labs, what percentage is supported by UROP versus ad hoc funding?  
And there are many programs that do not have the grant funding to hire undergraduates, Professor 
Bearinger said.  Mr. Fuller said that he and all but one of his friends are volunteering; they were originally 
paid by faculty members but with the decline in funding, that is no longer true. 
 
 Dean LeBien said if one looks at UROP, is its primary purpose to enrich the undergraduate 
experience or also to catalyze career development for a future profession?  Both, Professor Marshak said.  
If one asks why these institutions have not been replaced by online universities, it is because the 
University and its peers offer a socialization experience, not just facts, and the socialization into research.  
Their goal is to be the "gateway drug" to get people involved in research.  What they must balance is the 
amount of money they have and how much to give to each student:  more money to fewer people or vice-
versa?  He said that while they may not be at the optimum balance, they are close to it.  In 2012-13 there 
were 898 applications and they funded 770 of them.  The proposals are reviewed by faculty and the 
reasons students are turned down are because they did not explain what they were going to do, what they 
propose is not feasible, or they have not shown that they have thought about what they will do.   
 
 Professor Marshak related that he had two children who went to an elite private institution and he 
wondered what the difference between it and the University is.  There is not much difference in the 
classes; the difference is that the students at Minnesota do not get as involved.  He said he does not know 
why students here keep their heads down.  He said he got involved in UROP because the University has a 
commitment to involve students in faculty activities and faculty contact, to offer students an experience 
they cannot get online.  So he is biased toward involving more students in order to try to get them hooked 
on research.   
 
 Mr. Fuller said he understood the practicalities of Professor Marshak's situation and that there is a 
limited amount of money.  Professor Bearinger suggested that Professor Marshak consider offering a one-
semester and a two-semester UROP application.  The latter could make the possibilities more attractive to 
faculty members as well as students.  Professor Marshak agreed there could be a longer-term option; the 
question is what percentage of the funds should go to that versus supporting more students.  Professor 
Thomas said it will be interesting to see the number of students who apply for a two-semester grant.  As 
well as the number of departments that might be willing to provide additional funding, Dr. Wahlstrom 
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added.  Dr. Haugstad reported that he and his colleagues train many undergraduate students in research 
facilities and most staff would say that a semester is often not long enough to conduct a significant 
research project as part of a full class load. 
 
 Professor Marshak said he would speak with Vice Provost McMaster about the option of a longer 
term and about how much of the funding should be made available for it.  Professor Bearinger said she 
would draft a statement for the Committee to consider—and adjourned the meeting at 4:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


