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Professor Gini welcomed the committee and members introduced themselves.  
 
1. Committee on Committees review 
 
Gini welcomed Professor Shawn Curley and Professor Marilyn DeLong from the Committee on 
Committees (ConC). Curley said that as part of its regular function, the ConC communicates 
with all committees on a regular basis to ensure their charges are current and the committee feels 
it is working to achieve the charge. The ConC then drafts a report to be shared with the 
committee for its consideration. If the review results in any recommendation for change in 
committee structure, charge, or membership, ConC would issue a written recommendation, 
which would be sent to the Senate Consultative Committee (SCC) and the University Faculty 
Senate at large.  
 
The committee discussed its charge. It was suggested that in the future, new members have an 
orientation to the committee. Curley provided his and DeLong’s email address in case any 
committee members wanted to follow up with them, and said any communication would be 
confidential.  
 
Gini thanked Curley and DeLong for their time.  
 
2. Uniform Guidance Policy 
 



Gini introduced Pamela Webb, associate vice president, Sponsored Projects Administration; Sue 
Paulson, finance director, Controller's Office; and Nicole Pilman, Uniform Guidance 
implementation coordinator, to discuss the Uniform Guidance policy.  
 
Webb distributed information to the committee about changes underway to the policy and 
provided background. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has combined many 
federal circulars into a single guidance document (known as Uniform Guidance, or 2 CFR 200) 
that must be implemented by all agencies for grants management.  These new regulations will 
become effective December 26, 2014. 
 
Webb noted some impacts of the changes:  
 

● Two sets of regulations will be in place for several years 
● Potentially hundreds of additional agency prior approvals will be needed per year. 
● Several major changes in policy or significantly impacted business processes (see chart 

below) 
● 81 policies and procedures, approximately 176 training courses, tutorials, forms, and job 

aids,  plus more than 300 Notice of Grant Award (NOGA) terms currently under review 
for updates 

● Minor changes will be needed to many internal academic and central unit business 
processes 

● University’s DS-2 statement has been updated for submission on 12/27/14 
● University’s F&A proposal due in March 2015 will be based on FY14 data and reflect 

UG changes 
● University’s FY16 audit will be based on UG regulations 

 
Webb directed members’ attention to “Sub-recipient Progress Reports” on the handout, and 
clarified that a subrecipient is defined as a third party to whom substantive programmatic efforts 
are transferred. Subawards account for about 20% of awards and there are currently about 1200 
active subawards. Webb clarified progress monitoring is mandatory when money is distributed 
on a subaward. Recipients of subawards receive a brochure with specific instructions on how to 
report it. Webb also said that much of the information about Uniform Guidance procedures was 
contained in a “PI Quick Guide” they had developed and distributed.  
 
Webb went on to say that there is currently no electronic tracking mechanism for reports, and 
asked the committee if tracking should be done at the PI level or if it would be better to have 
tracking routed through Sponsored Projects Administration (SPA). The PI would send the 
paperwork to SPA to be put in their files, which are permanent, auditable paper copies. The 
committee agreed the information and tracking should be stored with SPA. Webb pointed out 
that SPA is not equipped to review reports so faculty must still do that. However, she noted, SPA 
is the entity that signs the award and thus is ultimately responsible.  
 
Webb went on to discuss payment of invoices, saying the new rules state invoices must be paid 
within 30 days of the date they are received. The committee discussed issues that delay invoices 
in the pipeline, and Webb said they had an idea to have all invoices come directly to SPA via a 
single dedicated electronic inbox. This way, the invoice would come directly to SPA instead of 
the PI, and SPA would track the invoice with the PI for timely payment.  



 
Sue Paulson then discussed enforced closeouts. All financial, performance, and other reports 
must be submitted no later than 90 calendar days after the end date of the period of performance. 
Paulson said that while they’d always been diligent about this, the new rules indicate the letter of 
credit would be discontinued if there was not adherence to the deadline.  
 
3. Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) training requirements 
 
Gini welcomed Sarah Waldemar, director, Research Education and Oversight, OVPR, who 
discussed RCR training requirements for grad and undergrad students, postdocs and staff.  
 
Waldemar provided a basic outline on the training system. Research Education and Oversight 
(REO) has an automated system and once a student is hired, the PI, RRC manager, and the 
student each receive an email notice that the student must take research ethics training. Options 
are provided on how to accomplish training, and it must be done in four weeks. After four weeks, 
REO follows up with the student and grants a two week extension if necessary. If the training is 
not completed at that point, REO contacts SPA financial reporting to have the student taken off 
salary and put on non-sponsored departmental grant. Salaries are not allowable if one is not in 
compliance with training.  
 
Waldemar said there is also a list of regular semester courses that individual colleges have 
approved in the event a student is enrolled and required to take that course. REO accepts that as 
well and will check for completion of the course at the end of the semester. REO recommends 
that postdocs likely to go on to become PIs should do the entire RCR core training as they will 
have to complete it anyway.  
 
Gini cited an instance in which two undergraduates in Computer Science/Engineering were 
appointed grants and when they tried to complete RCR training, they they received a message 
stating they had to satisfy the HIPAA (Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act) 
requirements as well. Gini said these were computer scientists who had no involvement with any 
health research, and furthermore, the students spent hours trying to figure out that piece of it. 
Gini said this was unacceptable and that is should be crystal clear, adding that data security 
requirements for faculty is very confusing as well. Waldemar said the new system under ESUP 
will be significantly streamlined and easier. There will be a single login access and automatic 
reporting on ULearn.  
 
Gini thanked Waldemar for the information.  
 
4. Preparation of post-docs and decreasing number of tenure-track academic jobs  
 
Nicole Victoria spoke to committee about decreasing opportunities in tenure-track academic jobs 
for post docs, and how the University of Minnesota prepares them for academic-alternative 
careers in light of this. She emphasized that postdocs are important to the University’s work and 
very much relied upon to be productive in research. While the number of PhDs continues to 
increase, employment opportunities in academia are shrinking. Victoria suggested exploring 
ideas such as partnerships with industries, internships, industry-oriented seminars, networking 



resources, and the like. The rigor of the training is useful and applicable in different 
environments, she noted.  
 
The committee spent considerable time discussing the issues around this. Committee members 
wondered about the role of faculty and if they were responsible for training postdocs to become 
anything other than PIs. Faculty are usually not equipped to train people for other fields because 
they don’t have expertise in that field to know what skills are needed. It was suggested that even 
if postdocs were trained to pursue other fields, often those fields do not have jobs either. Vice 
Provost Levine noted that the lack of opportunities in any number of fields does not stop people 
from pursuing their interests and passions, and questioned an institution’s responsibility for this.  
 
Victoria suggested there were many avenues to explore in which the skills learned as a postdoc 
could be applied, including industry, policy fields, think tanks, and patent law. Levine said there 
were certain types of scientific enterprises on campus who do this already and it would be useful 
to work with them on exploring these.  
 
The committee wondered how other universities were dealing with the issue, saying it is not 
strictly a University of Minnesota problem. It was suggested that each committee member look 
at their professional societies to find out what’s offered for alternative career training for post 
docs and report back to the committee. There might be alternative career paths in STEM 
(science, technology, engineering, mathematics) fields where there are teaching shortages in K-
12. Gini pointed out that not all postdocs have the same experience: in many computer science, 
mathematics, and engineering fields, there are not enough people to fill jobs. Biomedical fields 
have been hit the hardest.  
 
Victoria also suggested tracking post-docs to see if they stay in academia or go into other fields. 
It was suggested that the University have a system wherein they had contact info on file so 
postdocs can be reached after they leave. Levine said that long-term training grants have that 
data. Post docs are tracked by OHR if they are employees, but they are not tracked after they 
leave the University unless they are on training grants.  
 
Victoria asked if the committee would be interested in having a report from the grad school or 
OVPR to have a better understanding of the issue. Gini said she would talk to the grad school to 
see if there was a way of getting some data. Gini thanked Victoria for the information.  
 
Hearing no further business, Gini adjourned the meeting 
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