
MINUTES∗ 
 

Senate Research Committee 
May 3, 1991 

 
 
Present:  John Sullivan (chair), John Basgen, Mark Brenner, Sue Donaldson, N. L  Gault, Essie 

Kariv-Miller, Eric Klinger, Nick LaFontaine, Tony Potami, Kenneth Reid, Dan Sargent, 
Winifred Schumi 

 
Guest:  Vice President Kuhi 
 
 
1.   Announcements 
 
 Funding of the Research Initiative   Professor Sullivan distributed copies of a letter he had 
received from Dean Holt responding to questions about the use of the money in the research initiative in 
the systems-wide initiative of the reallocation plan.  Holt wrote that a letter from President Hasselmo, 
dated February 27, stated that the coordination of distribution of research funding should be under the 
purview of the Research Executive Council.  Holt said that he plans to present proposals for Research 
funding under the systems-wide initiative to the Research Executive Committee and has written the 
academic vice presidents asking for recommendations.  He requested that the SRC also forward any 
suggestions to him. 
 
 Update on Documents   Sullivan distributed copies of two documents that the SRC has worked on 
with Associate Dean Brenner, the Guidelines for Renting Space Off Campus for Sponsored Research and 
the Principles Guiding the Commitment of Resources to Match Funds Being Requested from Sponsoring 
Agencies for Large Multi-College (Center) Grants. 
 
2.   Report on the Impact of the State Budget on the Research Enterprise  
 Vice President Kuhi 
 
 Vice President Kuhi began by saying that two budgets are under consideration in the legislature, 
and their implications for the University differ.  The final outcome will depend on what happens in 
conference committee.  In the Senate version tuition increases would pass through to the State.  The new 
system of debt service for new buildings requires that one-third of the instructional portion of building 
use be charged to tuition, also.  The University is responding by pointing out that funding cuts would be 
in addition to the $8.8 million cut in the present year's budget, which the University plans to handle from 
central reserves and restore later.  Moreover, the University is still pursuing its major reallocation 
program, and does not intend to change direction on that.  Kuhi added that he is interested in hearing this 
committee's thoughts on ways to respond to the budget issue.  Hiring freezes are not a desirable approach, 
he said, because of their random effect, which cannot be related to restructuring and reallocation goals.  
Another option is to revise the method of handling of temporary departmental accounts.  University 
policy has been to pay interest to departments on positive balances, but not to charge accounts with 
deficits.  Other cuts will be looked at very hard.  The large percentage of the University budget that is 
allocated to salaries and combined under the Tenure Code makes long-range planning difficult, he added. 
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 Kuhi observed that the research enterprise continues to grow.  Tony Potami's office reports an 
increase in faculty bringing in research grants, and a meeting yesterday with research faculty confirmed 
the importance and range of research.  Reallocation has as a major theme the improvement of the 
undergraduate experience, but this does not mean that research will be neglected.  The goal is to restore 
the balance between the University's teaching and research missions, which entails a strengthened 
emphasis on teaching and a correction of the balance between undergraduate, graduate, and research 
support.  Cuts from the Graduate School will not affect funds passed through to research which are 
administrative adjustments, he added.  
 
 In discussion, Kenneth Reid commented that he had heard the University listed, along with MIT 
and Stanford, as one of the top four generators of industry funds, and asked what percentage of the 
University's budget actually comes from the state.  Tony Potami responded that faculty salaries are from 
state funds, and as these funds dwindle there will be increased pressure to seek other funding.  Kuhi added 
that salary cuts or shut down days are not being seriously considered; this would be only a last resort.  Pay 
increases required by collective bargaining contracts will be honored. 
 
 Gault referred back to Kuhi's statement about the handling of department accounts showing 
positive or negative balances, and asked what incentives can be used to encourage greater economy and 
more efficient management.  Kuhi said that charges on debts would be a disincentive for keeping 
accounts continually in the red.  The current practice of paying interest on balances, but not charging 
when balances are negative, is the wrong kind of incentive, encouraging the movement of funds to 
accounts where they can collect interest.  The University is not doing any rescue operations, he added, 
and several departments that are in deficit are pulling themselves out by improved management.  He 
added that a one or two year moratorium on interest on fluid funds would produce $7 or $8 million per 
year. 
 
 Reid observed that the question of deficits in accounts raises the question of federal grants that 
are in arrears.  On most of these, the investigator has a letter of credit, but some grantors, including the 
Defense Department, pay only after receiving vouchers.  Sue Donaldson added that institutions want their 
cut of grant money up front plus more if the grant is extended, with the rationale that the institution has to 
fund some of the investigator's salary.  Potami commented that the NSF has talked of not paying any 
salaries, requiring recipients to budget for its projected staffing needs and make cuts if necessary.  Other 
grantors, including the NIH, are trying to get more out of their grant funds also.  Meanwhile, there is 
congressional pressure to increase NIH funding on the grounds that biological research has fallen behind.  
Donaldson suggested that the new grantor efficiencies have principle investigators, who have to deal with 
the flood of extra work while tenured faculty are buffered.  PIs also need shielded time to devote to the 
work, she said.  Essie Kariv-Miller cautioned against the practice of keeping people on soft money 
because they bring grants.  If they are good, departments should hire them, she said.  Eric Klinger 
observed that it isn't possible to categorize those who do or don't generate grants.  Some faculty do what 
work they can without grants, finding that the amount of paperwork required makes it counterproductive 
to apply. 
 
 Klinger went on to ask if the AAU has tried to work jointly on issues related to grants.  Kuhi 
replied that the AAU has had his hands full, and the different interests of public and private institutions 
complicate the matter.  Essentially, no university wants a large part of its faculty salaries to come from 
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grants, because of the impact on budget if grants dry up.  Mark Brenner noted the distinction between 
supplementary summer salaries and yearlong buyouts of instruction time. 
 
 Responding to a question on how the administration will know how reallocation money is being 
used, Kuhi said that units will have to submit their plans to administration.  CLA, for example, submits its 
plan to Anne Hopkins.  Klinger observed that a certain base of support is needed for research.  A viable 
professional unit consists of the faculty portion with its associated bundle of support, including student 
assistants.  However, the University is being stripped of various support services which affect the 
infrastructure and general "quality of life."  Kuhi replied that in the past departments had support money 
for position control, but it got eaten up for salaries.  At Berkeley, he added, there was tight position 
control; a department had a certain complement of positions which could not be reduced.  This helped to 
preserve the infrastructure and the effectiveness of faculty.  Reid commented that it is the nature of 
biological systems to consume their resources and then collapse.  Brenner said that different units have 
taken different approaches:  some chose to protect faculty salaries by cutting elsewhere, but later restored 
some of these cuts.  Sullivan said that Political Science chose to protect graduate assistant positions, not 
faculty salaries.  Sullivan asked if there is a process for determining how to spend central initiative funds 
for research most effectively.  Kuhi said that suggestions would be welcome and it would be good to 
involve this committee in putting the matter on a rational basis. 
 
 Donaldson suggested that it might be useful to develop a panel of researchers, similar to those 
who met yesterday for a forum on reallocation with President Hasselmo.  Potami added that there used to 
be a "university faculty research organization" which met informally to discuss its concerns.  It included a 
large group with varying levels of involvement and a small core of influential faculty.  Sullivan 
recommended putting this idea on the committee's agenda for the fall. 
 
 The committee thanked Vice President Kuhi for his presentation. 
 
3.   Update on Policies on Misconduct in Research and Scholarly Activities 
 Associate Dean Mark Brenner 
 
 Brenner distributed copies of the May 1 draft of the document and of an outline demonstrating the 
progress of a case from the point at which a complainant perceives possible misconduct to the case's 
disposition.  He noted that the policy currently in effect is the 1989 interim policy developed to meet the 
NIH deadline of January 1, 1990, for grant recipients to have a policy in place, and review by the 
Research Executive Committee.  The revision draws on positions of federal agencies, the University's 
own experience, and the policies of some comparable research universities.  The policy applies to all 
research by persons employed by the University as part of their job responsibilities.  Research by students 
done under employment terms would be covered, but research done by students qua students, not as 
employees, would be handled under the Student Conduct Code. 
 
 Donaldson asked about other categories of researchers:  post doctoral researchers who are paid by 
a grant and are not employees or students of the University, sponsored fellows under the aegis of the 
University, and visiting faculty.  Brenner said these would be considered. 
 
 The steps are as follows.  The complainant perceives possible conduct.  Complainant consults 
with a member of the Science and Scholarly Activity Panel (SSAP).  On the basis of the consultation, an 
allegation may be filed by the complainant or by the SSAP, or no allegation is filed.  The allegation is 
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submitted to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs who refers the case to the appropriate 
academic vice president or vice provost, who meets with the dean of the unit where the case originated to 
determine whether there is a conflict that would prevent the dean from serving as senior administrator.  
An inquiry panel is formed and given a charge by the senior administrator.  If information is obtained that 
justifies investigation, an investigation panel is formed and given a charge by the senior administrator; if 
not the case is dismissed.  If misconduct is found, the respondent is given ten days to respond before a 
final report is written.  A report is submitted to the senior administrator who consults with the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and the academic vice president or vice provost and makes a disposition.  
The respondent may accept the disposition; accept it, but file a letter of protest; submit a letter of protest; 
or within ten days file a grievance, limited to the process or the disciplinary action. 
 
 Brenner said that the initial panel, the SSAP, would be created of "nine wise people," serving 
staggered three-year terms.  This step is similar to the policy of several other institutions, he added.  The 
step at which the academic vice president meets with dean of the unit where the case originated to 
determine if there is a conflict of interest is a protection for the deans, rather than an infringement on their 
rights, he noted. 
 
 In answer to a question about the process if no conflict of interest was found, but the respondent 
objected to having the dean serve as senior administrator, Brenner said that the respondent could make a 
comment to the panel.  It was observed that there needs to be opportunity at an early stage for the 
respondent to make a response.  Other committee members suggested that the respondent should be able 
to challenge the membership of the investigation panel on the basis of impartiality.  Brenner said that the 
document emphasizes impartiality throughout.  Committee members suggested that conflict of interest be 
given a separate section with its own heading in the policy document. 
 
 Reference was made to the treatment of "confidentiality" in the section, "Findings of the Inquiry."  
It was noted that the document calls for keeping the proceedings of the inquiry private, and if privacy is 
breached, taking reasonable steps to minimize damage to reputations from inaccurate reports.  
Complainants are to be warned that their confidentiality will not be maintained if the complaint is 
maliciously motivated or false, but they will be protected from retaliation if the complaint is brought in 
good faith, even if it was mistaken.  Committee members suggested that an addition is needed requiring 
the complainant also to maintain the confidentiality of the proceedings.  It was further suggested that a 
statement on maintaining confidentiality be added earlier in the document at the stage of submission of an 
allegation.  Klinger recommended that the only cause for a grievance against the complainant should be 
making an allegation maliciously or breaching confidentiality.  Sullivan spoke of the need for balancing 
protection of the accused with protection of the complainant.  It was suggested that a short separate 
document be developed to inform complainants of their rights, protections, and responsibilities.  At the 
stage of the initial consultation with the SSAP, the document could be presented and gone over in a 
non-intimidating way. 
 
 The composition and duties of the investigative panel were discussed.  The document 
recommends that one member of the investigation panel be someone who had served on the inquiry panel.  
Brenner observed that it could be argued that bias might be introduced into the investigative process by 
including a member of the inquiry panel which concluded there was enough information to justify 
investigation.  He added that Illinois has one half-time staff member who serves on the investigative 
panel; other panel members are all new. 
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 Brenner noted that the document speaks of "interviews" with the investigative panel.  This is a 
change in wording from "hearing."  Each interview is to be recorded and a transcript produced, which will 
be reviewed by the panel members and persons interviewed, then shared with the respondent, who can 
respond to and challenge the transcript. 
 
 Questions were raised about the provision of legal counsel.  The respondent can have counsel 
present for an interview by the panel, if notice is submitted at least 48 hours in advance.  Since the 
interview is not structured as a judicial hearing, counsel would serve more as a general consultant than as 
a defense attorney, and counsel's presence would not automatically escalate the tone of the proceedings, 
Brenner said.  However, if the respondent has legal counsel, counsel for the University should also be 
present.  It was agreed that presence of counsel should not be encouraged. 
 
 Committee members suggested that the document should address implications of the policy 
concerning honors, promotion, and tenure.  It was noted that changes in the Tenure Code may be 
required. 
 
 Brenner said that he will incorporate the committee's suggestions into the next draft of the 
document. 
 
 The committee adjourned at 10:15.   
 
    -- Catherine Winter 
 
University of Minnesota 


