
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, April 14, 2003 

1:15 - 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), (Naomi Scheman for) Victor Bloomfield, Sharon Danes, Robin 

Dittman, Sabine Fritz, Steve Gantt, Paul Johnson, Sharon Neet, James Orf, Mark Paller, 
Ted Powell, Virginia Seybold, Thomas Schumacher, Charles Spetland, Barbara 
VanDrasek 

 
Absent: Melissa Anderson, Gerry Baldridge, Kathleen Conklin, James Cotter, David Hamilton, 

Katherine Klink, Phillip Larsen, James Luby, Scott McConnell, Charles Stech 
 
Guests:  Edward Wink (Sponsored Projects Administration); Vice President Kathleen O'Brien, 

Assistant Vice President Richard Bianco; Professor Jeffrey Kahn (Center for Bioethics) 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes: (1) report from the Compliance Office; (2) report from Oversight Analysis and 
Reporting; (3) security; (4) stem cell research] 
 
 
1. Report from the Compliance Office 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:35 and turned to Mr. Schumacher to present a report 
on the activities of the Compliance Office, of which Mr. Schumacher is the director. 
 
 Mr. Schumacher distributed copies of slides and explained them to the Committee members.  The 
slides make up a report that he presented to the Board of Regents about why his office exists and what it 
expects to achieve.  There are norms of compliance that conflict with the academic culture (e.g., 
immigration regulations and the Oxley-Sarbanes act, the latter of which does not technically apply to the 
University but which sets standards of behavior).  His office tries to marry the academic culture and 
academic freedom with expectations of government accountability. 
 
 There are several program elements to his office, including developing an organizational 
framework and best practices, risk identification and assessment, identification of responsible parties, 
standards and procedures, program oversight, awareness-education-training, lines of communication, 
monitoring and auditing, and enforcement and correction action.  Mr. Schumacher related that he is 
working on the first three items right now.  He is trying to determine how to bring in the most people and 
the right stakeholders; he has looked at a lot of compliance programs at other institutions.  Second, what 
is the universe of risk; what is the University worried about now?  He will tackle the highest risks first. 
 
 Mr. Schumacher outlined the compliance committees (safety and security, research, and fiscal) 
that exist as well as the compliance work groups (which exist in a variety of units, from athletics to 
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student finance to disbursements to housing).  He is taking a two-track approach:  matching controls to 
risks for the long term and setting up the broad-based compliance committees to help identify ideas for 
best practices in each area. 
 
 Did all the units with work groups have compliance departments before, Professor Balas asked?  
They did not, Mr. Schumacher said, although they may have had individuals responsible for compliance; 
as a result, there were some holes in the University's compliance efforts.  He said that all compliance 
programs need to be transparent, documented, and measurable.   
 
 In terms of the second program element, risk identification and assessment, he is looking at risk 
areas--what the University might get sued for, where it might break the law, and so on.  The point is to 
identify the universe of areas where things can go wrong.  These surveys are conducted by the people 
responsible for managing the risk, in order to be sure that they are credible.  They identify areas of high, 
medium, and low risk.  The University must be careful not to spend too much time trying to forestall 
problems in areas of low risk at the expense of not paying enough attention to matters of higher risk. 
 
 Mr. Schumacher next explained that his office identifies individuals/offices with responsibility 
for risks, identifies gaps to establish lines of authority, and documents roles and responsibilities for all 
high risks.  Those responsible are usually senior offices in a unit, usually those who have responsibility 
for dollars and who can make a change.  They are also looking at standards and procedures to manage 
identify and manage risk; they also evaluate compliance policies and related issues (e.g., HIPAA, human 
subjects research conflicts, privacy regulations, etc.).  Where appropriate, they are also trying to ensure 
that programs have a compliance officer and other appropriate bodies designated and given responsibility 
for compliance, that compliance issues are brought to the attention of senior management, and that there 
are reports to the central officers. 
 
 What he is focusing on most right now is awareness, education, and training, Mr. Schumacher 
told the Committee.  He wants to increase awareness as well as be sure that people have the tools they 
need to do their jobs.  This effort includes such things as identification of existing awareness/training 
programs that have been implemented, development of an ethics video for new employees, standards of 
conduct, updates/alerts and information on key topics, web-based training, and so on. 
 
 Risk is at the heart of this activity, Professor Johnson noted.  Who decides?  What structure 
informs the identification of risk?  That is defined in part, such as the risk of not following state or federal 
laws or University policies to protect employees, Mr. Schumacher said, as well as "common law" 
institutional responsibilities.  What informs these judgments, Professor Johnson asked?  Common sense?  
Work groups in each area, Mr. Schumacher responded, as well as assessment:  What could hurt the way a 
unit/the University does business tomorrow?  The working groups start the work; the results are assessed 
by the senior officers.  They do not suggest spending A LOT of time on this; some companies have and 
end up going back to a "high/medium/low" assessment scheme.  Professor Johnson agreed and said the 
process of assessing risk could be endless. 
 
 Scientific misconduct has not been a part of the compliance effort, Mr. Schumacher said in 
response to a query from Professor Johnson, although he agreed it is a risk.  There have to be some 
parameters; they are not spending time on the risk of murder on campus, either, because these things are 
normal social risk. 
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 Mr. Schumacher informed the Committee how he keeps lines of communication functioning and 
how he monitors and audits compliance activities in high-risk areas.  His role in all of this is to refer to the 
appropriate office any problems he identifies and assist as needed in follow-up.  His responsibility is to 
certify for the University that it has identified and fixed problems. 
 
 What is on the horizon in terms of being sure individuals are aware of how the University 
maintains compliance, Professor Balas asked?  They are identifying what the University is doing now and 
using surveys and focus groups to address problems they learn about. 
 
 What about the Oxley-Sarbanes bill, Professor Balas asked?  Industry and government are not 
going in a direction that is consistent with the academic culture, Mr. Schumacher said.  Universities need 
to walk a line between being responsible to the institutional culture and adhering to regulations.  The 
University did a pretty good job with HIPAA, he said; the problem is that when the regulation says "do 
X," the University must do X--or it must get the regulations rewritten. 
 
 Does he follow through to make sure that compliance information gets to the people who need to 
know, Professor Orf asked?  He is not there yet, Mr. Schumacher said.  He does not know enough about 
what everyone is supposed to be doing to verify that they are doing it.  But he said he will want to know if 
training is taking place and if the compliance policy is updated.  He is not checking to find out if every 
new faculty member receives training; that is up to units.  His name should never appear in the process, 
he said; his job is to ensure that people are doing what they are supposed to. 
 
2. Report from Oversight Analysis and Reporting 
 
 Ms. Schumi next distributed copies of slides of a report she recently provided to the Board of 
Regents; the purpose of the presentation was to: 
  
-- Provide assessment of the University’s Research Compliance program’s effectiveness in 

promoting institutional compliance; 
 
-- Provide results from the major program components; and 
 
-- Assure that the University is providing proper fiscal stewardship of sponsored funds. 
 
 The report included a timeline of changes in grants management.   
 
1993  The University reported problems related to grants management and began the process of grants 

management redesign. 
1995 NIH designated the University as an "exceptional institution" and removed expanded authorities. 
1997 NIH and the University agree on a Corrective Actions Plan. 
1998 Grants Management Project restructured. 
1999 Informal and formal site visits by NIH; Institutional Oversight Model initiated. 
2000 Office of Oversight Analysis and Reporting established in the Office of the Vice President for 

Research. 
2001 Certified Approver fully implemented; NIH removed "exceptional" designation. 
2002 Certified Approver Program assessment completed. 
 

Principles of the Institutional Oversight Model are these:  



Senate Research Committee 
April 14, 2003 
 
 

4

 
-- Responsibility is defined as the authority to make a decision and accountability associated with 

that decision 
-- To the extent possible, responsibility is maintained locally, so that decisions are made by 

individuals with the best information 
-- Oversight is always separate from the operating unit that makes the decisions 
 

The mission statement of her office is to promote compliance awareness in sponsored projects 
management within the University through assistance, education and communication.  The 
responsibilities include monitoring the effectiveness of research related policies, reviewing the adequacy 
of electronic tools and research training, providing managerial information and educational opportunities 
to departments, conducting random transaction reviews on sponsored accounts, and to manage the 
Certified Approver Program.  It is important to get information to faculty if there are changes in policy, 
Ms. Schumi observed. 
 
 The Certified Approver program is a decentralized model for financial transaction approval.  The 
primary components are a certification process, continuing education, and conflict resolution plans.  
There are 140 active certified approvers.  An assessment in the summer of 2002 concluded that the 
Certified Approver program was operating effectively, had brought increased efficiencies and effective 
internal control, and included strong Certified Approver involvement.  The program can be improved 
through additional training opportunities.  Ms. Schumi reviewed data on compliance issues discovered as 
a result of a transaction review; most transactions were compliant or had only one issue to be dealt with.   
 
 The University's Certified Approver program has been nationally recognized.  It includes a CA 
Advisory Committee that meets monthly, an Active User Group that meets quarterly, and people who 
"own" the program. 
 
 Professor Balas asked if the University is pulling out more money from units in taxes but also 
asking people to take on the Certified Approver roles.  Units are doing what they always did but were 
never held accountable for, Ms. Schumi said.  She said units are now being held accountable, which is 
why her office is trying to help people know what they are supposed to do. 
 
 Ms. Schumi quickly reviewed the remaining slides.  Professor Balas said the Committee would 
return to this subject in the future. 
 
3. Security 
 
 Professor Balas next welcomed Vice President O'Brien and Assistant Vice President Bianco to 
discuss security.   
 

Mr. Bianco said the main reason this issue was back on the Committee agenda was because at a 
Committee meeting several months ago he had expressed frustration about steps being taken to provide 
security for research facilities.  That frustration has dissipated because of Vice President O'Brien, he said; 
priorities have been set and the highest-risk areas are now secure.  What are the high-risk areas, Professor 
Balas asked?  Those with animals, for example, Mr. Bianco said; building hours are now enforced, doors 
are secured, and there are monitors. 
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There will also be a new employee badge with photos, Mr. Bianco reported, which is not to be 
confused with the U-Card.  The badge will have an expiration date so whether to issue it will be assessed 
each time the expiration date is reached.  At the same time they are moving to a key-card system, similar 
to the cards used for parking, that will have no identification on it except a code.  Will all employees 
receive a badge, Professor Balas asked?  He said he hoped so, Mr. Bianco responded; the Academic 
Health Center is running a pilot program. 

 
Vice President O'Brien told the Committee that the University needs an all-hazards plan that 

focuses on every level of risk, tries to prevent problems, and provides for business continuity.  They are 
looking at levels of risk and trying to address the highest levels first to ensure the University could 
continue to operate.  Sixteen central administrative departments have a continuity plan in place to keep 
the University running.  The coordinate campuses are included in these plans, she said in response to a 
question from Mr. Stech; each will develop its own plan.  There has been no decision about photo 
identification on the other campuses, Ms. O'Brien said. 

 
People must understand that they live in an era of risk, Ms. O'Brien told the Committee, and they 

are trying to balance management of risk with a democratic society and the need to protect human and 
civil rights.  They want to have systems to manage an incident and return the University to operation as 
quickly as possible.  But no amount of coordinating and planning will stop bad things from happening, 
she cautioned (she noted the events in Dinkytown after the men's national championship in hockey).  
Professor Balas asked about the last point; Ms. O'Brien said there is a plan in place for all events, and it is 
coordinated with the University policy, but they cannot stop people who want to set 65 fires in four hours. 

 
 There is also a post-incident evaluation plan, Ms. O'Brien said.  That is the standard part of the 
protocol for any incident. 
 
 Professor Balas said he had the sense that improvements in security had occurred; with the 
current budget problems, how will security rate in the priorities?  Both the Academic Health Center and 
the St. Paul campus have added security beyond that proposed by the Emergency Preparedness 
Committee, Ms. O'Brien said.  The three plans overlap and they are trying to determine priorities among 
them and to identify revenues to implement them.  The Committee and Ms. O'Brien discussed fees and 
budget issues and how security would be funded.  Ms. O'Brien said the administration is trying to assess 
who is paying for security now and to develop a rational plan for funding it in the future.  If security is to 
be funded by indirect costs, Mr. Wink noted, that decision should be made soon because the University 
will be renegotiating its rate with the federal government next year.  And federal laws have their own 
security costs, Mr. Bianco pointed out. 
 
 Professor Balas recalled that the Committee had talked about biological agents and the possibility 
of increased funding for work with them; they will require secure facilities that the University would have 
to build, he noted; will there be funds to pay for them in order to encourage such research?  Level 3 or 4 
facilities, Mr. Bianco inquired?  The latter, he said, was "off the table"; the University will not operate 
facilities that require that level of security.  Vice President O'Brien said that Vice President Cerra would 
have to respond to that question.  She told the Committee she was on a national panel for four years 
charged with developing a plan to respond to an attack with weapons of mass destruction; she represented 
local government.  The panel looked at funding issues; the mistake was distributing money on a per capita 
basis, because huge metropolitan areas that faced large risk did not receive large amounts of money.  
There could be similar confrontations over funding for research facilities, she said. 
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 Can he sleep better tonight as a result of the steps taken, Professor Balas asked?  Better than he 
could six months or a year ago, Ms. O'Brien said, but she cautioned that it is impossible to remove risk 
completely.  The University must develop a culture of security.  The point is to try to manage risk, if it 
cannot be gotten rid of, Professor Johnson asked?  It is, Ms. O'Brien said, and one way is through 
community policing, so officers get to know people and who should be there.  It also requires educating 
faculty and students, Professor Johnson said.  As well as Facilities Management staff, Ms. O'Brien added. 
 
 Professor Gantt reported that he has come in at 4:00 or 5:00 in the morning and found the doors 
to buildings open.  Professor Danes said she has often seen doors propped open; the culture of security is 
not quite there yet, she observed.  It is definitely not there, Ms. O'Brien agreed.  Her recent presentation to 
the Board of Regents was a first step in a communication and training plan about security.  They are just 
at the beginning of working on training plans for each unit throughout the University.  Professor Orf 
suggested it would be helpful to have standard hours when buildings are open; it is confusing when they 
are different across campuses and areas.  The University must also remain user-friendly, Ms. O'Brien 
said.  Keycards will solve some of the problems, Mr. Bianco pointed out; although universal keycards are 
a ways away, they will allow people to get into buildings whenever they need to.   

 
 Professor Balas thanked Vice President O'Brien and Mr. Bianco for joining the meeting. 
 
4.      Stem Cell Research 
 

Professor Balas now welcomed Professor Jeffrey Kahn to talk about stem cell research ethics.  
Mr. Wink noted that Professor Kahn is on the agenda because the University is working on a policy 
related to stem cell research that will be brought to the Committee later. 
 

Professor Kahn told the Committee that there is an Ethics Advisory Board, appointed by Senior 
Vice President Cerra in June, 2002, with both internal (David Cornfield, MD; Susan Wolf, JD) and 
external (Rabbi Barry Cytron, College of St. Thomas; John Gearhart, MD, PhD, Johns Hopkins 
University; Nancy Green, Station 23 Consulting; John Robertson, JD, Univ. of Texas; Carol Tauer, PhD, 
Univ. of St. Katherine) membership.  Prof. Kahn serves as chair.  Ex officio members include Professors 
Catherine Verfaille, John Wagner, and Susan Berry (from the Institutional Review Board).  The group 
plans to meet twice a year, or as needed, and has met once so far last fall.  It conducts the rest of its 
business by conference call and e-mail.  It was appointed because the amount of stem cell research has 
increased significantly and he had been receiving questions.  The Board provides guidance and advice, it 
does not set policy or practice.  The Board also deals with all stem cell research at the University, not just 
that one in the Academic Health Center, and anyone doing stem cell research is encouraged to go to the 
Board.  He emphasized that its advice is not binding. 
 

What is the timetable for the policy, Professor Orf asked?  Probably next fall, Mr. Wink said.  In 
the meantime, the University will follow its own and federal rules. 
 

What questions have come up, Professor Balas asked?  It has discussed Professor Verfaille's 
cutting-edge work and her plans for building the Stem Cell Institute, Professor Kahn said, and will do 
work in the future on issues such as how the University might accept diseased embryos that people are 
willing to donate for research purposes.  It will also deal with the collection and retention of genetic 
material for research, appropriate consent in stem cell-related research, ethics in clinical issues such as 
selection of donors to match sick children, and so on. 
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Professor Johnson observed that state and federal legislation will govern some of the science, and 
policy can partly address questions, but a lot comes up in science that might be controversial but not 
illegal.  Is that where the Board plays a role?  It is, Professor Kahn said; it deals with issues in the gray 
areas.  There may be areas of research that can be done but arguments may be made that the University 
should not engage in them because of ethics concerns.  Or more likely there will be areas for which there 
is no existing policy, so that the University would ask the Board for its views and recommendations.  It 
provides a mechanism for researchers to feel that they have institutional support for their research 
decisions and practices. 
 

Professor Johnson noted that the Committee had earlier been talking about risk; stem cell research 
could have huge implications for risk, he said.  That is where the Board can help, Professor Kahn said. 
 

In light of a federal ban on using federal funds for much stem cell research, Dean Scheman asked 
if there is a possibility of segregating private funds to use for research at the University.  Professor Kahn 
saidit was a good question; the University of Wisconsin has built a free-standing building with employees 
and all materials paid for with exclusively private funds.  The University of Minnesota is unlikely to be 
able to do the same.  Dr. Paller said the University has worked on this issue for a long time and has the 
procedures ready to implement for segregating public from private funds in research areas; they are 
waiting on the policy in order to be able separate and audit funds.  He said he anticipated such segregation 
would occur. 
 

Professor Seybold asked Professor Kahn if he envisioned the IRB as a source of issues.  Professor 
Kahn said that is the reason that Professor Berry is ex officio on the Ethics Advisory Board:  They wanted 
a way to refer issues both ways.  Up to now the question has not come up because most of the work being 
done is bench research. 
 

Does embryo research fall under the IRB, Professor Balas asked?  It depends on the type of 
research and its use (bench science vs. clinical application in human subjects), Professor Kahn said, and 
they want the IRB included in discussions to make sure research is referred to the IRB when appropriate. 
 

Professor Balas asked if anyone from the Advisory Board is involved in the development of the 
policy.  They are not, Mr. Wink said; the focus of the policy is primarily financial, dealing with what the 
government will pay for.  NIH is clear what institutions must do to use public funds next to private funds, 
Professor Kahn said, and there was no reason for him to be involved.  The policy will be the University's 
approach to how it will comply financially with NIH dictates, if it decides to do this kind of research. 
 

Professor Balas said the Committee will discuss stem cell research, biological agents, and other 
topics in terms of what the University should become involved in and at what level.  He thanked 
Professor Kahn for joining the meeting. 
 
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 3:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
  


