
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, April 25, 2005 

1:15 - 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Mark Ascerno, Dianne Bartels, (George Green for) Victor 

Bloomfield, Christopher Cramer, Dan Dahlberg, Genevieve Escure, Steven Gantt, 
Michael Hughey, Paul Johnson, Timothy Mulcahy, James Orf, Mark Paller, Mira 
Reinberg, Thomas Schumacher, Maria Sera, Charles Spetland, George Trachte, Barbara 
VanDrasek, Jean Witson 

 
Absent: Richard Bianco, James Cotter, Sharon Danes, Robin Dittman, Kathy Ensrud, James 

Luby, Steven Ruggles, Virginia Seybold, Michael Volna 
 
Guests:  John Engelen (Director, Federal Relations); Melinda Sewell, Ed Wink (Office of the Vice 

President for Research); Mark Bohnhorst (Office of the General Counsel) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Mayo partnership; (2) discussion with John Engelen on federal issues; (3) research 
secrecy; (4) resolutions] 
 
 
1. Mayo Partnership 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:15 and turned to Assistant Vice President Paller to 
provide an update on the partnership with Mayo. 
 
 Dr. Paller distributed copies of four pages from the website "Minnesota Partnership for 
Biotechnology and Medical Genomics/ University of Minnesota/Mayo Clinic" and encouraged 
Committee members to look at the full website (www.mayouminnesotapartnership.org/).  The work on 
the partnership started in January, 2003, and has been amazingly successful.  Governor Pawlenty 
suggested the two institutions work together, said the state would provide money, and said it would be 
good for the state.  Dr. Paller said that working on the partnership has been extremely pleasurable and 
there are no downsides to the venture that he can see. 
 
 The state put in $2 million to see if the partnership could work.  The University and Mayo have 
had a checkered relationship in the past and little work has been done between the two at the institutional 
level.  With the advent of team- and big-science, this venture makes sense:  Mayo has outstanding clinical 
resources while the University has more depth in the sciences.  The partnership has funded four projects 
thus far and all are working well.  The state is to provide $70 million over the next five years in support of 
the partnership. 
 
 Dr. Paller referred to the excerpt from the website to note the current accomplishments of the 
partnership: 
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There was overwhelming faculty interest in the program. 34 collaborative research proposals 
were received from 128 investigators from 12 colleges at the University of Minnesota and 121 
investigators from Mayo Clinic, for a total of $21.8 million in requested funds. From these, nine 
finalists were selected and four projects were ultimately funded. 
 
. . .  
 
Additional results to date have exceeded all expectations since we unveiled the Partnership in 
early 2003. Four University of Minnesota-Mayo Clinic teams are working on important research 
involving prostate cancer, Alzheimer's disease, obesity and heart disease -- issues affecting 
thousands of Minnesotans. In the past year alone our researchers have made enormous progress: 
 
-- Our research teams have submitted five papers for publication in medical journals. 
-- Partnership teams have received two grants--an equipment grant award from the VA 

Medical Center Research Services, and an equipment grant award from the Minnesota 
Medical Foundation. 

-- Research teams have submitted two federal grant applications, including a competitive 
renewal of a National Institutes of Health Specialized Programs of Research Excellence 
(SPORE) grant, and a National Science Foundation grant. 

-- A Partnership team is preparing to submit an application for an NIH Program Project 
Grant--titled "Physical activity and obesity: from molecule to community." The goals of 
this project complement and expand upon the Minnesota Partnership project, and include 
the current Partnership project participants in addition to several other University and 
Mayo Clinic faculty. 

-- One patent application has already been filed. 
 
 They have spent a lot of time at the legislature, Dr. Paller reported; the partnership is strongly 
supported, with bipartisan support that is both urban and rural.  They have made the case that this is 
economic development because the partnership focuses on diagnostic/therapeutic applications (which is 
not the sole mission of the Academic Health Center, but is a part of it).  The partnership will help the state 
develop a biotechnology industry cluster that will in turn help Minnesota compete with other areas of the 
country.  The funding for the partnership comes through economic development appropriations, not 
higher education.  The bonding bill just passed provides money for the partnership for a facility in 
Rochester.  They have made it clear that these requests for funding cannot compete with the University's 
regular legislative request.   
 
 The amount of money state finally provides will determine the extent of the RFA for projects that 
neither institution could do alone.  If the partnership receives the full funding that has been requested, it 
may be possible to think about faculty hires in addition to research projects and research infrastructure 
investments.  The partnership will seek proposals in the life sciences that have diagnostic or therapeutic 
relevance.  All faculty are eligible to submit proposals with Mayo collaborators. 
 
 
 Professor Balas asked how individuals at Mayo and the University were introduced.  Dr. Paller 
said that initially they brought three disciplinary groups together to start the communication but it appears 
not to be necessary to do that any more.  He said he would be happy to make introductions if anyone 
wished.  He emphasized that the projects must be collaborative efforts that neither the University or Mayo 
could do alone. 
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 Professor Dahlberg asked about the number of faculty lines needed or anticipated—or does he 
have no idea?  Dr. Paller said he does not know; they are not far enough along in planning and are waiting 
to see the amount of funding the partnership receives.  Would they be tenure-track lines, Professor 
Dahlberg asked?  Dr. Paller said they would provide a start-up package and departments would need to 
guarantee long-term support.  But there will be substantial amounts for such packages (in the $1-3 million 
range if the Partnership is fully funded by the state). 
 
 Will the building at Mayo be shared, Professor Balas asked?  How will the space agreements be 
worked out?  Mayo will manage the facility; space would be provided to any faculty team that needs it.  
They will develop the space agreements for University of Minnesota faculty ad hoc, Dr. Paller said. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked Dr. Paller for his update. 
 
2. Discussion with John Engelen, Director of Federal Relations 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed John Engelen to the meeting to provide an update on activities at the 
federal level. 
 
 Mr. Engelen began with a humorous cautionary note:  he is only the messenger.  The federal 
government is in the early stages of the budget process, which began in February.  The President proposes 
a budget in February, the House and Senate take it up and adopt their own budget.  Once it passes the 
budget, Congress begins debating actual FY2006 appropriations.  In an ideal world, Congress is done by 
the beginning of the federal fiscal year on October 1; for the last several years, Congress failed to pass a 
budget and ended up enacting appropriations bills after the start of a new fiscal year.  Last year, for 
example, 11 of the 13 required appropriations bills were enacted all at once in a 3,000-page bill.   
 
 President Bush this year asked for $2.55 trillion, of which about $840 billion is what Congress 
acts on to appropriate (the rest is social security, Medicare, etc.).  Of that $840 billion, the President asked 
for $419 billion for the Department of Defense and the Department of Homeland Security (and those 
requests include nothing for Iraq or Afghanistan, for which the President just sought and received $81 
billion).  All other federal spending must be fit into the remaining approximately $300 billion—a figure 
that assumes there will be no deficit reduction plan and there will be a deficit of $455 billion.  The upshot 
is that there will not be a lot of money available.  In recent years, there has been hope of increased 
funding for one's programs; this year, everyone simply hopes they are not cut. 
 
 Of the programs of interest to the University and research community, the President 
recommended an increase of less than 1% for NIH, of about 2.4% for NSF (which was taken from NSF 
education programs), and proposed cuts for agencies like EPA and USDA.  Within USDA, the President 
proposed increasing the competitive research funding and lifting the indirect cost caps, but also proposed 
cutting the formula funds (e.g., the land-grant money), which cuts would cost the University $6 million 
per year.  In the programs that are increasing (Department of Defense, Department of Homeland 
Security), there are reductions in funding for university-based research.  There are, Mr. Engelen 
concluded, disturbing trends in federal support for research.  Congress must now decide what to do about 
the recommendations. 
 
 Mr. Engelen reported on a number of other federal government matters. 
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-- There are cuts proposed in financial aid, such as Perkins loans, a cut that would eliminate $6.4 
million in student loans at the Twin Cities campus alone.  Also, the President proposed cutting the 
TRIO program, but the maximum Pell Grant would be increased.   

 
-- In March, the House and Senate each passed a version of the budget.  The House budget follows 

closely the President's recommendations; the Senate proposes to spend more.  Senator Kennedy 
successfully proposed amending the Senate budget to increase spending by $5.5 billion on 
education programs (Perkins, TRIO, and increasing the Pell Grant); the amendment passed 51-49, 
when six Republicans including Senator Norm Coleman crossed over to support it, and it was 
hotly debated.  Senator Specter (R-PA) successfully proposed an amendment that added $1.5 
billion to NIH.  A House-Senate conference committee has yet to resolve the differences between 
the bills, so there is no budget.  If there is no resolution by mid-May, the appropriations 
committees in the two houses will likely charge ahead.   

 
-- A bill has been introduced in the House to expand the definition of cell lines that can be used in 

federally-funded embryonic stem-cell research (three of the co-sponsors are from Minnesota:  
McCollum, Sabo, and Ramstad).  There will be a vote in the House this summer; if the legislation 
passes, it will likely be approved by the Senate. 

 
-- With respect to reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, the buzzword is accountability.  

Two years ago there was discussion of tuition caps; that proposal is no longer on the table but 
Congress is still talking about the costs of college. 

 
-- The question of direct versus guaranteed student loans is being debated.  The University of 

Minnesota is the largest direct lender in the country; it acts as a banker for federal dollars and lent 
$231 million last year.  The University will vigorously defend direct loans—and there are studies 
demonstrating that the direct loan program saves money for the federal government. 

 
-- His office is organizing town meetings with members of the Minnesota Congressional delegation.  

On average, there are 30 visits per year to the University by members of the delegation; they are 
now reaching out, through the legislative network, to have town meetings on federal issues.  They 
have had very successful meetings with Senator Coleman and Representative McCollum that 
included a good turnout of faculty, students, and alumni. 

 
-- Senator Coleman has introduced a bill to ease process for international students and scholars to 

come to the United States.  He visited the campus in February for an open house; Representative 
McCollum met with the new Chinese ambassador to discuss the problems.  Congressional 
sentiment appears to have shifted on this issue and it is now trying to facilitate international 
exchanges. 

 
-- Momentum is building to improve K-12 science and math education and to make graduate 

education in math and science easier (for the latter, through such things as loan forgiveness and 
scholarships).  There will be funding to support study in technical fields. 

 
-- A bill that is stirring up considerable debate is a proposal for a new competitive funding agency 

in agriculture.  The agency would receive about $1 billion per year in the first few years; the 
question is where to locate it (the Department of Agriculture, NSF, etc.).  NSF worries that there 
could be a diversion of funds.  The proposal has been introduced by Representative Gutknecht 
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and co-sponsored by Representative Kennedy; Senator Coleman supports it.  There is intellectual 
support for the proposal but concern about diversion from the research supported by NSF.  The 
debate will continue, but it allows the University to talk about the interdisciplinary nature of 
research in food and agriculture.  NSF, Mr. Engelen noted, provides the most research funding for 
COAFES. 

 
-- There is a new Senate culture caucus to support federal funds for NEA and NEH; Senators 

Coleman and Edward Kennedy (D-MA) are organizing it. 
 
-- The Department of Commerce has begun a discussion of deemed exports.  Export controls are 

nothing new; they date from the Cold War and typically focus on equipment (rather than access 
or technical knowledge).  In 1985 an exemption from deemed export regulations was created for 
basic or fundamental research.  Over the last 5-6 years, even before 9/11, the Department of 
Commerce and Department of Defense conducted audits of companies and universities about how 
technology is used vis-à-vis export controls and raised questions about access to equipment, 
software, etc.  Last year the audit report findings were published; the Department of Commerce 
then raised the question whether knowledge of software codes, operation of equipment, and 
access to information by non-U.S. citizens should be considered a "deemed export."  There is a 
lot of controversy about this, for both universities and companies; the Department of Commerce 
realized the issue needed more discussion so in late March published a solicitation for advice and 
comments.  The University, the national higher education associations, and the national 
academies will all probably respond to the request. 

 
 Professor Dahlberg noted that scientific and scholarly organizations arrange Congressional 
business days.  If Mr. Engelen would make contact with the organizations so the University could have a 
larger presence, that would make them more effective.  Mr. Engelen said that because there is a lot of 
worry about federal appropriations and activities, the trend is that a lot of professional societies are 
bringing their members to Washington.  The drill for each of them is exactly the same—they talk about 
the importance of research and ask members of Congress to sign a letter.  If there is no engagement with 
the University's federal relations staff, there is no one to follow up, to get the signature, to coordinate 
efforts with the campus.  And everyone wants to talk with Representative Sabo, Minnesota's only 
representative on the Appropriations Committee.  He said he would be glad to support efforts and to make 
them more strategic, focused, and effective, and recommends that faculty and staff who participate in 
these activities consult with his office. 
  
 Professor Ascerno asked Mr. Engelen for his read on the issue of formula funding and the 
proposed National Institute of Agriculture (NIFA).  President Bush's proposal to cut USDA formula 
funding issue is not related to the creation of the Institute, which would create a new competitive funding 
program for interdisciplinary food and agriculture research.  While the Bush formula funds proposal 
probably won't pass this year, it is a shot across the bow, Mr. Engelen said:  it is saying to universities that 
the Bush administration wants agricultural research funding to be competitive and for universities to 
decrease their reliance on non-competitive formula funds. 
 
 Professor Balas said that the NASA aeronautical budget is being cut.  The problem, Mr. Engelen 
said, is that NASA appropriations language is heavily earmarked and it faces conflicting needs:  Hubble, 
the space shuttle, and the Mars expedition.  There are pressures on NASA administrators from many 
directions. 
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 Professor Balas asked for an explanation of the Higher Education Act.  What does it entail?  It 
authorizes federal policy to higher education and builds a framework used by appropriators to fund 
programs, like Pell, Perkins, and other financial aid programs.  These are five-year authorizations, which 
give programs stability; the drawback is that if one is interested in changing a program, the opportunity 
only arises every five years.  There are a lot of people with higher education agendas who are waiting for 
the reauthorization to come up.  The Act covers financial aid, study abroad, graduate education programs, 
accountability, reporting, privacy laws, campus safety, and so on—it underpins much of what happens in 
higher education on the administrative and student sides. 
 
 What large agenda items are lying in wait, Dr. VanDrasek asked?  The "No Child Left Behind" 
philosophy is one, Mr. Engelen said:  the testing, accountability, and sorting out achievement may be 
applied to higher education.  There could be a "No College Student Left Behind" kind of approach, a 
quest for unified assessment in order to compare achievements of students and hold universities to 
standards. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked Mr. Engelen for joining the meeting and providing his report. 
 
3. Research Secrecy 
 
 Professor Balas next drew the attention of Committee members to the materials that had been 
distributed concerning research secrecy.  First, he said, they propose changing the name of the policy to 
openness in research.  He noted the form to be filled out by a researcher seeking an exemption from the 
policy requiring openness in research.  
 
 Ms. Witson said she did not believe the guidelines provided sufficient guidance to the 
subcommittee; they do not indicate what kinds of research might be given an exemption, or for what 
reason.  She said she wished there were more concrete criteria indicating why exemptions might be 
granted.  That it "serves the national interest" is not by itself enough of a justification, she said.  Part of 
the problem is that each request is so different, Professor Balas said, and each potential reason is so 
different, but he agreed that the guidelines do not ask the researcher to answer the "why" question.  The 
question to answer, Dean Green said, is why the University's policy on openness in research should be 
overridden.  Ms. Witson said she knew there would be different reasons in different cases, and the 
subcommittee will have to make an initial recommendation to this Committee, but without some 
explanation it will simply have to decide on the basis of gut feelings. 
 
 There are two elements to the question, Professor Johnson said:  the degree of secrecy 
(restrictions on publications, and how severe) and how important the research is (national security—can 
this be scaled?).  The creation of a paper trail will help the subcommittee educate itself on its comfort 
level with various rationales, Professor Balas said; the subcommittee will be able to say what makes sense 
and what does not.  But there are no hard and fast rules.  Dean Green said the subcommittee will then 
need to work inductively.  It will need to articulate reasons to itself and create a cumulative record; if it 
does not do so a priori, it should do so over time so the decisions are not all subjective.  That is exactly 
what they will be trying to do, Professor Balas said.  The paperwork will help tease out details so the 
subcommittee can begin to set boundaries. 
 
 Is this a quasi-legal proceeding, with precedents to guide, and can they be overthrown, Professor 
Johnson asked?  Is there supposed to be a body of case law?  What if a researcher wants an exemption 
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and the subcommittee says "no"; can the researcher sue?  The action of the subcommittee and this 
Committee are purely advisory to the Vice President for Research, Professor Balas said.   
 
 Ms. Witson said that the forms request information but there is nothing in the guidance document 
to guide.  Are there types of proposals that would not be approved for an exemption?  Professor Dahlberg 
said the subcommittee will be like the Supreme Court:  it needs foundations for its actions, but now there 
is nothing to interpret.  It can, however, look at the cases that have already been approved or denied and 
try to learn from them.  Professor Balas agreed and said he has asked Mr. Wink to provide information 
about the earlier instances. 
 
 Mr. Schumacher said it should be explicit whether the subcommittee will factor in its opinion 
about the research itself.  That could raise academic freedom issues.  Or will the subcommittee be limited 
to process questions?  Either way, the subcommittee's purview should be explicit.  Vice President 
Mulcahy said it is difficult to establish guidelines; the group will be asked to make judgments in cases 
when there is not a clear "yes" or "no" answer.  It would help if the document would identify the 
principles that the subcommittee will use (academic freedom, freedom to publish, etc.) and what a 
researcher will need to overcome the principles.  Principles are a way to start.  Dr. VanDrasek said that 
thought should be given to those principles; some will already exist in other policies.  Dr. Mulcahy said it 
may mean pulling things together, not that there is a need for new principles.  One question or principle 
not in the document, however, is the extent to which the University has an obligation to contribute to 
national security. 
 
 Dr. Sewell noted that the form and guidelines may change as the subcommittee deals with cases.  
Dean Green said the subcommittee, however, should not be doing its work freelance; there need to be 
principles to which it can add as it learns.  Professor Gantt observed that the MIT document contained a 
good list of principles.  The standard "reasons found compelling" is a good gut check, Mr. Bohnhorst 
said.  It would be possible to lay out the examples of the last few years; a couple of them were academic 
freedom issues, one was a research field the faculty member had been working on for a number of years 
and the University was told there would be no effect on students or publication.  The regulations in some 
cases are less burdensome than they appear.  One case provided an opportunity to get geological data for 
the state that would otherwise never be gathered.  He said those reviewing the homeland security 
agreement last summer thought that it was compelling.  In these cases what was given up was the 
authority of the granting agency to review and approve publications, and they would not fund the research 
unless that language was in the contract, Mr. Bohnhorst said in response to a question from Dean Green. 
 

Dr. VanDrasek suggested that it would be incumbent upon the subcommittee to explain its 
decisions and that if a set of guiding principles is developed it should reflect a consensus of the larger 
community. 
 
 Dr. Bartels said that the draft flow chart seems to suggest the researcher has not responsibility 
until Sponsored Projects Administration acts.  Mr. Wink explained that typically contract language comes 
in and they try to negotiate out objectionable language (and so inform the researcher early on).  They 
inform the researcher when they have been unable to do so and explain that he or she must decide 
whether to seek an exemption or walk away from the research.  The University will not sign a contract 
until the language has been eliminated or an exemption has been granted.  Presumably the researcher will 
be aware before the award is made, Dr. Mulcahy said, so the person can decide whether to spend time 
even seeking the grant.  Most requests for proposals do not provide sample language, Mr. Wink said, 
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although some do.  Professor Sera suggested adding a question to the PRF asking researchers if they are 
aware of any restrictions in the research. 
 
 Professor Balas said the entire Committee would try to meet when there is a request, even in the 
summer, and could also work by email and teleconference.  Ms. Witson said meetings in person are very 
different from email and urged that meetings be held.  Professor Balas noted that the provisions of the 
revised policy call for this Committee to render final advice, not the Faculty Senate, and that the Vice 
President for Research signs off, not the President.  Professor Orf commented that this Committee has 
people with interest and some expertise; in the Faculty Senate, the issues are in the hands of people who 
have not spent time on the issues and do not have the history.  Professor Balas said that the Committee 
will make an annual presentation to the Faculty Senate on decisions and trends. 
 
 Professor Sera asked what an "unreasonable publication delay" is, something that Mr. Bohnhorst 
had referred to as something the University objects to.  The agencies typically ask for 90 days, which the 
University will accept; some insist on six months, which the University will consider if it must.  The 
timing question also arises with dissertations, Dean Green said.  The Graduate School has a form to 
request a delay in publication of a dissertation for six months (that can be renewed); the reasons usually 
have to do with patent or copyright issues.  Virginia Tech puts all dissertations on the web, where they are 
freely available; the students at Minnesota said they did not want to do that because it would allow others 
to steal their ideas before they can publish or patent them themselves.  There is already a six-month delay 
if a student requests it (not the advisor); beyond one renewal, however, the request would land on a dean's 
desk in the Graduate School because they do not want to undermine intellectual openness by prolonged 
delays of access to dissertations. 
 
 Professor Sera suggested that the guidelines should mention that the subcommittee will give more 
consideration to a request for an exemption if the work continues work the faculty member has already 
been doing.  Professor Balas said they will work to link the questions to the guidelines so they are more 
transparent.   
 
4. Resolutions 
 
 Professor Balas reported that the two resolutions the Committee adopted have gone to the 
President and the Provost.  The Provost agreed that the issue of research infrastructure was important and 
one that the University needed to consider.  The Faculty Consultative Committee has stressed that there 
should be a task force on the research infrastructure, a suggestion that appears to have resonated with the 
President and Provost.  With respect to the budget model, the President and Provost realize the need to 
look at the questions more closely in order to be sure the budget model is aligned with the strategic 
planning process. 
 
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
  


