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These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University
of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions,
or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the
Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.

Present:

Others:

Guests:

Allen Goldman (chair), Mark Brenner, Susan Hu ,~athY James~ic
Klinger, Paul Sackett, Mark Snyder, Rob Super

Fred Bently, WinAnn Schumi, Marilyn Surbey, Fay Thompson, Professor
Hamilton & Professor Evans

Darwin Hendel, Jane Whiteside and Halil Dundar (Academic Affairs)

The minutes of the last meeting were approved with the noted corrections. The spelling of
Kathy James' name and to change the Zetterberg Report to non employment related
waivers.

1. Update on the Grants Management Program - Mark Brenner

Dr. Brenner provided the group with a summary of the program. There is general support
for the direction that the program is headed. Peter Zetterberg chaired a working group on
roles and responsibilities that presented 120 activities promoting strict compliance expected
and required for research grant activities. The activities provide a step-by-step outline for
the process involved in grant acquisition and management including finding out about the
grant, writing the grant, determine who is responsible, who provides staff support, and who
provides oversight. The 120 activities fit into seven categories including:

Proposal Preparation (new) - 30 items
Proposal Preparation (continuation, renewals) - 3 items
Negotiation with Sponsor - 6 items
Award Processing - 4 items
Award Administration - 39 items
Project Closure - 8 items
Non-grant Specific Responsibilities - 29 items
Issue of Indemnification - I item

A committee member added that this outline legally defines a process that has never been
defined. There is a concern that if one of the individuals responsible inadvertently strays
from this track that they will be supported by the University. Peter Zetterberg and General
Counsel are working to draft the activities such that responsible individuals are provided a
certain degree of protection by the University (outside of overt criminal activity). Dr.
Brenner added that if an individual has systematically performed inappropriate activities,
the University may reconsider the consideration of legal protection. The roles and
responsibilities will help to determine what tools need to be developed so that accountable



individuals may adhere to the process. Dr. Brenner said that current discussions on this
issue must address how adhering to the activities can be maintained while tools
(information/finances) to do so are being developed.

What is done when the staff support is not adequate, such that an individual would be
responsible for work that they could not complete, it was asked? Dr. Brenner responded
that the working group are seeking to clarify responsibilities, and determine if additional
responsibilities are added, how resources would be secured to enact this obligation.
Improved use of computer information systems are also expected to improve the efficiency
of managing grant projects. It is our hope the this evaluation will actually simplify the
entire process rather than complicate it further (specifically getting rid of paper), he said.

A committee member expressed concern over the implementing of any new information
systems because of problems similar to the CUFS program.

Dr. Brenner explained that the second working group is working on redesigning ORTTA.
Marilyn Surbey is chair of that group. The processes with ORTTA have several problems
that need to be worked on including:

Computer systems that cannot communicate with each other
Some information is still only on Rolodex files or paper
Can purchases over $500 be done through ORTTA, or would a different
method be appropriate?

Automation of this system is being considered to resolve these and other challenges.
Clarification, development, and training regarding policies for ORTTA needs to be
formalized and offered in a consistent format. Ms. Surbey added that the non-automated
information is currently only available to ORTTA personnel. The computer system would
allow any individual to quickly determine if they could purchase a certain type of
equipment with their grant. ORTTA is currently examining its internal structure and
considering to divide itself by provostial unit and then by department within that.

One member inquired about commercial software packages and asked if they are capable of
doing the kind of output that ORTTA needs them to do? Ms. Surbey responded that they
are evaluating this but the answer is probably no. She added that they have surveyed other
institutions and learned that it is more efficient and cost effective to build your own
system.

Policies and clarification of the policies and the procedures are being reviewed to
determine which ones are needed and those which exist but need to be updated, Dr. Brenner
said. The other step is to determine how the policies and procedures can be made more
accessible to people. The way in which technology has been moving allows them to think in
terms of a world wide web server. This is a very realistic objective, he said.

Dr. Brenner moved on to discuss training and education. Several major recommendations
were made:

- to increase the utilization of computers and information technology
on grants management activities
- to develop training sessions in the most cost effective manner
- implement multiple levels of education and training
- developing an on-line communication system
- developing assurance systems for verifying that people are knowledgeable about
the policies



Relative to systems, progress has been made but have not come to closure, Dr. Brenner said.
He described a central repository of information that will be accessible to anybody in the
institution who has the right computer link. It would link to the financial system, payroll
system, and a departmental front end system that has yet to be built. He noted that within
the next 6-12 months this system could be in place. Security is a concern regarding such a
repository. Who can access it? Departments will have the ability to key in information.
Electronic signatures will also have to be built in the system. Another major change that
must be implemented is the development of a financial reporting and billing system for
accounts receivable. It appears there is no commercial package for this and will have to be
built. There is a need to couple in the effort reporting systems, Dr. Brenner said. This
system was brought on-line this past year. In the Human Subjects Office an automated
filing system is close to being done. He intends to recommend that the system be replicated
in each of the other compliance offices. Other changes include the development of on-line
forms and templates, for example BA23 would become electronic.

This all must be put into perspective in terms of short range needs, intermediate and long
term, he said. Where are we going to be in ten years from now. This is a long term
commitment and we have to get there in an orderly way, Dr. Brennen concluded.

There is a danger, one member commented, that unless these systems are very efficient and
very simple to use, there are those who will be discouraged from being principle
investigators and developing the programs because the administrative burden will become
excessive. Another added, you don't go into science to become an administrator. Dr.
Brenner responded that there are examples in the University now of some very effective
off-line systems that departments have developed that allow PI's to their job without having
to be the grant administrator or financial broker. Ms. Surbey interjected that the structure
needs to recognize that the departmental administrators are very key in all of this. They
are not saying that the PI's should carry out administrative tasks. What is being said, Dr.
Brenner, is that it is organizational units that are properly clustered to support the level of
grant activity.

It was asked if the University will market the systems that it develops? Dr. Brenner
responded that some will be, for example, he has asked that the system done for Human
Subjects be copyrighted. This is not the motive, he added.

Professor Goldman thanked Dr. Brenner and members of ORTTA for their presentation.
Dr. Brenner commended the efforts of the working groups.

II. Update U2000

Drs. Hendel and Whiteside came before the committee to provide an update on the critical
measures and U2000. Dr. Hendel began by saying that they are a long way from thinking
about the work that they are doing in terms of data warehouse, but clearly what they are
doing relative to the critical measures as part U2000 is very much in the same direction.
Rather than looking at the systems to monitor what is going on in the system is to have
systems for more accurately describing the accomplishments and performance of the
University. The first five measures, approved by the Board of Regents in December, he
said, were measures that were much easier to Quantify in a relatively simple way. The
measures being looked at now are clearly less amenable to that sort of Quantification. In
particular, in the area of Research, Scholarship and Artistic Accomplishments. The intent
is not to come up with a set of numbers, he said, but rather to come up with a system that
describes both within and outside the University all of the activities and accomplishments



that occur for the faculty in the name of research and scholarship.

Relative to time line, a revised document will be presented to the Board of Regents for
review in June and action in July.

Dr. Hendel opened the floor for discussion.

Who is the real audience for this measure, it was asked? Dr. Hendel responded that one of
the central purposes is to describe to external constituencies the activities and
accomplishments of the University of Minnesota. Implicitly, the critical measures intend to
have perhaps more impact outside the institution than necessarily within. We already to a
lot internally in the name of evaluation of research and scholarship, he said. From the
existing processes, nothing rises to the surface that the institution can necessarily use in
describing all of the accomplishments that faculty have in a given year. Dr. Whiteside said
that they are talking with people in the colleges about how whatever needs to come out of
this institutional critical measure can fit with what the colleges and the graduate school are
doing - the intent is not to create a new system and a new data collection process.

Dr. Whiteside explained that they no longer use the term "benchmark." What they are trying
to get at is comparing ourselves to other similar peer institutions. Members then spent some
time discussing a database of faculty expertise that is being sold by Best Co. Dr. Hendel
noted an important point, that right now in the institution there are departments and
colleges that are moving forward to develop systems that will allow them, on an annual
basis, to be able to describe the accomplishments of their faculty. Right now, we have no
way to bring all of that together in any reasonable fashion and to describe the institution as
a whole - that is what they would like to do with this particular measure.

Members discussed the cultural differences between different fields. For example, it might
be appropriate for a faculty in a certain field to publish a paper a week, but if someone in
another field published a paper a week they would wonder what he/she was doing - it may
be appropriate to publish a paper twice a year. It seems, one member said, that the self
survey collection of data and the analysis of that does not really give a measure of the
relative quality and accomplishments by itself. You need to have some means of
identifying contributions. As discussed at an earlier meeting, a regular on-going peer
review process was discussed as a way to do this.

How do you evaluate artistic creativity? Certainly there are ways to do it and highlight
creative activities that are not scholarly or scientific, one noted.

Is it realistic to ask a department to do an annual review and to generate a list of highlights
that have been accomplished that year, asked Dr. Whiteside. Professor Goldman thought it
would be if it was clear that potentially it would be part of an institutional report. It
would be good public relations - to be on the cover of an annual report.

Another member suggested that when looking at program evaluation - look at the evaluation
question first and the data system that follows. Often data is collected for one purpose and
it is used for another.

Dr. Hendel commented that what is being focused on now is the actual accomplishments in
the name of research, scholarship and artistic accomplishments. Another measurement area
that will be worked on next year which is directly related to evaluation of the quality of
our academic programs, especially the graduate program, he said. This brings us back to the
discussion about the role of graduate program reviews and not only what the University
does but what is done by external groups to rank graduate programs in many different



•

fields.

Another member said that she would like it better if it were worded as faculty and student
accomplishments. There is considerable amount of student accomplishment other than
getting the degree. This lead to a discussion about individual and collective
accomplishments and how much of the measure should focus on collective accomplishments.

As an institution we should be able to ask faculty on an annual basis to describe
accomplishments and to find a way to have the information used appropriately in different
contexts, rather than asking five different ways for the same information, Dr. Hendel
commented.

Professor Goldman identified CAL Tech and MIT as institutions with outstanding outside
review committees. Members discussed the expenses involved with frequent reviews. It was
noted that it may costly the first time but would not thereafter, if done on a more frequent
basis. It was agreed that there should be money behind U2000 because ultimately it will
provide a tremendous quality boost to the institution.

Professor Goldman thanked Drs. Hendel and Whiteside for their efforts and time.

Workload Resolution

The workload resolution passed through the Senate without discussion and without dissent,
Professor Klinger reported. Now that it is passed, how do we monitor its implementation?
How do we assess how it is honored? Professor Klinger asked for time on the agenda at the
next meeting to discuss these questions.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

- Vickie Courtney


