
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, December 8, 2008 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Dan Dahlberg (chair), Melissa Anderson, Peter Argenta, Paula Chesley, Jerry Cohen, 

Tricia Conway, Leslie Delserone, Genevieve Escure, Tom Hayes, Jennifer Linde, Mark 
Paller, Steven Ruggles, Karen Williams, Jean Witson, Lynn Zentner 

 
Absent: Linda Bearinger, Saif Benjaafar, Arlene Carney, James Cotter, Robin Dittman, Michelle 

Lamere, Frances Lawrenz, Timothy Mulcahy, Federico Ponce de Leon, George Trachte, 
Andrew Van de Ven 

 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects Administration), Suzanne 

Paulson (Sponsored Financial Reporting) 
 
Other: Lisa Carlson-Warren (Office of the Vice President for Research) 
 
[In these minutes: (1) sponsored projects reporting with EFS; (2) issues pending before the Committee; 
(3) review of research policies] 
 
 
1. Sponsored Projects Reporting with EFS 
 
 Professor Dahlberg convened the meeting at 2:20 and turned to Associate Vice President Webb, 
who introduced her colleague Suzanne Paulson, who heads Sponsored Financial Reporting. 
 
 Ms. Webb distributed a handout presenting the sponsored-project reports that are available as of 
December 5.  Anyone with access can receive the reports (anyone with a production role); department 
administrators generally know how to retrieve them.  Some are being rewritten into UM Reports.  Pre-
award reports are new this week. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg inquired if anyone can view the reports or if one must have an X.500 ID, and 
if the individual is restricted to viewing reports that pertain to him or her.  Ms. Webb said that anyone can 
request an ID and can view anyone's report.  There are no restrictions.  Ms. Carlson-Warren added that 
anyone can get information any report they wish for the last ten years.  They have found that access has 
worked well.  
 
 Ms. Paulson reported that earlier this fall they asked people about the reports being prepared and 
are now going through all the comments with the grants-management advisory committee.  They will set 
priorities for what gets done, clarify the questions, and decide whether to change the reports.  Professor 
Cohen observed that what the user staff may want (e.g., an accountant) may not be what a PI wants.  Ms. 
Webb said they will poll the faculty on what they need and noted that three of the reports were enhanced 
in November because of user comments.  Ms. Paulson added that it is a long-term goal to create more PI-
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specific reports after they learn what the PIs need.  They will also get the information in to UM Reports 
so it can be downloaded to Excel and manipulated as needed.  One can download the information from 
PeopleSoft, she said, but it is very painful.  She asked that Committee members let her know of 
information they wished to see. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg asked what comes next.  Ms. Paulson said their biggest effort now is focused 
on non-sponsored reports.  There will also probably be more tweaks to some of the reports, and after that 
they will try to develop additional reports that people need. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg thanked Mss. Paulson and Webb for their report. 
 
2. Issues Pending Before the Committee 
 
 Professor Dahlberg next asked Committee members which of the issues on the list (distributed in 
advance of the meeting) should receive priority and what items are not on the list that should be.   
 
 Dr. Paller reported on two items that should come to the Committee.  First, a report and policy on 
community-based research.  Second, a policy on industry-university relationships and conflict of interest.  
In the latter, there is a group working on developing a policy specifically oriented to researchers who 
work with human subjects.  They do not want to have a Medical-School-only policy, they want one that 
covers the Academic Health Center, and ideally the policy would cover the entire University.   Professor 
Dahlberg agreed that the two items would be scheduled. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg suggested the Committee should take up, together, three items on the list, one 
of which Dr. Paller has already mentioned:  inadequacies in conflict-of-interest policies, working with 
business and reducing bureaucracy/facilitating negotiations; and the relationship between research support 
from business and academic freedom.  Dr. Paller said his item would fit in with those.   
 
 Professor Argenta asked if they should be combined with a discussion of a decline in research 
funding.  Professor Dahlberg said he thought that was a separate matter but that it could be discussed at 
the same meeting as the others.   
 
 Professor Cohen inquired about the grant-in-aid program, historically located in the Graduate 
School and may have ended up there when the Graduate School and Vice President for Research were 
one office.  He encountered a conflict of interest when asked by the Graduate School to prioritize between 
grants-in-aid and block grants.  It may be that the grants-in-aid are in the wrong place.  In response to a 
question from Professor Dahlberg about the right person to discuss this with, Ms. Carlson-Warren 
commented that in light of the economic situation the University may have to consider a number of 
changes in order to try to use resources more wisely to support research. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg suggested several items from the list that he believed warrant Committee 
attention next semester: 
 
-- Required faculty meetings in order to receive Graduate School project funding 
 
-- The impact of EFS on research 
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-- The effect of the budget model on research and its impact on research funding (this needs to stay 
visible, he said, and in particular the increase in burden on the faculty, which Professor Cohen 
said in his funding environment has become "gigantic") 

 
-- Review of the certified approver program (also a faculty-burden question) 
 
-- SPA assistance for faculty. 
 
 Professor Escure asked that the Committee also consider the level of funding that is regularly 
available to faculty pursuing scholarly or creative work in the humanities or arts.   
 
 The Committee then agreed, following a lengthy discussion, that it would seek to have a meeting 
with the Provost, Vice President Mulcahy, and Vice President Pfutzenreuter after the break in order to 
offer advice to the senior officers as they plan for possible budget cuts.  The Committee would offer 
counsel on the effects of cuts on the research enterprise (e.g., selective versus across-the-board cuts, 
freezing salaries, etc.), not what programs should be cut or supported.   
 
3. Review of Research Policies 
 
 Professor Dahlberg turned to Professor Linde and Ms. Witson to report on the work of an ad hoc 
subcommittee to identify which research-related policies and procedures should be consulted on by 
whom.  They distributed copies of an Excel table listing all the research-related policies and procedures; 
Professor Linde and Ms. Witson explained the recommendations of the subcommittee on what 
governance groups should be consulted in the event that changes to the policies or procedures are 
proposed in the future.  Ms. Witson noted that Senate policies will be folded into administrative policies 
(on the University's policy library website) so it is necessary to indicate for the administrative policies 
what consultation should take place.  The consolidation on the website does not mean, however, that the 
Senate will no longer be consulted on policy changes.  She also said that the subcommittee tried to be sure 
that stakeholders affected by the policy would see it—and where they would not, they would not have to 
see it.  The subcommittee placed more emphasis on consultation on the policies than on the procedures. 
 
 In a large number of instances (primarily related to HIPPA requirements), the subcommittee did 
not recommend any governance review of the procedures documents, Ms. Witson reported, because they 
do nothing more than give effect to the law.  At the same time, there are a number of required procedures 
(e.g., for training) that are not part of the policy website but probably should be.  It would also be helpful 
for the University to have all these requirements in one place.  Ms. Zenter said that Human Resources is 
looking into the question of consolidating all training requirements as well, and said she would like to see 
both training and reporting requirements in the same place.   
 
 Ms. Webb commented that her office would use common sense in consulting.  If a change in a 
policy or procedure would have a significant effect on researchers, they would bring it to this Committee 
whether or not the chart indicates they should.  Any time there is a material impact on people they would 
bring it for discussion.  Ms. Witson suggested that there should be a footnote to that effect for the entire 
list.   
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 Professor Ruggles said the subcommittee should be commended for a great accomplishment.  
Professor Dahlberg agreed and thanked Professor Linde and Ms. Witson on behalf of the Committee for 
their many hours of work and good accomplishment. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


