
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, September 14, 2009 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Melissa Anderson (chair), Arlene Carney, Paula Chesley, Jerry Cohen, Leslie Delserone, 

Donald Dengel, Maria Gini, Seung-Ho Joo, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer Linde, Toni 
Leeth, Timothy Mulcahy, Federico Ponce de Leon, John Sullivan, Karen Williams 

 
Absent: Linda Bearinger, Saif Benjaafar, Paul Cleary, Robin Dittman, Genevieve Escure, Tom 

Hayes, Kelsea Hildenbrand, Mark Paller, Lynn Zentner 
 
Guests:  None 
 
Other: Peggy Sundermeyer (Office of the Vice President for Research) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) introductions and issues; (2) discussion with Vice President Mulcahy about major 
issues] 
 
 
1. Introductions and Issues 
 
 Professor Anderson convened the meeting at 2:20 and said the first part of the meeting would be 
devoted to an overview of the issues facing the University in research and organizing the work of the 
Committee.  It is her observation about this and other governance committees, she commented, that 
simple things compromise the ability of the committee effectively to do its work:  committee members do 
not know about the issues and they do not know what committee members bring to the committee (their 
expertise) that could help in discussions of the issues.  She asked that everyone introduce themselves, 
including specifically their areas of expertise, and indicate issues of concern they would like to see the 
Committee take up.  She also said that during the meetings, anyone can stop the conversation and say "I 
don't know what you're talking about." 
 
 Committee members then introduced themselves and identified issues they believe important. 
 

Ms. Sundermeyer reported on major issues being worked on in the Office of the Vice President 
for Research, which include establishing support structures to facilitate collaborative research and longer-
range support for the research infrastructure—services, equipment, technicians—that bring value to the 
University as a whole and that are too expensive for any one college to pay for AND that are not 
supported by one of the cost pools. 

 
Professor Joo:  interdisciplinary approaches to research. 
 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
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Professor Gini:  women in science, getting rid of "unuseful" paperwork (of which there is a lot), 
fixing the financial reporting system so people know how much money they have, and the busywork of 
effort reporting—streamline nonsensical things so people can do their work. 

 
Ms. Delserone:  unresolved Graduate School issues and data storage and management (especially 

as federal agencies push more and more to share data). 
 
Professor Linde:  how money is funneled around the University with the budget model and the 

cost pools and improvement in the way to do cross-school collaboration and collaborations outside the 
University. 

 
Dean Ponce de Leon:  maintenance of the infrastructure for research, support for graduate 

students, maintaining the funding needed for competitive set-up packages for faculty, unfunded 
compliance mandates related to health and safety, and innovations in interdisciplinary support while 
recognizing that  success in interdisciplinary work depends upon strong disciplines and feedback loops 
they originate. 

 
Professor Cohen:  facilities and equipment, the aftershocks from the changes to the Graduate 

School, parking regulations (e.g., on football game days), NSF cost-sharing rules, and legal liability 
issues associated with new BREAD program. 

 
Ms. Chesley:  the research situation for graduate students, especially as it relates to the 

restructuring of the Graduate School, and finding time with advisors. 
 
Ms. Leeth:  training staff who support research so they understand the systems, collaboration 

across the University (identifying barriers thereto), and how to remain a competitive institution in 
research with declining funding. 

 
Professor Dengel:  lack of a CTSA grant and its awards and how to support investigators. 
 
Professor Sullivan:  the status of budgets (people have no clue about balances and simply have to 

guess), funding and access for graduate education (and the University needs to do something big in this 
area or its departments will see declines by such measures as the National Research Council ratings), and 
the need to retain strength in the disciplines while supporting interdisciplinary initiatives (avoiding trendy 
interdisciplinary work that can come at the expense of the disciplines). 

 
Ms. Williams (what the libraries are doing):  providing copyright and other help to everyone who 

needs it, keeping research data safe in perpetuity, and providing training workshops on databases and 
literature searching. 

 
Vice Provost Carney (her responsibilities include the promotion-and-tenure process and 

faculty/administrator development):  the faculty database, which is on the agenda of the Committee later. 
 
Associate Vice President Lawrenz:  the research infrastructure, the Graduate School, and 

postdocs. 
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Professor Anderson:  the sustainability of the research enterprise at the University and 
fluctuations in federal funding. 

 
Professor Anderson next asked Committee members to review the list of issues pending (which is 

appended to these minutes). 
 
Ms. Chesley and Vice President Mulcahy both alluded to graduate-student funding, and (Dr. 

Mulcahy) in particular an RA salary-cap problem created by NIH rules.  Professor Sullivan also urged 
that funding for graduate students be moved from Priority 3 to Priority 1.  Given the comments about 
issues of importance, Professor Anderson also agreed that interdisciplinary research should be moved 
from Priority 2 to Priority 1. 

 
Professor Anderson noted that the Committee has been asked to address the NSF mandate about 

responsible-conduct-of-research training and will review a draft University policy that responds to the 
mandate.  She also noted that the Faculty Consultative Committee has asked for reports on four issues:  
the cost of research in various units, the draft conflict-of-interest policy, the training initiative on conflict 
of interest, and income from royalties and patents.   

 
Before turning to Vice President Mulcahy for comments on critical issues, Professor Anderson 

reported that as chair of the Committee she also serves ex officio on the Faculty Consultative Committee, 
the Provost's Research Council, and Council of Research Associate Deans.  She said that if Committee 
members have issues they wish brought to any of those groups, they should let her know.  She also noted, 
in reviewing the Senate charge to the Committee, that it is to have one member each on "any advisory 
committee appointed to deal with animal care" (the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee) and 
"any advisory committee appointed to deal with the use of human subjects in research" (the Institutional 
Review Board).  She asked for expressions of interest from Committee members. 
 
2. Discussion with Vice President Mulcahy 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy said he wished to note things coming down the road.   
 

I.  One of the major issues is literally coming down the road:  the Central Corridor light-rail 
trains.  This is a major research issue, he said, that is consuming a lot of time.  The University wants the 
system to do no harm because it could jeopardize up to $100 million in research and decades of work on 
facilities.  He expressed the hope that the discussions are evolving toward an agreement between the 
University and the Metropolitan Council. 

 
II.  The faculty have responded robustly to the availability of federal stimulus funding:  they have 

submitted over 850 proposals and have been awarded about $73 million so far—and many proposals are 
still being considered.  (The overall success rate, as Professor Anderson pointed out earlier in the meeting, 
is lower than expected because of the outpouring of applications; one agency believed it had funding for 
about 200 projects but received about 21,000 applications for the money.)  The federal stimulus funds 
carry with them expectations about job creation so require much more accounting, which has created a 
nightmare for PIs.  Sponsored Projects Administration and Sponsored Financial Reporting as well as PIs 
have been under the gun. 

 



Senate Research Committee 
Monday, September 14, 2009 
 
 

4

Vice President Mulcahy said he wished noted explicitly in the minutes his congratulations to SPA 
and department administrators, who "have done a fabulous job in handling the flood of applications" and 
helping faculty prepare them.  They worked overtime and weekends to get them done, he said, and 
explained that in April, 2008 there were 480 applications, while in April, 2009, there were 950.  They 
were all completed with the same staff. 

 
The stimulus funds are limited and most must be spent within two years, and agency budgets 

have not been increased.  So there will be a "cliff" when that funding expires and the University will have 
to figure out how to continue the research and preserve the jobs.   

 
III.  By federal policy, compensation (which includes both stipends and fringe benefits) for RAs 

and TAs cannot exceed the salary paid to first-year postdocs.  The University is bumping up against that 
cap; the salaries can be supplemented, but only with non-federal funds.  This is an acute challenge that he 
wants to solve by the end of the semester.  He said he would bring the matter back to the Committee in 
the very near future and would like its insights. 

 
IV.  Conflict of interest is a big issue on campus and a policy is being drafted.  Dr. Mulcahy said 

this Committee will be consulted on the draft. 
 
V.  University-industry relationships:  universities must work more effectively and 

collaboratively with industry, but in a responsible way so that the public does not believe the institution's 
work is influenced by industry. 

 
VI.  He would like the Committee's help in the next couple of months on the sustainability of the 

University's research enterprise.  One major element of sustainability is the research infrastructure—how 
can the University keep it current so faculty can remain competitive at a time when there is not a lot of 
new money but there are a number of areas that need help.  There needs to be coordination so that 
individual colleges do not alone decide on major investments; Associate Vice President Lawrenz and Ms. 
Sundermeyer have developed an infrastructure master plan that needs to be translated into guidance on 
decisions about investments. 

 
One item he would not have put on the list is the role of the Graduate School/research issues.  The 

two must be integrated, but research functions managed previously in the Graduate School will be 
managed the same in the Office of the Vice President for Research, with consultation with the governance 
system, as before.  The changes allow his office a more comprehensive view of how resources are 
allocated and committed but the same great service can be continued. 

 
Professor Anderson said that there was discussion of two "cliffs":  the one involving the short-

term stimulus funds for research and the one involving state funding and the looming state budget crisis.  
Has anything been done to plan for what might happen? 

 
It has, Dr. Mulcahy said.  A committee on financing the University in the future has developed a 

draft report identifying a number of financial challenges in the future.  The plans will be shared with the 
governance system in the next couple of months and is an attempt to address the assorted cliffs the 
University faces, and it may be necessary to do things differently if the institution is to survive (a situation 
that is not limited to the University of Minnesota). 
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Following further discussion of the difficulties with the NIH salary cap for graduate students, 
Professor Anderson thanked Vice President Mulcahy for his report and adjourned the meeting at 3:55.  
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
 
Issues Pending 
Senate Research Committee 
2009-10 

 
PRIORITY 1: 
 
1.  Research infrastructure issues 
 

how the University supports the research infrastructure 
cost of funding graduate students with NIH salary cap 
funding research infrastructure 
the cost of research in various units (report to FCC) 
expenditure of royalty income 
distribution of patent income 
support for shops 
social science infrastructure needs 
cross-college collaboration 
funding for scholarly/creative work in humanities and arts 

 
2.  Sustainability of the University's research enterprise  
 

responding to big government initiatives 
barriers to doing research 
University's research mission 
agenda/strategy of the VP for Research 
role of the Grad School 

 
3.  International Research, financial considerations and IRB issues (from PRC 20 May 09):   
 

IRB rules differ in different places and which to follow 
Health insurance for non-US citizens in foreign countries  
Renting property outside the US 
Difficulties shipping research equipment to CERN (high tech export) 

 
4.  Effort Reporting 
 
 General discussion 
 Summer work 
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5.  Graduate School research/issues from the possible reorganization.   
 
6.  EFS impact on research 
 
7.  Conflict of interest policy 
 

policy (report to FCC) 
training initiative (report to FCC) 

 
8.  Cyberinformatics, e-research/data storage report, Research Cyberinfrastructure Alliance 
 
9.  National Research Council (NRC) Rankings, when released 
 
10.  Ghost authorship, after FCC discussion 
 
11.  Intellectual Property Issues 
 

income from royalties/patents (report to FCC) 
 
PRIORITY 2 
 
1.  Review "Principles Governing Private Sponsorship of Research" 
 

Should this be a policy or guideline still in force?   
Academic and Corporate Relations Center 
Working with business:  more bureaucracy and conditions for working together 
Standard system to facilitate negotiations with business on such things as ICR and  
 Subcontracts 
What the University is getting out of UEL.   

 
2.  Women in research at the University 
 
3.  Training 
 

Review all training required of faculty and staff (SCFA first) 
RCR training is "totally irrelevant for those in the arts and humanities."  
 

4.  Interdisciplinary Research 
 

Create faculty committee to formulate basic rules that simplify and provide incentives for  
 interdisciplinary research 
Central database on centers and interdisciplinary programs 
 

5.  UMore Park 
 

Use of the land for research 
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Financial projections 
 

PRIORITY 3 
 
1.  Graduate Student Funding  
 

Are departments getting their first choices?   
Has the quality of students increased? 

 
2.  Faculty Database 
 
3.  Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
 
4.  Changes to Report of External Professional Activities (REPA) 
 
REGULAR REPORTS 
 
Tim Mulcahy, Vice President for Research 

 
update  
annual report on exemptions to the openness in research policy; SRC Chair provides a summary 

to the Faculty Senate 
 
Mark Bohnhorst, Associate General Counsel 
 

update on research secrecy issues  
 
Channing Riggs, Director of University Relations 
 

update on federal issues 
 
Moira Keane, Director of Research Subjects Protection Program 
 

human subjects protection programs 
 
Lynn Zentner, Director of Office of Institutional Compliance 
 

update 
 
Mark Paller, Executive Vice Dean for the Medical School 
 

update on Mayo 
 
 


