
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, November 9, 2009 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Melissa Anderson (chair), Arlene Carney, Margaret Catambay, Paula Chesley, Paul 

Cleary, Jerry Cohen, Leslie Delserone, Donald Dengel, Demoz Gebre, Maria Gini, Tom 
Hays, Nikhil Kundargi, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer Linde, Toni Leeth, Timothy Mulcahy, 
John Sullivan, Thomas Vaughan, Karen Williams 

 
Absent: Linda Bearinger, Mustafa al'Absi, Robin Dittman, Genevieve Escure, Seung-Ho Joo, 

Mark Paller, Federico Ponce de Leon, Lynn Zentner 
 
Guests:  Vice President Pfutzenreuter, Michael Volna and Susan Paulson (both Controller's 

Office), Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects Administration) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) EFS impact on research; (2) sustainability of the research enterprise] 
 
 
1. EFS Impact on Research 
 
 Professor Anderson convened the meeting at 2:45 and welcomed Vice President Pfutzenreuter, 
Mr. Volna, and Ms. Paulson to the meeting to discuss the impact of the Enterprise Financial System on 
research. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter began by observing that he came to the University in 1992, at the height of the 
changes to the CUFS system, and recalled hoping that he would be retired before another such change 
would be required because they learned then about the difficulties of installing large and complicated 
systems.  There have been successes and failures and there is work left to do and they want to get to the 
point where the system is stable.  They hear from users that things are still broken—and they agree that 
some things are, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  They have compiled a list of 95 items to address, although they 
are not all equally important.   
 
 Mr. Volna distributed copies of a handout summarizing the work they are doing: 
 
* * * 
 
The 2010 EFS work plan to address the users’ concerns was given preliminary approval by the President 
and the Senior Vice Presidents in late September.  Contractors have been identified and we are seeking 
Board approval for the additional contractors at the November Board of Regents meeting.  To recap, the 
FY 2010 work plan has three priorities – addressing a list of 95 user issues that involve business process 
inefficiencies; addressing reporting needs and issues; and providing additional training.  A brief 
discussion of the status of each of these priorities follows. 
 

                                                           
* 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 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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 Addressing User Issues 
Each month through March, there will be a release of fixes and modifications to resolve the issues users 
have reported.  In October another series of monthly modifications was implemented.  This brings the 
total number of implemented fixes and modifications to 17.  November and December will also have a 
significant number of fixes and modifications.  The work plan calls for all requested fixes in two of the 6 
main categories of user-reported issues (purchasing issues and purchasing card issues) to be completed by 
December. 
 
The following table summarizes the status of solutions that are being designed, are in the process of being 
programmed, and/or have been successfully implemented: 
 
Overall EFS Work Plan Dashboard 
 

Phase 
Prior 

to 
July 

July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
Total 

Issues 
% 

Complete

Prior 
Month % 
Complete 

Issues 
Analyzed 95                   95 100% 100% 

Solutions 
Designed & 
Programmed 3 3 1 3 14 8 16   1   48 51% 21% 

Solutions 
Tested and 
Implemented  3 3 1 3 7           17 18% 11% 

 
 
Financial Report Issues 
During the 2008-09 year end closing process that was completed in September, some data issues were 
identified with the financial reports that are delivered via UM Reports.  The data issues involved 
encumbrances for both payroll and purchased goods and services.  It is important that these issues be 
resolved, because encumbrances are a vital tool to assist departments and faculty in determining how 
much of their budget remains unspent or uncommitted, and is thus available to be spent.  Encumbrance 
data is [sic] especially important for sponsored projects, which typically have a fixed budget and ending 
date.  Correcting the encumbrance data has been more difficult and time-consuming than was expected. 
As of today, the vast majority of encumbrance issues have been corrected, involving both FY 2009 and 
FY 2010 data.  We are aware of one encumbrance problem involving FY 2009 detailed transaction 
reports, which is being worked on now.  There are also a limited number of ongoing encumbrance 
problems in FY 2010 that result from problems with modified purchase orders.  Since these problems are 
transaction specific, have been sporadic and isolated, and usually involve real-time purchases, those 
issues will be dealt with as they occur.  
 
With respect to the "canned" reports delivered via UM Reports, users have requested many changes and 
improvements to the reports that were initially delivered last winter and spring.  Improvements will be 
made within the limits of the existing tools and technology.  Currently, a number of additions and 
revisions to the UM Reports are scheduled for December (especially in the sponsored area). 
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Finally, users have expressed a great desire for tools that can be used to download data directly and 
perform ad hoc analysis and reporting.  Currently, the tools available are limited.  The FY 2010 work plan 
involves assessing the tools that are needed to deliver ad hoc reporting and data analysis.  Work continues 
on this, and the requirements should be defined by the end of December, in accordance with the work 
plan. 
 
Training 
As system issues have been resolved and progress has been made on delivering reports, it has become 
apparent that there are still aspects of the new system which are not well understood by some users.  Data 
that was [sic] converted from the old to the new systems can be confusing to interpret; there are new 
business processes that did not exist in the old systems; and some of the PeopleSoft business processes 
have changed since the initial go-live of the system as a result of system fixes or modifications. 
Therefore, the FY 2010 work plan includes a significant training element to assist users in being able to 
understand the data and use the system more effectively.  In particular, training on reports and reported 
data is critical to helping people understand the data that is being reported via UM Reports. That training 
is scheduled to begin in November. 
 
Communication and Consultation 
Between mid-October and mid-November, communication and consultation will be ongoing.  In addition 
to the weekly and quarterly updates that are sent directly to users, consultation has occurred or will occur 
with three different faculty and senate committees, and three different user groups.  A byproduct of the 
consultation is that we have learned there has been a void in communications about the new system to 
faculty. We have previously relied on departmental finance and accounting staff to keep faculty informed 
on changes and updates.  However, that has not occurred as consistently as is needed to keep faculty 
informed.  Consequently, we are working with faculty representatives from FCC, SCFP and a few select 
academic units to develop communications that are targeted directly to faculty.  
 
* * * 
 
 There are four key items they are focusing on, as indicated in the handout, Mr. Volna pointed out:  
user issues, financial reporting, training, and communication.  The users have provided the basis for the 
list of 95 items to address, and it will take through March to address them all.  In terms of reporting, the 
system is of no value if it cannot produce good reports; they are working on tools so that people can 
download data and create their own reports, and they are modifying the sponsored and non-sponsored 
reports so that users receive what they need.  There have been system changes since many people went 
through training, and in some cases people may not understand a report, so more training will be 
provided.  As for communication, Mr. Volna said, no matter the audience they identify or the mechanism 
they use, they seem not to be able to connect 100% of the time.  They have also learned that the faculty 
have not received as much communication as they needed, so they are working to include more faculty. 
 
 Ms. Paulson distributed a handout presenting information about the ten sponsored reports 
currently provided, reports that will be provided in the future, working groups they are relying on for 
advice, the long-term reporting strategy, and key performance indicators.  She provided information about 
each of the reports, how they use various working groups to assist them, and what the plans are for long-
term reports.  For future reports (sponsored project summary, proposal processing statistics, etc.), they 
expect to release them in the next three months, and as much as humanly possible are trying to develop 
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good reports that do not have bugs—they are testing them rigorously.  For long-term strategy, they are 
taking a three-tiered approach:  general users of standard reports, query and ad hoc report users, and 
function ID users (using data to populate other systems).  Key performance indicators will provide 
dashboards to help PIs manage their awards—all awards, balances, end dates, and so on, a high-level 
glimpse.  The goal is to allow faculty to spend more time doing scholarship and science and less on 
reports.  They will need volunteers to help them identify the metrics that PIs want. 
 
 A user needs a lot of training, Professor Gini commented.  She referred to another handout, 
"Guide for EFS Sponsored Projects Reports," and read aloud from one part of it.  It looks like English, 
she said, but she has no idea what it means.  A major issue for PIs is the inability to look at reports online 
and make any sense of them.   
 
 A user needs a lot of training, Professor Gini commented.  She referred to another handout, 
"Guide for EFS Sponsored Projects Reports," and read aloud from one part of it.  It looks like English, 
she said, but she has no idea what it means.  A major issue for PIs is the inability to look at reports online 
and make any sense of them. 
 

Professor Cohen said that Professor Gini's point is an important one.  PIs must be able to go to 
their accounts and get the financial information they require, but it is clearly not satisfactory when with 
multi-million grants they must set up appointment with the accounting team to determine the current 
status of funds on multiple accounts.  The report documents are cryptic to him as well.  The dashboard 
idea is nice, but a simple current balance means nothing if one does not know what is encumbered and 
how many charges are in the system that have as yet not been recorded.  For him, in the absence of the 
specific detail then the balance is only a rough approximation until he can meet with his accountant.  
While he likes the modernized system, it is a long way from the point that a multi-grant PI needs.  
Professor Cohen emphasized that he did not want to turn this into a gripe session, and said he appreciates 
the work that has been done, but there remains a lot of dissatisfaction among PIs. 
 
 Professor Cleary said he was surprised to see the dashboard at the end; that is what would help 
make human-resources decisions (he had to fire someone, so there are implications).   
 
 Professor Anderson said she has heard this presentation three times, including the point that some 
of the problems can be fixed by training—but she said she has been struck by the magnitude of the 
training that will be required.  How can they do enough training, even when the system does produce the 
right numbers?  Professor Cohen reported that new software that became available at NSF when he was 
there significantly reduced required training time because it was better documented and provided clear 
and obvious reports.  What is the strategy, Professor Anderson asked?  It is essential they know the key 
areas where training is important, Mr. Volna said, such as reporting, and they are meeting with key 
groups to identify the needs and techniques to deliver the information. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that he has been concerned because not everyone's numbers seem to be 
right.  Until they can tell people that their numbers are right, the system is not working, but they are 
getting to the point of being sure of the numbers, he said.  As for the jargon, he said he has asked Mr. 
Volna to hire a technical writer to help in the writing so the audience can understand the language.  They 
have discovered that many more faculty members are using the system than they expected, he added, and 
they do not know what the faculty would accept in the way of additional training.  One of the problems, 
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Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, is that under CUFS there were about 48,000 unique accounts; with EFS, there are 
over 100,000.  People wanted more granularity but the result is longer chart strings. 
 
 Professor Anderson suggested that Messrs. Pfutzenreuter and Volna and Ms. Paulson return to the 
Committee next semester, when more will have been done and they can spend more time in discussion.  
She thanked them for their report. 
 
2. Sustainability of the Research Enterprise 
 
 Professor Anderson next opened a discussion of the future of research at the University.  This is 
only an initial examination of the sustainability of research, she said, and the Committee will return to the 
topic repeatedly over the course of the year.  This is the most critical issue for the Committee to address 
this year. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy said he had agreed to Professor Anderson's request to talk about the 
sustainability of the research mission, and then realized how much was involved in the issue.  This needs 
to be an ongoing discussion and the Committee can delve into pieces of it in later meetings, and the 
Committee may identify issues that he has not seen.  He identified five areas that are all inter-related but 
said that faculty, staff, and students may see a different set, or different emphases. 
 
 At the top of the list is funding.  Related is effort:  the conflicted efforts that face faculty.  Third is 
systems (e.g., EFS, which has heightened the difficulty of doing research).  Fourth is infrastructure 
(hardware and people).  Fifth is a shift in the emphasis of sponsoring agencies; all have talked about it but 
few have talked about its profound impact. 
 
 (1)  In terms of funding, the University has obtained $123 million in federal stimulus funding for 
research, which is fantastic news for faculty and staff.  In two years, however, that money will not exist 
and everyone put in place to do the research will be at a cliff.  The most immediate but acute example is 
research funding in general:  Research funding will decline, even if more money is provided to federal 
funding agencies, because of the costs.  Agencies are putting money in different locations and are 
changing emphases (e.g., moving from investigator-initiated R01 grants to very large research grants).  
The CTSAs introduced a tsunami in how to do biomedical research and all universities have drastically 
changed their research focus to obtain a CTSA.  State funding for research will evaporate; state dollars are 
in danger and the University rightfully uses that money to support students.  The University cannot count 
on the state as in the past—even when the state has largely been convinced of the need for research.  The 
legislature believes the University has needs—at a time when the legislature has no money. 
 
 (2)  Funding is increasingly competitive and the number of times one must submit a grant is 
phenomenal, so faculty effort is very high, but they don't receive any release from teaching and service 
obligations, so the sustainability of the research enterprise is endangered because of faculty burnout.  
What can his office do to help faculty and staff deal with these increased demands?  The Federal 
Demonstration Partnership compiled data demonstrating that 42% of faculty time is spent on support for 
grant activity—not the research itself—and the federal government is constantly adding new mandates.  
The federal stimulus funds carry unprecedented demands, and there is talk at the federal level about 
imposing those demands for all federal funding.  What can the University do?  The obligation falls to his 
office, he said, and they are trying to make it as easy as possible for faculty members to obtain the 
information they need.  He has made the case with the Audit Committee of the Board of Regents that the 
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ability of the faculty to do research is function of two things:  federal requirements (which the University 
cannot control) and requirements the University imposes (beyond what the federal government requires).  
He said he told the Board of Regents there is a cost to University policies and one must ask if they benefit 
the institution.  The University might reset its appetite for risk (one can understand the inclination to risk 
avoidance, given the history); it sometimes seems that every risk comes to be seen as one that could 
provoke a sledgehammer response. 
 
 (3)  The University must have excellent support services in place and offices staffed to handle the 
doubling or tripling of grant applications that are being made.  Support has been provided to Sponsored 
Projects Administration, but there will be increased demand and the support needs to be built in.  SPA 
handled about 1000 grant applications in April, compared to about 500 normally, without any additional 
staff.  They are doing a heroic job but that cannot continue.  There needs to be an electronic research 
commons, where one can put in one's name and obtain all necessary information—from SPA, Office of 
Technology Commercialization, the IRB, IACUC, protocols, deadlines, and so on.  They are working on 
a compliance database but they cannot provide the information a PI needs.  They are seeking funding for 
a research commons to ease the burdens on PIs. 
 
 (4)  In terms of infrastructure, they are conducting a survey of what is needed in order to align 
infrastructure with priorities.  Looking at the situation from a global perspective, the University may not 
have done as good a job as it should.  Colleges can identify their strengths and weaknesses but not how to 
deal with them together.  There is, however, a growing mindset to do so and this is urgent. 
 
 (5)  There has been an enormous shift in federal emphasis, particularly in the Department of 
Energy and NIH, and even in NSF (which has done "big science" for a long time).  The agencies are 
looking at big projects, and his office needs help from faculty in identifying how they fit in the big picture 
and how to work with colleagues at other institutions.   
 
 The fundamental point, Professor Hays said, is that the University will not walk out of ___ grants 
because the cost is so high.  Grants always fuel innovation, Dr. Mulcahy said, and the University needs to 
find the funds to support them.  As a PI, Professor Hays said, he is always nervous when he hears about 
more systems to support grants, because he needs infrastructure or he is not able to do science.  Dr. 
Mulcahy said he was not setting priorities and that his office deals with infrastructure every day and 
invests a lot of money in it.  His point is that the University may not have the most efficient system 
because it has not had an institutional view.  And he is talking about, for example, critically-necessary 
staff to run equipment so that not all faculty and students must learn how to run it.  The challenge is 
making the case that these are areas where the University should invest (although the state doesn't have 
the money), because the expenses cannot be covered with grants.   
 
 Is it on the table to take faculty lines (e.g., of retirees) to use for this purpose, Professor Hays 
asked?  Vice President Mulcahy pointed out that his office does not have faculty lines, deans do—but 
they also have educational obligations to meet that faculty fulfill.  Such a decision would take substantial 
discussion.  There are conversations occurring about whether funding should be more centrally 
controlled.  He said he knows that people get alarmed when one talks about central administration, but the 
people he works with are trying to benefit the community—and there appear to be local decisions that fly 
in the face of more global decisions.  The central administration is not the enemy, he averred. 
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 Professor Vaughan observed that Vice President Mulcahy had mentioned the lack of federal and 
state funds but he had said nothing about industry.  That is a touchy point, Dr. Mulcahy responded.  There 
are a number of faculty members who receive great support from business and industry and it is an area of 
potential growth.  It is an area that other universities are tapping more than Minnesota has.  The 
possibilities require more attention, and there are risks, but he said he believes they can be addressed so 
that the University can do more with business and industry.  If universities do not do so, he added, they 
may become irrelevant.  This does not mean every faculty member has to be engaged with business and 
industry, but quite a few want to, and the University needs to identify what at the institution makes it 
more difficult for faculty to do so.  Many universities are partnered with business and the state and have 
tools such as tax credits to leverage resources.  The State of Minnesota has not capitalized on those 
opportunities, a piece of the puzzle the state has not addressed well. 
 
 Professor Cohen commented, apropos large projects and the idea of having larger amounts of 
money for grants is great for innovation, that individual grants are what made the larger grants possible, 
and it is from individual grants that real innovation comes.  Dr. Mulcahy pointed out that the proportion 
of NSF funds to individual grants will not decrease.  But to get a CTSA, the institution must commit to 
putting money in it, so the CTSA usually has a cost in terms of using money that might have gone to 
other priorities.  It can take money from individual grants.  He said he favors big science but the 
University has to be smart about positioning itself for it. 
 
 Professor Anderson said that there are two points in the financial-future task force report that 
concern her:  one, that research costs drain money from the rest of the University, and two, the scope of 
the University must be reduced.  To what extent are these playing into discussions about narrowing the 
scope of the research mission?  None so far, Dr. Mulcahy replied.  The point the task force was making 
was that indirect-cost funds do not pay for research, to be sure that was clear and to raise to an 
institutional level a concern about waiving or reducing indirect-cost charges.  If the decision to waive or 
reduce the costs is a local decision, that means institutional resources are being drained without an 
institutional decision.  A policy governing waivers has been put in place—it acknowledges waivers are 
beneficial in some instances—that says at some level that is an institutional decision.  Departments cannot 
simply waive a lot of indirect-cost charges.  The points were that indirect-cost funds are not the be-all and 
end-all as a revenue source and that the problem is us. 
 
 Then, Professor Cohen said, there is a need to revisit the question of clinical research if 
limitations on reduced indirect-cost charges are being considered.  Dr. Mulcahy said the policy is not 
inflexible, but that waivers and reductions need to be considered carefully. 
 
 In terms of reducing the scope, Dr. Mulcahy related, what he has heard is that the University is 
now doing a lot of things that are thought critical to the mission, so will it sacrifice key things in order to 
do things that are less essential?  He has heard nothing about reducing the research mission and there has 
been strong support for continuing emphasis on research.  In this discussion is its value to the University's 
reputation considered, Professor Cohen asked?  Research "is essential to who we are," Dr. Mulcahy 
replied, and to the value of the University to the state and nation.  To abandon research would be to 
abandon the mission.  But if an area of research is not cutting edge, and the University's faculty are not in 
it, it should be treated as courses not taken.  Research should not be exempt from review, he concluded, 
but it should rank with education as a priority. 
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 Professor Cleary said that if the faculty were able to obtain $123 million in stimulus funds, that 
means they are very competitive.  He said he is confident this large cadre of scientists can turn that 
funding into new grants.  Vice President Mulcahy said that in his next report to the Board of Regents on 
research, he will report that the faculty and staff have outdone themselves:  the University is #2 among 
public institutions in the annual growth rate of research funding—and is #3 among all universities.   
 
 Professor Cleary said he had not heard anything about costs, which are going up dramatically.  
The research-subjects office has grown to an entire floor and centers each have their own administrative 
costs.  An important place to start looking at costs is how centers are doing.  That is part of examining all 
of them, Dr. Mulcahy said, to decide if they should receive investments.  In terms of the IRB, they are 
under a lot of pressure to add costs—it is a growth area because of demands.  The same is true for 
Sponsored Projects Administration, which is handling a lot more grants, there is more biosafety and 
conflict-of-interest reporting, and so on.  The federal government is emphasizing these areas, so they 
require more support.  The University needs to look at perceived risk, Professor Cleary responded.   
 
 Professor Anderson said there could be further discussion of the last issue at the next meeting, 
and adjourned this one at 4:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


