
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, February 22, 2009 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Linda Bearinger, (chair pro tem), Mustafa al'Absi, Margaret Catambay, Paul Cleary, 

Leslie Delserone, Donald Dengel, Genevieve Escure, Maria Gini, Nikhil Kundargi, 
Frances Lawrenz, Toni Leeth, Timothy Mulcahy, Jason Neff, Federico Ponce de Leon, 
Karen Williams 

 
Absent: Melissa Anderson, Arlene Carney, Paula Chesley, Jerry Cohen, Demoz Gebre, Tom 

Hays, Seung-Ho Joo, Jennifer Linde, John Sullivan, Thomas Vaughan, Lynn Zentner 
 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects Administration); J. P. 

Hagerty (Office of the Vice President for University Services), Craig Moody, Brian 
Vetter (Environmental Health and Safety) 

 
Other:  Peggy Sunderland (Office of the Vice President for Research) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Solutions for Integrated Research Compliance; (2) update from Sponsored Projects 
Administration; (3) summer effort; (4) radiation policy] 
 
 
 Professor Bearinger convened the meeting at 2:15, explained that Professor Anderson was out of 
town, and turned to Associate Vice President Webb. 
 
1. Solutions for Integrated Research Compliance 
 
 Ms. Webb began with an update on "Solutions for Integrated Research Compliance" (SIRC), 
formerly the Research Compliance Module, an item she was presenting on behalf of Moira Keane, 
Director of the Human Subjects Protection Program.  They are creating an online, intuitive, and easy-to-
use research-compliance program (that includes IACUC, IRB, biosafety, controlled substances, and 
MTAs on incoming research materials, and CDAs).  The idea is to eliminate duplicate data entry and 
increase visibility into compliance-based protocol applications and approvals.  There will be a PI portal so 
that people can see how the system connects, part of a future broad-based portal that will allow PIs to 
review their research portfolio in a holistic faction, including their sponsored-project proposals and 
awards as well as their compliance approvals. 
 
 Last year there was a substantial review of University systems, and the University issued a 
Request for Information to learn if the products it needed exist.  It then issued an RFP and narrowed the 
choice of vendors to four; each received an opportunity for a two-day demo.  One vendor came out on 
top, a company that has worked with Stanford, the University of Texas, and so on.  The Board of Regents 
approved a contract with them.  They are now in a planning phase to implement the system; there will be 
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opportunity for faculty involvement as well as participation by department users.  If anyone is interested, 
they should let Moira Keane or the Project Manager, Polly Cashen, know. 
 
 Professor Bearinger asked if committee chairs including faculty would have an opportunity to 
participate.  They will, Ms. Webb said.  The system will include both "back-office" functionality for the 
compliance committees and end-user functionally.  Advice is needed from faculty and departmental users 
to ensure that the system will work well for them, but first they wanted reports from compliance units to 
use as back-office systems; the next step is consult with users to make the system work best for them. 
 
2. Update from Sponsored Projects Administration (SPA) 
 
 Ms. Webb next provided an update from SPA. 
 
-- They have talked about redesigning the project routing form, which is coming in about a month.  
Training will be offered over the next six months and there will be a training version that people can play 
around with.  It is much more streamlined and easier to read and see.   
 
-- They are in the process of upgrading the effort-certification system, ECRT, a major project, and 
are aiming for the summer effort period.  The system will have a lot more stability and will pull data from 
other systems (rather than the data warehouse).  They do about 9,000 effort statements per cycle, or about 
27,000 per year, with one full-time person and one student.  Department effort coordinators do a lot of 
work, so they want to make it as easy as possible and they will provide a number of new reports.  Data 
from the source systems, rather than the data warehouse, will guarantee that the data are current.  The new 
system will also display non-sponsored work as well, she said in response to a question, and they are 
trying to get that modification ready by July.   
 
 Professor Gini said that she must certify her own research but that cannot guarantee what a 
student has done when a student may work on several different projects; will that be addressed?  Ms. 
Webb said she understood the problem; at the end of the day, someone must certify time; the best is if one 
does it oneself.  She need not certify lab staff, she told Professor Gini.  It may be a matter of department 
policy, Professor Gini said; Dr. Lawrenz said that the regulations only require that she certify time for her 
research.  Ms. Webb responded that if one is engaged in sponsored activity, then the federal regulations 
require that one account for all of one's time (sponsored and non-sponsored) in order to ensure accuracy 
of the percentage of total time that is spent on the sponsored work.  The bottom-line rule is that "if you 
own a project, you are responsible for being sure that all on the project certify effort"—but that need not 
mean you certify all of the time of everyone.  That requirement has not changed, but the mechanics of 
reporting could change.  So that one can look at the record of individuals as well as project by project, 
Professor Bearinger asked?   She can, Ms. Webb said; Professor Bearinger said that is a nice added 
feature.  And if a number of people ask for the same information, Ms. Webb added, they can write it as a 
query so that anyone can run the data, and they can create canned reports that will be run when people 
need them. 
 
 Professor Cleary applauded the changes if they make things simpler and clearer.  Who makes sure 
the information is what it should be?  People are certifying that others are working on a grant, etc.  It is a 
combination of individuals, Ms. Webb said.  The faculty member is notified who worked on the grant and 
is responsible for certifying the effort (as is the case now); her office is responsible for ensuring that all 
effort certification forms are signed (or they remove salaries, which they have done).  Ultimately the PI 
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knows how time was spent and must certify it.  As for the question of fraud, Ms. Webb said they are 
adopting the system because the federal government requires it, but the system will not detect fraud—nor 
is it intended to.  There is no policeman checking, Professor Cleary asked?  There are routine audits, Ms. 
Webb said, and NSF is doing national audits.   
 
 Professor Bearinger said that a problem one often encounters on intercollegiate projects is that 
another college will sign off on a project, and one can check if what they have done matches one's 
perceptions, but it is difficult to fine-tune.  The system will help.  One can watch a statement build, Ms. 
Webb said, payroll period by payroll period, and a department can check if the payroll is processing the 
way it should—and not have to wait four or five months.  The system will not solve every problem but it 
will be a major improvement. 
 
--   They are in the early stages of looking at creating a subaward tracking mechanism (there are 
about 1000 subawards and no good way to track them).  No vendors have a product that will do so but 
they are willing to work with the University to develop one.  It is likely the University will co-develop it 
with a company.  This process will take a year or more. 
 
-- SPA is doing well in the award-turnaround process; the backlog is now at the lowest ever (167 
versus over 500 before EFS was implemented, and they receive about 100-150 per week).  They also have 
a more stringent review system for awards that are "lingering" in SPA longer than they should—those are 
now dealt with by hand.  They are finding that many of the delays are because of the sponsor. 
 
-- They have developed a department-administrator curriculum program for those responsible for 
department administration.  They will have six classes ready this year and ultimately there will be 20-24.  
They are considering an effort-management course for the Responsible Conduct of Research in 2011, a 
one-hour course for RCR continuing education.  Who is the audience, Professor Bearinger asked?  
Faculty, Ms. Webb said; the curriculum is for department administrators.   
 
3. Summer Effort 
 
 Ms. Webb next distributed copies of a draft policy on summer effort.  It is a change to existing 
policy and a new policy, she told the Committee.  It is a draft and she would like feedback.  At present, 
one cannot write proposals on unpaid time, and she is proposing to change that.  There is a logic to the 
current policy:  if one is doing something for the University, it should be a part of what one is being paid 
to do.  But that means faculty members on B (nine-month) appointments cannot write grant proposals in 
the summer.   
 
 This has been policy for quite awhile, but it is only coming to light because of NSF audits of 
effort, which are more under the microscope than they have been before.  As a result, they want to clarify 
what is permissible and what is not when one is on sponsored funds.  The Office of Oversight, Analysis, 
and Research did an analysis of faculty on three-month summer salary and found that many of them also 
submitted proposals.  That is not OK.  A lot of institutions are now putting limits on summer salaries.   
 
 The goals for the policy are to remove the conservative position in the existing policy that does 
not permit proposal-writing on unpaid time and to clarify summer effort obligations.  It will clarify what 
activities are allowable while paid on sponsored projects and establish a 2.5-month paid summer salary 
maximum on sponsored projects but allow exceptions when all parties understand the obligations.  The 
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intent is to reduce the risk of audit findings (disallowances).  There have been recent audit findings at 
Yale, UC San Diego, and UC Berkeley about summer efforts violations.   
 
 The revised policy would provide that "the effort statement must accurately reflect the time PIs 
spent preparing proposals and conducting other administrative work.  Therefore they cannot certify 100% 
effort on sponsored projects unless they are on sabbatical, are on a less than full time appointment, or 
have an approved exception from their teaching and other duties."  So, Ms. Webb said, individuals would 
be welcome to write proposals on unpaid time, on a voluntary basis. 
 
 The crux of the matter is what costs are allowable while charging effort on a sponsored project.  
What is not allowable, inter alia, is preparing/submitting grants, attending department/faculty meetings, 
teaching/preparation, administrative work or university service.  By setting summer salaries at 2.5 
maximum, time is allowed (either via vacation or paid on non-sponsored funds) for submitting grants and 
other work.   
 
 Ms. Webb said she would like feedback on whether this would work.  The Council of Research 
Associate Deans asked her to look at the issue a couple of months ago and this proposal is the result of 
that request. 
 
 Ms. Williams asked whether someone on a 12-month appointment, on a grant, receives vacation.  
Ms. Webb said it depends on their appointment.  Vacation can only be taken on a sponsored project if the 
appointment allows it.  Professor Cleary asked if this means a faculty member cannot write a grant 
between 8:00 p.m. and 2:00 a.m.  If so, he said, that is ludicrous.  Writing on their own time benefits the 
University.  Ms. Webb said there is a certain validity to the federal government's perspective, in holding 
that faculty members are not paid for hours and there is no "off" time.  Ms. Webb said the federal 
government imposed the requirements that she must implement (whether she likes them or not). 
 
 What is the rationale, Professor Cleary asked?   Ms. Webb said it is like Human Resources 
policy:  If one is on salary, whenever one does one's work, one is covered.  If someone is 100% at the 
University as a faculty or P&A staff member, he or she is compensated to do the work—and if one must 
do it at 2:00 a.m. on Sunday, it is part of the work.  There is no 40- or 60-hour limit. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy related that he had been involved in a discussion with representatives of 
the federal government and these same questions arose about why these rules can't be changed.  The 
answer was that the Circular A21 regulations were not written for universities, and they recognize that the 
rules create an odd wrinkle for universities, but university research is such a small drop in the bucket that 
they won't change the rules just for universities. 
 
 Professor al'Absi asked why two weeks in the summer, rather than four or none.  Ms. Webb said 
they looked at a number of policies around the country and wanted to keep the time someone could not be 
on a sponsored project to a minimum but not be unreasonable.  It could provide for less time, but most 
institutions require 2 or 2.5 weeks not on grants.   
 
 This applies to everyone?  It does, Ms. Webb said, and there is a mechanism for exceptions for 
those who need to work all three months.  So anyone supported 100% by a grant does not have vacation, 
Dean Ponce de Leon asked?  Conceptually, that is correct, Ms. Webb said, unless their appointment 
already allows for vacation. 
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 Does the policy apply only to federally-funded projects, Ms. Williams asked?  Ms. Webb said it 
applies to (almost) all funds, and the federal government asks for uniform policies in institutions. 
 
 Do they expect PIs to keep a log and report quarterly, Professor Escure asked?  No, said Ms. 
Webb.  The effort-certification process serves as verification of the percentage of paid time worked on 
various types of activities.  If someone is going to charge 100% of three months' salary to a grant, they 
cannot do other work during that time, Ms. Webb said.  There is a one-page exception form to fill out that 
can be given to an auditor if needed.  This should reduce institutional risk as it is clear that everyone 
involved understands the rules and is prepared to abide by them. 
 
 Professor Bearinger suggested that the policy be brought back as a future agenda item, after 
Committee members have had a chance to consider it.  [Subsequent to the meeting, Ms. Webb indicated 
that the policy would be open for 30-day review, per normal University procedure.] 
 
 Professor Bearinger thanked Ms. Webb for the reports. 
 
4. Radiation Policy 
 
 Professor Bearinger now welcomed Ms. Hagerty and Messrs. Moody and Vetters to present a 
new administrative policy on radiation safety and its associated procedures.   
 
 Mr. Moody explained that the proposed policy represents the program that has been in place for a 
long time and that it establishes the practices as institutional policy.  Their clientele who use radioactive 
materials recognize the policy and procedures and use them.  This is the first time everything has been put 
in one place, but nothing will be done differently.  Radiation safety is a highly-regulated program by the 
Minnesota Department of Health.   
 
 The policy is straightforward and has been vetted by the Policy Advisory Committee [the group 
of senior staff from vice-presidential officers that reviews all proposed new policies and policy changes].  
They have been working on an electronic database and were called on to confirm their business practices, 
so are memorializing them as well as reviewing whether what they do is what their customers need. 
 
 The policy applies only to ionizing radiation, Mr. Moody said.  It describes what they are about, 
how they are applying it, and the oversight (the All-University Radiation Protection Committee, which 
has been in place for years).  It reviews use the use of radioactive materials; devices that use them must be 
registered with the state.   
 
 Professor Bearinger said that one question that comes up with respect to University policies is 
how those who need to know about them will know what they need to know.  All who propose to use 
radioactive materials must go through training, Mr. Moody said, and his office controls the purchase and 
removal of radioactive material.   
 
 Professor Bearinger also noted that the Committee had heard earlier from Associate Vice 
President Webb that certifications are being collated; will this be integrated into the system?  Biosafety 
standards are included, Ms. Webb said, as well as research-related training.  They do communicate with 
those who have permits, Mr. Moody said, and they consult often with their customers.  Professor Dengel 
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reported that he uses radioactive materials; he commented simply that he just needs to know what to do 
and what forms to fill out.   
 
 Professor Cleary said that he has had a permit for a long time and believes that Mr. Moody's 
office is one of the most effective and efficient regulatory agencies at the University.  Has the amount of 
research with radioactive materials declined?  It has declined in research but increased in therapeutic-
diagnostic areas, Mr. Moody said.  Mr. Vetter reported that the use declined in the 1990s and then 
stabilized.  There were about 300 permits earlier and there are about half that number now, but much 
more work in diagnosis and therapeutic work.   
 
 The Committee does not need to approve the policy, Professor Bearinger said.  Mr. Moody 
agreed but said it will go to the President's Policy Committee for final approval. 
 
 Professor Bearinger thanked the guests and adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


