
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, November 22, 2010 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Melissa Anderson (chair), Mustafa al'Absi, Breanne Byiers, Margaret Catambay, Jerry 

Cohen, Donald Dengel, Greg Haugstad, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer Linde, Timothy 
Mulcahy, Kola Okuyemi, April Rose, LaDora Thompson, Thomas Vaughan 

 
Absent: Arlene Carney, Anna Clark, Paul Cleary, Robin Dittman, Marc Dunham, Seung-Ho Joo, 

Tucker LeBien, Toni Leeth, Federico Ponce de Leon, Karen Williams, Lynn Zentner 
 
Guests:  Professor Gary Balas (Chair, Research Openness Subcommittee), Mark Bohnhorst 

(Office of the General Counsel), Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored 
Projects Administration); Dean Meredith McQuaid (Office of International Programs) 

 
Other: Moira Keane (Director, Human Subjects Protection Program); Peggy Sundermeyer 

(Office of the Vice President for Research) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) research-openness exemption; (3) international research 
issues] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Anderson convened the meeting at 2:15 and began with committee business.  She 
thanked Professor Vaughan for chairing the previous meeting, she called for a round of introductions for 
new Committee members, and asked for a substitute to replace her at the meeting of the Provost's 
Research Council (Professor Cohen agreed to serve).  
 
 Professor Anderson also reported that she had sent to the Board of Regents the questions for 
presidential candidates developed by the Committee; she received a letter of thanks from the Board in 
return.  She said she did not know if the Board used the questions in their discussions, but when the 
Faculty Consultative Committee met with Dr. Kaler, she asked two questions about research.  She 
received very positive responses from him.   
 
2. Research Openness Exemption 
 

Professor Anderson now welcomed Professor Balas, Mr. Bohnhorst, and Associate Vice 
President Webb to present a report from the Research Openness Subcommittee.  The Subcommittee had 
received a request for an exemption from the Regents' Openness in Research policy (at 
http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/academic/Openness_in_Research.pdf) , and followed the process 
outlined in the governing administrative policy (which can be found at  
http://policy.umn.edu/Policies/Research/OPENRESEARCH_PROC01.html ).  Committee members had 
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received a seven-page report on the request and the Subcommittee's response to the request.  The 
recommendation from the Subcommittee comes to this Committee, which in turn makes a final 
recommendation to Vice President Mulcahy, who must then make the decision whether to grant the 
request. 

 
Professor Balas reported that the Research Openness Subcommittee was appointed about six 

years ago, in response to concerns that federal government policies could become more restrictive with 
respect to secrecy in research; there was a concern that there would be an onslaught of requests for 
exemptions to the Regents' policy.  The Subcommittee has had the same members since it was appointed, 
although two are no longer able to serve, so it now consists of four members (him and Professors Chris 
Cramer, Gary Muehlbauer, and Virginia Seybold).   

 
The process worked as well as any he has seen, Professor Balas told the Committee.  The 

University has a strong statement about openness in research; this proposal was originally very restrictive 
but the scope has been narrowed so that the Office of the General Counsel, Sponsored Projects 
Administration, and the PI believe it would have little or no impact on the University's research mission.  
The Subcommittee met last week, Professor Balas said, and spent some time dealing with the ITAR 
issues. (ITAR is the International Traffic in Arms Regulations, which governs export of items of 
specifically military importance.)  The Subcommittee voted unanimously to approve the request for an 
exemption.  This approval was for Phase 1 of the research; the Subcommittee asked that the PI return for 
approval if there is a Phase 2—to celebrate how well the process worked so that other PIs can see that it is 
done well. 

 
Mr. Bohnhorst explained that there are problems with export controls and openness in research.  

There is a "deemed export" rule, which provides that if information is necessary to develop a military 
weapon, one must have a license to export the information as well as the weapon.  If the information is 
required to be non-public, then exposing it to a non-resident (without a green card) is the same as 
exporting it to the non-resident's home country.  So the University is very careful about exposure of and 
receiving information.  There are two University concerns, he said.  One is the right to publish; the second 
revolves around participation in research.  In both cases, the University would not accept restrictions 
without compelling reasons.  The research in this case involves drones and starts with analysis of the 
format of secret ITAR data; the research then goes on to develop non-ITAR data using the same format 
and to develop algorithms for analyzing the non-ITAR data, all of which can be published.  There is a 
restriction involved because the research initially uses ITAR data, and again at the end when they try out 
the different algorithm on the ITAR data, so one or two team members may be restricted at the beginning 
and end of the research.   

 
If the exemption is granted, Dr. Mulcahy asked, would it put the University at risk for violating 

the "deemed export" rule?  What is the risk that it would violate export-control standards?  Whenever the 
University accepts this kind of information, it must have a technology control plan in place, Mr. 
Bohnhorst said.  The PI has indicated that in this case the information will be very easy to control.  The 
plan for doing so does not require federal approval; it is an internal compliance matter. 

 
Professor Anderson said she had two questions.  People who have reviewed the proposal with the 

PI are satisfied that the data can be secured once at the University.  Will it be secure going in and out of 
the University?  Professor Balas said the Subcommittee did not talk about transfer of data; he said he 
assumed the data would be on a secure file with a password.  So if the federal government is satisfied, it is 
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their risk, Professor Anderson concluded.  And what happens at the end of the project?  The data are 
deleted and presumably the encryption will be sufficient to prevent its release. 

 
What about monitoring, Professor Thompson asked?  There is to be a separate document with the 

technology control plan, Mr. Bohnhorst said (for export-controlled information).  That plan should have a 
mechanism for periodic monitoring.  Professor Anderson commented that those who monitor do need to 
check and also be careful about disposal of the information.   

 
Committee members inquired about a few other items in the document they had received and 

were provided satisfactory answers. 
 
Professor Vaughan asked if the vote of the Committee weighs in the balance when Dr. Mulcahy 

makes a decision.  Very much so, Dr. Mulcahy assured the Committee.  He noted that other exemptions 
have been granted through this process, with benefits to the University that far exceeded the risk. 

 
Professor Cohen said that the document the Committee had received was a very good model for 

how to conduct this process.  Professor Anderson agreed, although it never explicitly addressed the 
question of U.S. citizens/green-card holders.   

 
Professor Anderson asked for a vote on the request for the exemption; the Committee voted 12-0 

in favor of granting the exemptions.  There were no abstentions. 
 
Professor Anderson thanked Professor Balas, Mr. Bohnhorst, and Ms. Webb for their assistance. 

 
3. International Research Issues 
 
 Professor Anderson now welcomed Associate Vice President and Dean Meredith McQuaid from 
the Office of International Programs (OIP) to discuss international research issues. 
 
 Dean McQuaid said she would make some general comments and then invite Committee advice 
on a potential major undertaking. 
 
 OIP is a system office that serves all five campuses; OIP has about 100 employees and a budget 
of about $22 million (approximately $17 million of which is funding from students studying abroad, 
which is then redistributed to the providers of the study abroad opportunities).  Dean McQuaid talked 
about the unique nature of her particular decanal role.  Much like Wendy Lougee (Dean, University 
Libraries), her responsibilities reach across the academic units, requiring cooperative, supportive efforts 
to accomplish goals.  She has been in the position for four years and has seen interest in 
internationalization grow dramatically, particularly with respect to the types and amount of international 
research by faculty and among graduate students.  She has been in a number of meetings with Vice 
President Mulcahy about what is occurring with respect to international research funding, the risk and 
liabilities associated with those projects, and which central offices have responsibility for which aspects 
of this emerging phenomena.  This is an evolving and growing field, particularly with respect to the kinds 
of funding available from around the world, and the types of issues/questions being addressed by the 
research.   OIP has always been responsible for oversight and coordination of international undergraduate 
student experiences, but over the past 4-5 years there has been more demand on OIP for assistance, 
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support, funding, advice, and coordination from faculty and staff as well.  In light of this change, OIP has 
finalized and adopted a new five-year strategic plan, to better align resources and expectations.   
 
 One result of the strategic plan is that the office will change its name, effective January 1, 2011, 
to Global Programs and Strategy Alliance ("GPS Alliance").  The unit is not really an office, a center, or 
an institute; it really is an alliance.  In order to achieve "comprehensive internationalization," (a term of 
art in the field), University units, colleges, and campuses must work together, through an alliance of 
interests and efforts.  
 
 As part of the University's strategic positioning process begun several years ago, the promotion 
and support of faculty international research was highlighted.  One specific goal was the support of 
faculty engagement in internationalizing research, teaching, and engagement.  In connection with that 
overarching goal, the administration began providing OIP with funding to support international 
scholarship initiatives.  The initial contribution was $600,000, and the intent was to increase the level of 
support each year until the annual contribution reached several million per year.  It never reached that 
level, and has now been reduced because of the current budget constraints.  The funding provided has 
been used to support staffing of programs related to faculty international efforts, or to support faculty 
directly.  Rather than simply distribute the funding in traditional ways, and in ways that did not 
necessarily advance the University’s international agenda, OIP instituted the Global Spotlight, a biennial 
effort focused on one region of the world and one issue of importance; for calendar years 2009 and 2010, 
the region was Africa and the issue was water in the world.  Dean McQuaid provided Committee 
members with a copy of the report about the effort.  The Global Spotlight received $750,000 the first year 
of that biennium; they saved much of it so that they had over $1 million to support faculty grants in year 
two.  The competition for the grants was impressive, Dean McQuaid reported, and the committee 
reviewing proposals made the determination to fund fewer projects with larger sums.  OIP has a website, 
http://www.international.umn.edu/, where one can find out about the Global Spotlight.  One tangible 
outcome is that the University, the state, and all of the stakeholders have access to a website which 
identifies much of what the University is doing in Africa, and about water issues all over the world. 
 

The Global Spotlight for academic years 2010-12 is focused on Latin America and the Caribbean; 
the issue is the impact of urbanization, and the faculty advisory committee for administration of the next 
grants competition has been identified. 
 

OIP also receives recurring funding for international travel grants for faculty.  In light of 
increased demand for these funds as well, and the University's goal to become comprehensively 
internationalized, applicants for travel grant funding are now asked to provide information regarding how 
their experience overseas will be used to advance the agenda here at home (e.g., incorporating their 
experience into a classroom context, or providing inspiration for students in another capacity).   
 
 Professor Vaughan asked if her office works with the International Medical Education and 
Research (IMER) program.  They do, Dean McQuaid said, and IMER has several key partners around the 
world. 
 
 The University of Minnesota is a team participant with Tufts University and DAI (a development 
consultant agency in Washington D.C. with offices and projects all over the world) on a USAID (United 
States Agency for International Development) project known as RESPOND.  This $185-million dollar 
project (the largest USAID project ever awarded to a university) is charged with planning and 

http://www.international.umn.edu/
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administering methods and plans through which communities would "respond" to emerging zoonotic 
diseases in five hotspots around the globe.  The RESPOND project involves faculty and staff from five 
different colleges at the University, but is housed in the College of Veterinary Medicine.  It is unique not 
only because of the level of multidisciplinary interaction, but for the fact that this is a "cooperative 
agreement" and not a traditional grant model.  Associate Vice President Webb (Sponsored Projects 
Administration) and Vice President Mulcahy both contributed to this discussion with information about 
the unique aspects of this cooperative agreement. 
 
 DAI's satisfaction in working with the University on the RESPOND project, to date, has led to a 
potential new partnership for projects identified by USAID missions around the world, ranging in funding 
from millions to billions of dollars.  DAI has asked the University whether it is interested in joining a 
consortium, which DAI would lead, to plan, administer, and deliver projects on an "indefinite delivery, 
indefinite quantity" contract basis, related to economic development.  The broad label of "economic 
development" includes projects around themes which include, but are not limited to:  education of women 
and girls, care of vulnerable populations, food security, and spread of HIV/AIDS among others.    
 
 Dean McQuaid, Associate Vice President Webb, and Vice President Mulcahy acknowledged this 
is potentially an exciting opportunity for the University, but one not with challenges.  Currently, there is 
discussion going on with deans and faculty around the University to determine the level of interest and 
appetite for this kind of project.  As it is currently understood, task orders would be sent from USAID 
missions around the world (half of them in conflict areas) and DAI would review them to determine 
whether the University is the suitable respondent.  If so, the task order would be sent to the University for 
a bid, based on previously-agreed upon charges.  It is basically a "time and materials" contract.  Even if 
the University joined the consortium for purposes of submitting a proposal, and even if the DAI-led 
consortium were selected, there is no expectation that the University or any one college would be required 
to bid on any project at all.   
 

Ms. Webb acknowledged that in many cases the timeline for bidding would be very tight; the 
University may only have 4-5 days (or up to a month) to respond.  Both Ms. Webb and Dean McQuaid 
said, however, that DAI has very good advance intelligence about what projects may arise, which makes 
them a good partner in this opportunity. 
 
 Dean McQuaid said that several units have expressed very strong interest in this, and others less.  
Administration and organization of such an opportunity would require coordination.  There has been no 
decision about whether the University can do this.  She acknowledged that this particular USAID 
opportunity may be unique in that DAI has stated there is significant opportunity for research projects, 
and that they would hope graduate students would be available for work in D.C. as well as in other 
countries. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy said that with respect to funding opportunities, he believed there would 
be more movement in this direction, with a lot of agencies and foundations providing research and service 
opportunities globally, but under different funding mechanisms than have been traditional for universities. 
It behooves the University to be well-positioned for these kinds of opportunities, he said, which will be 
very different from how the University now looks at the world and how its work will be funded.   
 
 Dean McQuaid said she is enthusiastic about even considering these kinds of projects in order to 
determine whether the University can be nimble and multidisciplinary enough to compete.  Those 
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working on the RESPOND project also see this as a natural outgrowth of their efforts on that project.  
Ever since she took her position, she has been asked why the University is not a player in international 
research when other institutions are; this opportunity can brand the University as a major player. 
 
 Professor Anderson asked about the difficulties.  Ms. Webb said the process by which the 
University both bids and administers a contract of this type is very different from its standard processes.  
They are trying to map the inquiry from DAI to the University system in order to respond (e.g., they need 
to create 18 categories of employees, calculate the average salary for each category, and use those 
averages salaries in proposals).  They also need to decide if the University will provide danger pay for 
high-risk areas.  This is not a form of contract typically used by universities and the turnaround times can 
be very tight when the task orders are released, as she mentioned earlier.  They also have to be put in 
place very quickly, and faculty members could need to shift rapidly if they want to participate.  They are 
working through this process, and it is very complicated because they cannot use the traditional charging 
model. 
 
 Dean McQuaid said she would like feedback about whether this is a good or bad idea.  A number 
of colleges are very interested (Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, Public Health, Public Affairs, CFANS), but 
they cannot commit the University without central support.  They are clearly, and truly, in the 
investigative phase and do want input and opinions from around the institution. 
 
 Professor Anderson commented that DAI must believe that the University is nimble.  They do, 
Dean McQuaid said.  But the University has not rolled over, or compromised on those values and 
expectations that define it, Dr. Mulcahy added.  And it is clear that DAI is not used to working with 
universities, Ms. Webb commented.   
 
 Dr. Lawrenz asked what other organizations would be included in the proposed consortium, and 
possibly receive task orders.  There are four or five, Ms. Webb said, including two for-profit companies, a 
large nonprofit organization, and one or two universities. 
 
 Professor Vaughan asked why they are interested in the University of Minnesota.  Dean McQuaid 
said she could only guess.  They want a top-notch university, a research university with a good reputation, 
and they want to make a deal with people they know.  They like the University's programs and know what 
it is doing.  Dr. Mulcahy said the University also brings a comprehensive set of skills in that it has 
virtually all the professional academic schools in one location.  DAI has had a positive experience with 
the University.  The ambivalence at the University is at the central level:  Are there enough faculty who 
are enthusiastic about doing this?  They are just trying to be careful, he said, because it could be costly to 
set up operations to deal with DAI and then learn that the faculty are uninterested in responding to task 
orders, or that the University might not be able to cover its costs, Ms. Webb said.   
 
 Will the task orders be open to all faculty at the University or only if one has signed on to 
participate, Professor Anderson inquired.  Her idea, Dean McQuaid said, is that there would be a review 
team of 1-5 faculty and/or staff with the experience and skills to identify which college/which unit/which 
faculty anywhere in the University would be best suited to bid on a project, and that team would reach out 
to those people in some kind of systematic way.   There would be no limit on participation, Ms. Webb 
said.  The idea is to make it as open and broad as possible. 
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 Dr. Lawrenz said that in her experience, international efforts do not pay as much in indirect costs, 
but the University donates its effort because of other benefits to the institution.  But the return can be 
lower.  That is part of what they are working on, Ms. Webb said.  DAI pays full indirect costs, at 32%; 
they use a single research rate.  She said she did not anticipate that the University would be short-
changed.   
 
 If the task orders require a rapid response and international travel, a large fraction of graduate 
students on visas are not able to travel, or not able to travel on very short notice, Professor Cohen said, 
and he would not like to see projects exclude a large number of students because of their status.  Dean 
McQuaid said that DAI anticipates there will be research in Washington, D.C.  In addition, the University 
does not have to bid on task orders that have a five-day turnaround.  And, Vice President Mulcahy 
pointed out, it might be five days to prepare a proposal, not to get to the country.   It could be five days to 
get to the country, Ms. Webb said, although that is not inherent in the task orders.  But it can require rapid 
action.  The last such "indefinite delivery, indefinite quantity" contract the University had was related to 
the I35W bridge collapse, and the federal government often wanted a response in 48 hours.  That is where 
the early intelligence from DAI will be helpful, she said. 
 
 There are a lot of other challenges associated with international research, Dr. Mulcahy observed, 
even that which is traditionally funded.  The University is not as well-organized as it could be to deal with 
the opportunities (such as for compensating research subjects).  There are a lot of challenges for PIs and 
the University needs a better way to support research that faculty do out of the country.  International 
research is scattered all over the institution, and units have done what they needed to do, with the result 
that the University has created disjointed support.  Even if the University decides not to respond to this 
opportunity, there are opportunities for better coordination. 
 
 There are many more opportunities for international travel now, Dean McQuaid said, and for 
travel to more dangerous places.  So there is more interest across the University in how better to serve 
faculty and students; they are trying to make faculty participation easier and more productive.  Professor 
Cohen asked about grants to do international science:  Would there be coordination from her office?  
Dean McQuaid said that 35% of the University's undergraduate students have an international experience 
(compared to an average of 2% nationally and an average of 7% at Ph.D.-granting institutions).  The 
Learning Abroad Center staff in OIP serve those students and programs very well.  Travel by graduate 
students, however, is much more difficult to monitor, or improve, or serve, because the projects are often 
managed at the department or collegiate level.     
 
 Professor Cohen explained a grant he had which allowed his graduate students to travel to 
Germany regularly.  He asked what OIP could do with respect to those students, or whether there was 
anything that ought to be done.  Dean McQuaid said she would prefer that faculty with research project 
overseas at least contact her office to consult about these opportunities to be sure that the students have 
the information and resources they need should any problems arise while they are abroad.  Ms. Webb said 
that due to recent changes with the Proposal Routing Form (PRF), Sponsored Projects Administration can 
provide very basic information to Dean McQuaid's office when it knows a project will involve 
international research.  Professor Anderson said that OIP's International Risks and Liabilities Committee 
is also looking at these issues. 
 
 Professor Vaughan asked if someone could use Dean McQuaid's office to help assess the costs 
and benefits of the international component of a grant.  Dean McQuaid said that people should send her 
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the information; assistance from her office costs nothing (that is, there is no charge).  OIP staff gather 
information simply so that they know about the work and can tell people what the University is doing.  
And if someone will be in a dangerous place, they can provide assistance without intruding on the work.  
The process is seamless and easy, and they want to know where people are going.  Dr. Mulcahy noted that 
Dean McQuaid's office is a small part of the research cost pool, so all the colleges support it, but there is 
no charge associated with using the services she provides.   
 
 Professor Okuyemi asked, apropos the Global Spotlight, if identification of a particular region 
and topic means the faculty advisory committee does not consider applications for research work which is 
not on that topic or region.  Dean McQuaid said each committee determines the parameters of the Global 
Spotlight awards, but OIP may also have other resources that are not tied to the Global Spotlight 
initiative. 
 
 Professor Anderson thanked Dean McQuaid for the information and adjourned the meeting at 
3:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


