
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, April 22, 2013 

2:30 - 4:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Linda Bearinger (chair), Jerry Cohen, Susan Everson-Rose, Benjamin Fuller, Maria Gini, 

Greg Haugstad, Brian Johnston, Frances Lawrenz, Tucker LeBien, Richard Leppert, Hinh 
Ly, Kathleen Thomas, Kyla Wahlstrom, Karen Williams 

 
Absent: Arlene Carney, Goran Hellekant [because of technology problems], Brian Herman, 

Seung-Ho Joo, Suzanne Paulson, Federico Ponce de Leon, LaDora Thompson, Thomas 
Vaughan, Lynn Zentner 

 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Bruce Blazar (Clinical and Translational Science Institute); 

Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects Administration); Professor 
Michael Kyba (new member beginning 7/1/13) 

 
Other: Emily Lawrence (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on the Clinical and Translational Science Institute (CTSI); (2) statement on 
Congressional ban on NSF funding for political science research; (3) statement on the Undergraduate 
Research Opportunities Program (UROP); (4) statement on research training grants] 
 
 
[Clarification on the minutes of April 8, 2013:  Mr. Schrankler, Executive Director of the Office for 
Technology Commercialization, suggests that those who are interested in the intellectual-property 
implications of the U. S. Supreme Court case Stanford v. Roche will find clear and correct information 
about it here:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stanford_v._Roche] 
 
 
1. Update on the Clinical and Translational Science Institute (CTSI) 
 
 Professor Bearinger convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed Associate Vice President Blazar 
to provide an update on the Clinical and Translational Science Institute (CTSI). 
 
 Dr. Blazar provided copies of a set of slides and walked the Committee members through them.  
He noted that 60 medical research institutions have received Clinical and Translational Science Awards 
(CTSA); he explained how the CTSI is accelerating discoveries for better health (providing resources and 
career development and building relationships for healthier communities).  The CTSA supports science 
infrastructure and training and is a five-year award of about $10 million per year direct and indirect 
(Facilities & Administrative) costs.  The second year of the award ended February 28, 2013; the 
submission for renewal is October, 2015 (and renewal is not a sure thing; both Johns Hopkins and Duke 
were not renewed).  He outlined how the CTSI at Minnesota is organized: 
 

                                                           
* 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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Clinical Translational Research Services: Services, support, and collaboration, including project 
management and coordination, clinical procedures, and biostatistics.  
 
Biomedical Informatics: Infrastructure, expertise, and training in Biomedical Informatics.  
 
Education, Training, and Research Career Development: Opportunities to enhance knowledge, quality 
and productivity.  
 
Office of Community Engagement for Health: Links to community interests and researcher partners.  
 
Office of Discovery and Translation: Novel research methods, tools, and technologies.  
 

As director of the CTSI, he reports to Vice President Friedman (Academic Health Center); the 
CTSI has both an internal and an external advisory board as well as evaluation and monitoring and 
administration, finance, and communications staff.  There is a "front door" to the CTSI, a single point of 
contract, ctsi.umn.edu or ctsi@umn.edu.   
 
 The CTSI has comprehensive planning services and pre-award support for those who have ideas 
(e.g., finding collaborators, statistical design, grant application assistant, regulatory assistance, and more), 
service-focused experts for those who need assistance (e.g., project managers, clinical research 
coordinators, lab technologists, biostatisticians, and more), and study implement/collaboration/post-award 
support (e.g., sample collection and processing, clinical trial monitoring, data 
collection/management/analysis, clinical procedures, and more).  CTSI operates three inpatient and 
outpatient facilities on the campus. 
 
 CTSI supports researchers' career development: 
 

 
 

mailto:ctsi@umn.edu
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CTSI also offers a number of online courses (free) to introduce students and practitioners to clinical 
research; the courses were developed at the University but there is a movement to develop more national 
online approaches. 
 
 They also have an Office of Community Engagement for Health to do research important to local 
communities; Dr. Blazar said he has had conversations with Associate Vice President Furco (Public 
Engagement) but the CTSI efforts are different, concentrated on health issues, and use CTSA resources 
rather than general University resources.  There are also Community Collaborative Grants ($400,000 
available, projects funded for 12 months) that have four areas of focus (child health, health disparities, 
systems for health improvement, and rural health).  Community leaders help guide this office through 
boards and councils. 
 
 Biomedical Informatics provides resources for health research; Dr. Blazar outlined the various 
aspects of the support: 
 

UMN Profiles for research networking  

REDCap for data collection and management  

Clinical Trials Management System (Phase I Implementation)  

Secure access to clinical data for research through the Trusted Independent Data Environment  
 
 CTSI also has links to other CTSA sights, including the Mayo Clinic, UW-Madison, UCLA, and 
IUPUI.  There is also a Midwest Area Research Consortium for Health (MARCH) to enable efficient 
collaboration across the region (UM, UW, Mayo, Milwaukee, Indiana, and Ohio State).  It combines 
resources, streamlines regulatory and start-up tasks, provides demographically balanced research, and 
other benefits for researchers. 
 
 Dr. Blazar reviewed the work of the CTSI Office of Discovery and Translation, including novel 
methods, the various centers and institutes, and translational grant programs; he also reviewed the 
activities of the Clinical and Translational Research Services unit (to provide an integrated platform of 
research services to all investigators and groups involved in research with humans at the University).  He 
identified a number of hurdles to overcome in order to achieve greater use of Clinical and Translational 
Research Services, including fixing the cost structure, embracing and implementing integration, 
establishing a pilot fund program, and so on.  He explained several of the problems in greater depth. 
 
 Dr. Blazar outlined the pilot fund program: 
 

Establish formal program for faculty that meet NIH “new investigator” criteria to access CTRS 
services to support generation of pilot data to be used in NIH grants  

Total of 250K/year available  

Potential users to generate a specific aims page  

Review panel to distribute 
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Dr. Wahlstrom asked if the program would include mental health; it would, Dr. Blazar said, and they have 
had discussions with Dr. Schulz, the head of Psychiatry; they would welcome involvement of mental-
health professionals.  Professor Thomas inquired if one must be in the Academic Health Center to 
participate.  Dr. Blazar said not; any project must be health-related and meet the mission of the CTSA 
grant.  Professor Bearinger asked about extending the UROP program with CTSI funds; Dr. Blazar said 
that they have less flexibility than people may think because they must meet contractual obligations to 
NIH, they cannot mix clinical and enterprise funds, and the funding has been reduced by 10%.  Can 
anyone interested in seeking CTSI funds go to the website to get information?  They can, Dr. Blazar said, 
at the "front door" website (noted earlier in these minutes). 
 
 They are also seeking to build a Bio-Specimen Repository that would be a University-wide asset.  
Dr. Blazar explained it. 
 

Phase model 
Phase 1-build integrated platform of specimen processing and storage linked to 
genomic/proteomics data with bioinformatics support  
Phase 2- link existing repositories together so investigators know what samples are potentially 
available on campus  
Phase 3- Establish a clinic-wide system where every patient is treated as a research subject and 
samples are collected at hospital or clinic visits and this is linked to EMR (personalized medicine)  

 
 Dr. Blazar provided, but did not discuss at length, the CTSI 2012 highlights: 
 

Progress toward single integrated infrastructure: Work plans with recommended 
enhancements approved by Steering Committee:  
Clinical operations and support  
Biostatistics  
Biomedical informatics  
Financial and grants management  

 
Composition of the Clinical Research Integration Steering Committee expanded to include:  
–Bobbi Daniels, CEO of the University’s physician practice plan  
–Carolyn Wilson, CEO of the University’s primary teaching hospital  

 
Key Personnel leadership transitions in the Clinical Translational Science Institute (CTSI)  
–Associate Director of CTSI - Jeff Miller, Deputy Director of the Masonic Cancer Center  
–Clinical Research Integration Officer – David Bremseth  
–Director of Clinical Translational Services (CTRS) – Tim Schacker, Infectious Disease  

 
Licensed with Forte Oncore enterprise clinical trials management system (CTMS)  
–Phase I Implementation planning is underway  
–Priority areas for Phase I implementation are oncology, cardiology, and financial management  

 
The Clinical Data Repository (CDR) architecture has achieved initial development  
–Able to receive Epic electronic medical records data  
–Testing for data integrity and selected pilot projects are underway.  
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Collaboration with Office for Human Patient Protection / IRB to focus on areas of 
opportunity for more efficient regulatory processing of clinical research  

 
Education – Mentoring for Mentors  
–Created mentoring course “Optimizing the Practice of Mentoring: An Online Curriculum for the 
Professional Development of Research Mentors.”  
–Piloted with the graduate and undergraduate summer program mentors (ARP and URP).  
–Released nationally in mid-October for all CTSA institutions at no charge. All UMN CTSI 
mentors are now required to participate in the 90-minute course.  

 
Key Inter-CTSA Collaborations  
–The UMN CTSI and WI ICTR created the Midwest Area Research Consortium for Health 
(MARCH) and codified its terms in an affiliation agreement. Additional CTSA partners have also 
affiliated: Mayo, Indiana, the Medical College of Wisconsin. We are in discussions also with 
Iowa and Northwestern.  
–UMN CTSI and WI ICTR also created the Midwest Consortium for Drug Discovery and 
Development (MC3D) affiliation. The MC3D provides a collaborative infrastructure on a 
regional level to facilitate the translation of discoveries from the laboratory to the clinic and to the 
community, and a robust force of clinical investigators, who will facilitate testing of new 
therapeutic and preventive strategies more rapidly than currently possible.  
–The UMN CTSI has also broadened its inter-CTSA collaborations beyond the Midwest Area to 
include University of California Los Angeles (UCLA). RFAs have been issued for three 
collaborative cross-institutional pilot awards in the area of community engaged research.  

 
Financial Grants Management Hub Pilot Project Approval  

 
 Dr. Blazar also outlined work with the IRB: 
 

Collaboration with Office for Human Patient Protection / IRB to focus on areas of opportunity for 
more efficient regulatory processing of clinical research:  
–Agreement to pursue and formalize reciprocal IRB approval processes with other CTSA 
institutions that are AHARP certified  
–Agreement to simplify and transition the scientific assessment process from CTSI to the 
administrative infrastructure of the Office for Human Patient Protection  
–Detailed review of IRB stipulations to understand most common mistakes in order to revise 
educational efforts, guidance and forms to facilitate more expedient process  
–Commitment by VP for Health Sciences to reset expectations of and for faculty to serve their 
institution by participating more actively in service to IRB and Scientific Assessment committees 
(without expectation of pay) 
 
Finally, Dr. Blazar enumerated the factors that will be critical for renewal of the CTSA: 
 
Culture Change  
–Drive toward single infrastructure  
–Dismantle silo operations where warranted  
Faculty Involvement  
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–Active support / engagement by deans  
–Active participation in CTSI programs  
Facilities Accommodations  
–Phase I Unit / Masonic 2 condition  
–ACC  
Financial stability for clinical trials support services infrastructure  
–Developing a sustainable financial model  
–PI affordability / market competitive rates  
IRB Process Enhancements  
–Continue to identify and timely implement  
Integrated Bio-specimen Repository  

 
 Professor Cohen remarked that many of the CTSI activities bring up ethics questions, which 
should be a subject of investigation as well.  Dr. Blazar said that there is an ethics component in the 
planning services and pre-award support but that they do not monitor ethics University-wide, only what 
comes through CTSI.  Professor Cohen said that as CTSI becomes more engaged in research, new ethics 
questions will come up. 
 
 On the question of renewal, Professor Bearinger said that with places like Johns Hopkins and 
Duke not being renewed, are there areas at Minnesota where there are issues that need to be addressed in 
the next two years or need to grow?  There are, Dr. Blazar said, such as personalized medicine, getting 
people together on clinical trial management (the CTSI cannot sustain multiple individual efforts), 
informatics, and generally getting the colleges to collaborate well together. 
 
 Professor Bearinger asked what Dr. Blazar sees as unique elements the University has to offer 
with the CTSI.  Dr. Blazar said he was not certain that what the University has is unique, but it does have 
certain populations (e.g., Hmong, Somali) that other places may not, and it has strength in drug 
development. 
 
 Professor Kyba asked if there is a component of institutional support.  There is, Dr. Blazar said, 
but he could not compare it with how other institutions operate.  The University is probably in the middle. 
 
 Professor Bearinger thanked Dr. Blazar for joining the meeting and for his report. 
 
2. Statement on Congressional Ban on Political Science Research 
 
 Professor Bearinger asked the Committee to consider a statement, to be sent to the Minnesota 
Congressional delegation if adopted, concerning the recent prohibition on National Science Foundation 
for much political science research.   
 
 Professor Leppert said that the ban is an effort to curtail types of political science research that 
might be critical of the government or one or another political party; as such, the ban is a form of 
censorship.   
 
 Following editing at the meeting and by email following, the Committee agreed on the following 
statement 11-0 (with one abstention). 
 



Senate Research Committee 
Monday, April 22, 2013 
 
 

7 

The Senate Research Committee, a 21-member standing committee of the University of 
Minnesota Faculty Senate, strongly objects to the imposition of the Congressional ban on the 
provision of funding by the National Science Foundation for political science studies of 
democracy and public policy research.  (http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/113/hr933/text)  
Such a prohibition is a violation of America's long-standing respect for academic freedom and 
free inquiry and is a sinister precedent for possible future prohibition on other kinds of research 
that certain members of Congress may not like because it does not conform to their particular 
beliefs. In essence, the Congressionally-mandated ban constitutes de facto censorship, would 
stymie needed inquiry, and thus deny citizens access to unbiased scientific analysis of key issues 
facing the country.  We believe, contrary to Congressional action, that research in political 
science makes a positive contribution to our democracy and to democratic citizenship. 

 
We urge the members of the Minnesota Congressional delegation to move as 

expeditiously as possible to reverse the prohibition and to take a strong stand against any such 
prohibitions in the future. 

 
 The Committee voted also to send the statement to the Faculty Senate for action. 
 
3. Statement on the Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program 
 
 Professor Bearinger next asked the Committee to consider a statement recommending that the 
UROP program offer students the choice of a 2-semester grant.   
 

The Senate Research Committee recommends that the University Research Opportunities 
Program (UROP) at the University of Minnesota offer students the option of two-semester 
research proposal. Currently applications are limited to one semester. Rational for this 
recommendation are multifaceted.  Extending this option allows students time to conduct a more 
fully developed research study and write-up findings for publication and/or presentation.  The 
two-semester plan would also confirm to students in the fall they would have UROP funding for 
an entire academic year. Further, faculty may be more willing to mentor UROP students if they 
knew they could work with them for two semesters, as they require a greater investment than 
mentoring graduate students.  In short, students will learn more and accomplish more. 

 
 Professor Leppert observed that there are drawbacks to the proposal.  How would the evaluators 
decide between one- and two-semester proposals?  Adding two-semester grants would reduce the number 
of students who could receive them, assuming no increase in UROP funding.  Is there any idea how many 
students this would affect?  Students need money; if the bulk of the grants were for two semesters, the 
number awarded could decrease dramatically.  A two-semester grant might be more useful in the 
laboratory sciences, which would lead to privileging one group of students over others. 
 
 Professor Bearinger said that there are about 800 UROP awards per year now and that Professor 
Marshak did not know the number of students who had applied for two grants.  Right now, students can 
only apply with a proposal for a 3-month grant, but that is often too short a time to complete a project.    
Perhaps students could apply for up to two semesters, and the UROP administration would decide which 
would receive one-semester grants and which would receive two-semester grants.  It could be that funds 
would be set aside for a portion of student who would two-semester grants. 
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 Would the full amount be committed for a two-semester grant without assessment, Professor 
Leppert asked?  Or would there be mid-cycle assessment?   
 
 Dean LeBien said that if the 2-semester grant is $2800, every student will apply for one. 
 
 Professor Cohen suggested that the Committee recommend UROP try 2-semester grants on a 
limited trial basis.  The Committee does not know enough about how the change would affect the 
program, so UROP could give it a try and see if there is a positive benefit.  Professor Thomas agreed but 
said that not all students would necessarily apply for two semesters.  Right now essentially everyone who 
applies receives a grant; some would make the case for two semesters, and quality will be important.  Mr. 
Fuller agreed that if one applies, it is quite easy to get the money. 
 
 Professor Leppert said his concern was less about the review process than about the fact that 
students need money, per Dean LeBien, and he pointed out that research can expand infinitely in any 
field. 
 
 The Committee agreed:  It is the sense of the Committee that the UROP office should offer a 
limited number of 2-semester grants and evaluate their impact and effectiveness.  The Committee also 
agreed that it should talk again with Professor Marshak about the review process used to evaluate UROP 
proposals from students and that he should be asked to provide statistics to the Committee on the number 
of students who apply for more than one UROP grants. 
 
4. Statement on Research Training Grants 
 
 Finally, Professor Bearinger asked the Committee to take up a draft statement on research 
training grants.  Following editorial discussion, the Committee adopted the following statement 
unanimously and voted to send it to the Faculty Senate for action (between the * * *) 
 
* * * 

University Support for Institutional Training Grant Proposals 
 

In concert with a renewed focus on assuring the quality of graduate education at the University of 
Minnesota, the Senate Research Committee has considered a number of issues related to the support of 
institutional training grants at the University of Minnesota. Training grants, typically awarded for five-
year periods, provide graduate students and post-doctoral fellows with stipends and a substantial portion 
of their tuition expenses plus health insurance and an allotment for research expenses. As distinct from an 
individual training grant to a single student or fellow, the institution that is awarded an institutional 
training grant selects the students and fellows who will receive support from the grant.  Most institutional 
training grants do not provide full Facilities and Administrative (F&A) or Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR) 
rates and often limit infrastructure support, i.e., FTE for faculty and staff; nevertheless, they are an 
important factor in the ratings of academic performance and prestige of research universities. 

 
Institutional training grants provide multiple benefits to the University, including:  

   
--  A commitment of funding from training grants, often for the duration of a student’s graduate 
program, attracts outstanding students and post-doctoral fellows;  
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--  Top quality students and post-doctoral fellows become engaged in research at the University 
of Minnesota and are more likely to join the faculty at research-intensive universities and become 
productive researchers; 
-- Grant dollars are given to students that are specifically designated for payment of tuition;  
--  Holding a federal institutional training grant draws recognition and gives status to the 
University, the faculty, their research, and the programs supported by these grants; and 
--  The provision of additional research personnel (graduate students and post-doctoral fellows) 
through training grants, beyond that provided by research grants, increases productivity and 
makes the University more competitive for continued research grant funding. 

 
A confluence of factors has led to misconceptions related to the value of institutional training 

grants:   
 
First, for federally-funded training grants from some major sponsors, including NIH, the Centers 

for Disease Control, and the Health Research and Services Administration (HRSA), the sponsor-
authorized Facilities & Administrative rate (F & A) is 8%, as compared to the current negotiated rate of 
52% for most federal research grants awarded to the University of Minnesota.  In addition, some federal 
grants, e.g., NSF-IGERT (National Science Foundation - Integrative Graduate Education and Research 
Traineeship), exclude costs allocated for student support when calculating the F&A that can be recovered. 

 
Second, our current University budget model in which expenditures drive the cost pool 

allocations does not distinguish among expenditures subject to F&A recovery and expenditures for which 
no F&A recovery can be generated.  The current mechanism for determining a college’s share of central 
administrative expenses does not differentiate between training and research grants, i.e., the differing 
nature of the money expended on an external award (e.g., FTE for research employees versus 
stipend/tuition support to graduate students).  Thus, in determining cost pool charges, the University 
currently includes expenditures made to students, e.g. stipends and tuition, as equivalent to expenditures 
of salary to personnel employed on a research grant. Thus, with no differentiation on types of 
expenditures in the cost allocation model, added to the agency-dictated lower F & A rate on institutional 
training grants, training grants can easily be perceived as not “carrying their weight” in terms of earned 
F&A recovery relative to allocation of costs to an RRC. 

 
Third, there is an unwillingness in some colleges, to provide match dollars or contributed FTE to 

faculty who will be teaching, mentoring, and administering an institutional training grant.  Conversely, 
providing match dollars to a grant can be perceived as adding to a unit’s cost by virtue of holding an 
institutional training grant.  

 
Fourth, promotion-and-tenure criteria may not adequately acknowledge faculty with training 

grants as compared to traditional research grants.  Faculty may be discouraged from investing in writing 
training grants while on tenure-track in particular. Rather, they should be valued because they support the 
educational mission of the University and commitment to preparing scholars. Furthermore, insofar as 
these training grants do produce publications from research or on related matters of pedagogy, they 
should be acknowledged in parallel fashion to research grants.   

 
However, due to one or more of these factors, faculty have indicated that some units discourage 

the submission of institutional training grants, limit the frequency or number of training grants that a 
faculty member may hold, do not provide matching funds or contributed time, or are unwilling to sign off 
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on training grant submissions. Increasingly, even though a grant mechanism may not require matching 
dollars as an indication of university support, the proposal may be disadvantaged without such support 
(except in the instances where match dollars are not allowed).  

 
As a demonstration of the University’s support for institutional training grants and 

acknowledgment of their role in assuring the quality of graduate education and graduate students and 
post-doctoral fellows, the Senate Research Committee has identified the following changes that would 
make the University more supportive and encouraging of training grants: 

 
1) Clear designation of a unit within central administration that is responsible for advocating for the 
acquisition and support of training grants;   
2) Leadership from the Graduate School to the principal investigators/program directors of training grant 
proposal for negotiating matching funds from the applicable units (college-level and central 
administration), if allowed by the grant mechanism; 
3) Increased resources in the Graduate School for matching dollars for all types of institutional training 
grants, if allowed by the grant mechanism. 
4) An annual calculation of the total amount of support given to graduate students that includes all stipend 
and tuition dollars garnered through institutional training grants;   
5) A statement included in current applicable University policy indicating that a lower F&A rate is not 
grounds for denying approval for a training grant proposal. 
6)  A modification of the cost pool structure that differentiates between research and training grant 
expenditures in determining the central administration “tax” rate at the unit level.  In effect, we 
recommend using the Modified Total Direct Costs (total direct costs minus equipment, capital 
expenditures, charges for patient care, student tuition remission, rental costs of off-site facilities, 
scholarships and fellowships, and the portion of each subgrant and subcontract in excess of $25,000) be 
used for determining a unit’s cost pool allocation. 
 
* * * 
 Professor Bearinger adjourned the meeting at 4:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


