
Minutes• 
 

Senate Research Committee 
January 28, 1999 

2:30 
 
 
Present: Len Kuhi (chair), Jesse Grenze, Eric Klinger, Ed Wink, Richard Poppele, Amy Levine, 

Mark Paller (for Frank Cerra), Barbara Van Drasek, Scott McConnell, Peter Reichert, 
Victor Bloomfield 

 
Regrets: Marilyn DeLong, John Finnegan, Bianca Conti-Fine, Lorraine Francis, Burle 

Gengenbach 
 
Absent:  Lincoln Kallsen 
 
Others:  Albert Nakano, WinAnn Schumi, Fay Thompson 
 
[In these minutes:  Protection of Research Data; Draft Policies on Principal Investigator Eligibility on 
Sponsored Projects and Education in the Responsible Conduct of Sponsored Research and Grants 
Management; Enforcement Model; Grants Management Update; and, Faculty One-Stop Web Page] 
 
 
The minutes of the last meeting were approved as written. 
 
Professor Kuhi called the meeting to order at 2:30 p.m..   
 
PROTECTION OF RESEARCH DATA 
 
Professor Kuhi reported on the status of the resolution the Research Committee approved, in principle, 
about the appropriations bill passed in October 1998.  The bill basically opens up any data at any phase of 
research to public inquiry.  The resolution was distributed via email and members were asked for their 
comments.  Professor Kuhi then took it to FCC.  The FCC rewrote the resolution into Senate language 
and will forward it on to the Senate for action on February 18.   
 
DRAFT POLICY ON PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR ELIGIBILITY ON SPONSORED PROJECTS 
AND EDUCATION IN THE RESPONSIBLE CONDUCT OF SPONSORED RESEARCH AND 
GRANTS MANAGEMENT. 
 
Professor Kuhi reported that SCFA reviewed the draft policies on Policy on Principal Investigator 
Eligibility on Sponsored Projects an Education in the Responsible Conduct of Sponsored Research and 
Grants Management, and made some suggestions.  He distributed drafts that include the concerns raised 
by SCFA.  He then asked members to first look at the draft on Education in the Responsible Conduct of 
Sponsored Research and Grants Management.   
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He noted that all changes appear in capital letters.  It is not clear who actually is responsible for carrying 
out the policy, Professor Kuhi noted.  Professor Hamilton interjected that it is stated in the Oversight 
Model that it is the Office of the Vice President for Research.  Professor Kuhi indicated that he would add 
a sentence reflecting that.  Other suggestions for change include: 
• First paragraph under Statement of Purpose:  replace privilege with responsibility 
• First paragraph, first sentence under Guidelines:  add "AND STUDENTS." 
• Item #2, under Guidelines: The VP and Dean will establish and SUSTAIN three advisory committees. 
 
Hearing no further changes, a motion was made and carried to approve the draft policy with noted 
changes.  Motion was passed unanimously. 
 
Next, Professor Kuhi directed members' attention to the revised draft policy on Principal Investigator 
Eligibility on Sponsored Projects.  He pointed out that the draft is somewhat different than the previous 
one the committee reviewed.  Issues raised by SCFA include: 
• Regular faculty are automatically eligible to serve as principal investigators.  However, there was 

some confusion about this because it was merged in with all of the other individuals who may serve 
as principal investigators but needed some form of approval. 

• There was also some confusion regarding who did the approving of the PI status and the approval 
process for approving a proposal - these two points were mixed together but they are two separate 
issues. 

 
The draft before the committee reflects those concerns, he said.  Members then went on to suggest further 
changes.  They include: 
• Section I, #1 to read Faculty who hold REGULAR appointments 
 
One member commented that there is the presumption in many discussions that tenure line faculty are 
automatically principal investigators and yet there is also the notion that you are really an investigator 
only if you go through training, and, this is a status that can be taken away from you.  The principal 
investigator status and academic freedom are two different things, it was further said.  The policy should 
not minimize academic freedom. It is conceivable that an individual would have the full extent of 
academic freedom, perhaps even with supported research, but not fulfill some obligation to serve as a 
principal investigator.  Another commented that the final step whereby you become a principal 
investigator can be very different from your eligibility to serve as a principal investigator.  Yet another 
stated that academic freedom and responsibility are intertwined.  These points generated considerable 
debate.   
 
Suggestions continued: 
• Section II to read…DETERMINATION OF PI STATUS 
• Add a sentence to the preamble that says that people are expected to meet the criteria for becoming a 

principal investigator even though it is stated later in the document. 
 
• Policy should state that there is an instrument for approval called The Proposal Routing Form. 
• Section I, #2 - approval by the department head AND/or the dean of the unit. 
• Section I, #3 - replace "graduate assistant" with "graduate student." 
• Section II, reiterate that regular faculty are automatically eligible and insert a statement about all 

others. 
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• Section III, #2, strike "the merit of the project, the proposal's relationship to the mission of the 

department or college and/or its compatibility with such mission. 
• Section IV, #1 - strike "research and training." 
• Section IV, #4 - replace privilege with STATUS. 
• Eligibility and status are two different things. 
 
Professor Hamilton will bring the Proposal Routing Form and the Roles and Responsibilities, to the next 
meeting, for information. 
 
It was agreed that Professors Kuhi, McConnell and Klinger meet to redraft the policy and bring it back to 
the committee for action at its February meeting. 
 
ENFORCEMENT MODEL 
 
Professor Hamilton brought before the Committee for review the Enforcement Model.  The purpose of the 
Enforcement Model is to ensure that participants in all positions and at all levels fully comply with the 
Grants Management Policies and Procedures.  The model provides for corrective action, remediation 
and/or discipline for violation of these Policies and Procedures, as appropriate, depending on the scope 
and seriousness of the matter. 
 
Because the University of Minnesota receives funds from the federal government it is subjected to the A-
133 Audit.  The auditors are instructed by the federal government to look at certain criteria for the 
University's compliance with federal regulations.  One of the seven criteria states that the universities are 
subject to the federal sentencing guidelines.  The Enforcement Model was developed by the Office of the 
General Counsel, specifically for the Grants Management Model and stipulates how an infraction of a 
policy or procedure will be managed in the institution.  He asked that members review the document and 
take action on it at the February meeting.  The document will then be forwarded to the Tenure 
Subcommittee, SCFA and the FCC; and, eventually to the Senate for action. 
 
Professor Hamilton noted that another policy is being developed to deal specifically with the protection of 
"whistleblowers." 
 
GRANTS MANAGEMENT UPDATE 
 
Professor Hamilton reported that: 
• On February 5, Christine Maziar, Frank Cerra, Gail Klatt, Ed Wink, WinAnn Schumi and Professor 

Hamilton travel to Washington to meet with the NIH.  Agenda items include discussion about how to 
get off designation and how to get the expanded authorities back.  The NIH has agreed to work with 
the University in defining the benchmarks that must be met to do that.  Part of that will include a site 
visit sometime before or by October.  The goal is to be off designation and have expanded authorities 
back by December 1999.  Professor Hamilton commended the many people who have committed 
themselves to working on this project.  Committee members applauded the work of Professor 
Hamilton. 

• Newly redesigned PI reports will be on the WEB within the next couple of weeks - the reports will be 
agency specific. 
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FACULTY ONE-STOP WEB PAGE 
 
Professor Victor Bloomfield reported that he is in the process of collecting information from faculty about 
their ideas and topics that faculty would find most useful on a "one-stop" informational web site for 
faculty.  He said what they have in mind is a web site that would answer the major questions that faculty 
have such as U of M policies, grant submission procedures, employee benefits, features of life in the Twin 
Cities, bookstore information, etc.  He said that he is talking to a number of faculty groups and asking 
them about the top 5-10 things they look for to do their job.  An email will be sent to Research Committee 
members asking for their input.  Eventually, he expects that there will be such web sites for each of the 
personnel categories.  Professor Hamilton added that a single-point of entry for Grants Management will 
be on the web site. 
 
Professor Kuhi noted that the University of Michigan recently came out with a faculty handbook on the 
web.  He encouraged members to take a look at it. 
 
The March meeting will be devoted to the topic of the Intellectual Future of the University. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 
 
      -- Vickie Courtney 
 
University of Minnesota 


