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Annual Repor t to the Faculty Senate 
Research Council 

 
J. D. Birdwell, Chair 

April 21, 2003 
 
 
A Message from the Chair  
 
I am stepping down as Chair of the Research Council, effective with the election of the new Chair at the 
Research Council meeting on April 21, 2003, and because of other volunteer obligations I have agreed to 
assume I will not be on the Research Council next year.  I want to take this opportunity to thank all of the 
members of the Research Council and the campus and college administrations who have worked with me 
over the past two years, and indeed over the past several years that I have served as a member of the 
Research Council.  I look back over these years, and I strongly believe that the Research Council has had, 
and continues to have, a significant and positive impact upon the Knoxville campus.  I want to thank, in 
particular, Drs. Bill Blass and Gayle Baker, who have served as Vice Co-Chairs of the Research Council 
from 2001-2003, and Dr. Billie Collier, who has served as Interim Associate Vice President and Chief 
Research Officer of the Knoxville campus.  Their experience and their efforts were invaluable. 
 
While I am stepping down as chair and will not be on the Research Council or Faculty Senate next year, I 
am not disappearing.  I want all of the members of the Research Council, and in particular the new Chair, to 
know that anyone can always call me, and I will do whatever I can to advise or assist.  I will always be very 
interested in the continued activities of the Research Council, and I wish its members, and the members of 
the administration who work with the Research Council, the very best. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Doug Birdwell 
Chair, Research Council, 2001-2003 
 
Report 
 
The Research Council was given the following charge by the Faculty Senate for the 2002-2003 academic 
year.  Each of these points will be discussed in turn. 
 
Faculty Senate Charge to Research Council, 2002-2003 
 
The Research Council shall engage the Administration including but not limited to the President, the Vice 
President for Research and Information Technology, the Associate Vice-President for Research, and the 
Provost regarding all aspects of the University's research mission, including but not limited to:  
 
1. Assistance in the creation and processes of the UT Research Foundation, as requested by the Vice 

President for Research and Information Technology and the Associate Vice-President for Research  
2. Review of the University’s Conflict of Interest policy and comparison with AUP guideline documents  
3. Recommendations for uniform procedures governing establishment, funding, review, and abolition of 

multidisciplinary centers, and revision of the University’s Centers Evaluation document.  
4. Recommendations based upon the results of the audit of the Office of Research  
5. Allocation of facilities and administrative receipts, startup funds for new faculty, faculty accounts, and 

incentives to work with centers  
6. Leave time accumulations and charges to contracts and grants; contract and grant management, and 

IRIS  
7. Articulate the importance of research to the Educational Marketing Group and other activities to 

promote the University’s research mission  
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8. Research space allocation and utilization policies and procedures  
9. Overview of IRB/Human Subjects, Federal requirements, and compliance at UT  
 
The Research Council shall remain engaged in:  
 
1. The functioning of the faculty workstation refresh program  
2. Analyses and recommendations for information technology policies and plans that affect the 

University’s research environment  
3. Its historically close collaboration and supportive activities with the Office of Research.  
 
The UT Research Foundation 
 
Conversion of the UT Research Corporation to the UT Research Foundation (UTRF) was an active topic of 
discussion at several meetings of the Research Council.  Dr. Dwayne McCay, Vice President for Research 
and Information Technology, presented his plans for the UTRF at the September 16, 2002 meeting.  This 
was followed by review by Research Council members of the various revisions of the proposed Bylaws, 
Charter, and other documents for the UTRF and submission of comments to the administration.   
 
Dr. Michael Combs, President of the Faculty Senate, Dr. Lou Gross, Chair of the Faculty Senate Budget 
Committee, and Dr. Birdwell organized an Open Forum with the President to discuss the proposed UT 
Research Foundation.  This was held on February 18, 2003.  Questions were solicited from all faculty and 
staff, and information was also exchanged with the Faculty Senate on the Memphis campus.  Drs. Gross 
and Birdwell organized the responses into a list of 16 questions to which the President responded at the 
Open Forum.  All UT faculty and staff were invited to attend the event.  Dr. Sam Jordan, Secretary of the 
Faculty Senate, recorded minutes.  These minutes are attached as Appendix A. 
 
Review of the University's Conflict of Interest Policies 
 
The Special Projects Committee met on March 12, 2003.   
 
The committee reviewed the charge (from the Faculty Senate charge to Research Council, 2002-2003): 
Review of the University's Conflict of Interest Policy and compare it with AAU guideline documents.  The 
consensus was that the group would need to work through the summer to complete the review. 
 
Among the areas of concern with the current policy voiced by committee members are: full disclosure vs. 
disclosure of relevant information and the Tennessee open records law; inclusion of graduate students as 
"investigators" (from a definition of "investigator" added to the UT policy Oct. 2002); lack of 
implementation of some elements of the policy; and changes brought about by the new UT Research 
Foundation. 
 
Before the meeting Baker contacted Dr. Marian Moffett, chair of the Faculty Senate committee reviewing 
the UT Faculty Handbook.  Dr. Moffett suggested that we might want to consult with Ms. Alice Woody of 
the UT General Counsel's Office.  The Faculty Handbook committee has not yet begun work on the section 
on Conflict of Interest. 
 
The committee agreed to begin the review by answering the 14 questions at the end of the AAU Report on 
Individual and Institutional Financial Conflict of Interest.  The questions will be put into MS Word format, 
one question per page.  The following will be added to each page: 
 
        Answers: 
 
        Concerns: 
 
        Recommendations: 
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Each committee member will try to answer all 14 questions, and include any concerns and 
recommendations.  These are to be sent back, electronically, to the chair (Baker, gsbaker@utk.edu) by 
April 14.  Baker will combine the responses into one document and email it to members by April 21. At 
that point the committee will determine the next meeting. 
 
Uniform Procedures Governing Centers 
 
There is a continuing need to review the procedures that govern centers and related organizations at UT; 
however, this review was not accomplished this year.  This charge should be given to the Research Council 
next year. 
 
Recommendations Based upon Results of the Audit of the Office of Research 
 
An internal audit of the Office of Research was conducted during the 2001-2002 academic year.  One 
weakness is insufficient staff in the Office of Research, and the problems that this has caused in contract 
management.  These staffing problems directly affected the Research Council this academic year when Ms. 
Margaret Ashworth left for another position, leaving the Research Council without administrative support 
for a portion of the Spring semester.  Dr. Billie Collier was able to find some assistance for the Research 
Council by reallocating staff duties, and has requested funding for a position in the Office of Research that 
should provide better support in the future. 
 
The Research Council believes that part of the difficulties in the Office of Research are due to the 
organizational structure, in which it reports to a system-level vice president (Dr. Dwayne McCay) rather 
than to the Provost (perhaps soon to be Chancellor) of the Knoxville campus.  The Research Council 
discussed these issues at its February 24, 2003 meeting, and adopted two resolutions asking the Chair to 
communicate its concerns to President Shumaker.  Dr. Birdwell drafted and sent the letter in Appendix B to 
President Shumaker. 
 
It is clear that additional work is necessary to create an effective Office of Research.  Portions of the office 
work quite well, but there are continuing problems with areas such as contract billings and subcontract 
review.  Additional improvements are necessary. 
 
Allocation of F& A Receipts and Faculty Incentives 
 
The Research Council continues to stand by the draft recommendations contained in its Spring, 2002, 
report (Appendix I of the 2002 Annual Report).  Mr. Ray Hamilton, Director of Budget & Finance, 
presented a report at the January 27, 2003 meeting outlining the recommendations of his committee on 
F&A Reallocation, which was established in 2002 by Ms. Sylvia Davis.  The Research Council challenged 
several of those recommendations as not going far enough to address existing problems with the 
distribution of funds related to F&A receipts.  The fundamental problem continues to be the lack of 
uniform policies that require reinvestment in research infrastructure and research marketing activities at the 
level of the faculty members who are performing funded research.  While the UTRF appears to be designed 
in part to address these structural problems, the absence in the UTRF Bylaws of strong controls on the 
manner in which UTRF may commit funds is a potential problem that must now be addressed by the UTRF 
board.  The UTRF is an independent corporate entity, so the University has little direct control over this 
process beyond the goodwill of the UTRF Board of Directors toward the UT President, Board of Trustees, 
and Faculty. 
 
Contract and Grant Management, and IRIS 
 
The IRIS financial system continues to be a problem, apparently throughout the University.  Dr. Birdwell 
collected input from a large constituency of IRIS users and of people who depend upon IRIS for data and 
financial operations last Spring, and although some of the items on the list that resulted have been 
addressed, problems remain.  One problem, in particular, is the IRIS "Effort Certification" process:  It is 
actually a monthly salary certification process, which does not make sense for faculty members on nine 
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months appointments.  Mr. Ron Maples presented information on the effort certification process at the 
February 24, 2003 meeting of the Research Council, but it is apparent to many of the faculty that the 
problem is still not understood nor has it been corrected.   
 
The effort certification reporting process requires effort to be certified as a percentage of monthly salary, 
rather than as a percentage of effort devoted to a contract during a given month.  For personnel on nine 
months, it is impossible to correctly report monthly effort in excess of 75% full-time.  For all other 
personnel, the process requires "juggling the numbers" to determine a percentage of 1/12th of an annual 
salary that corresponds to a percentage of 1/9th of the person's effort.  The 75% limitation can only be 
circumvented by utilizing recoveries over multiple months, and this is greatly complicated by any raises 
that occur over that time period.  This causes significant and potentially severe problems with contract 
sponsors because charges are not billed until well after they occur.  The administration has judged it 
unnecessary to certify faculty salary expenditures that occur during the summer months.  Effort 
certification exists to connect contract and grant charges to an affirmation by individuals that charges 
correctly correspond to effort.  The absence of summer effort certification does not make sense. 
 
A second problem that adversely affects contract and grant management is the IRIS and administrative 
systems' inability to handle charges for annual leave as they are accrued.  This causes severe problems 
when a staff member transfers from one account to another, and when a contract or grant ends before 
annual leave is taken.  At the Faculty Senate retreat in 2001, it was initially thought that this would be a 
very simple problem to fix; however, it is still waiting for resolution. 
 
A third problem that continues to surface with the administration of grants and contracts is timely billing to 
contract and grant sponsors.  In the last few months, a case has surfaced where over $1,000,000 in 
sponsored research expenditures were unpaid by a sponsor, or were never billed to the sponsor.  In this 
case, University personnel did not even appear to be aware of the problem until the sponsor alerted the 
Principal Investigator.  The bills were apparently sent to the wrong address or person, and were not paid.  
Contract and grant administration procedures need to be reviewed, and modified, to ensure that billings and 
payments are made in a timely manner, and to ensure that when delays or problems do occur, both 
administrative personnel and Principal Investigators are alerted to the problem. 
 
Articulate the Importance of Research to the Educational Marketing Group 
 
President Shumaker selected the Educational Marketing Group (EMG) for a contract to study the 
University's mission and formulate a unified image for the University.  The Research Council decided that 
it was important to provide input to this group, and a letter was drafted and approved by the Research 
Council for delivery to EMG.  Dr. Birdwell and several other Research Council members attended one of 
the Educational Marketing Group's working sessions, and Dr. Birdwell delivered the letter (included as 
Appendix C) to EMG. 
 
Research Space Allocation and Utilization Policies and Procedures  
 
This topic was not addressed during the 2002-2003 academic year, except for the previously covered 
discussions and actions related to the UT Research Foundation. 
 
Overview of IRB/Human Subjects, Federal Requirements, and Compliance at UT 
 
This topic was not addressed during the 2002-2003 academic year. 
 
The Faculty Workstation Refresh Program 
 
The Research Council provided the groundwork that established the Faculty Workstation Refresh Program 
and continues to take an active interest in its implementation.  Over the past couple of years problems have 
occurred that limited the majority of the faculty workstation purchases to Dell and Apple computers.  This 
has been viewed as a problem, in particular because of the perceived flaws in, and weight of, the Dell 
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laptops.  Dr. Birdwell has remained engaged with Dr. Clif Woods and Dr. Dwayne McCay and has 
discussed these issues.  This year, it appears that the purchase contract for the faculty workstations will be 
awarded through one or more competitions.  The faculty would be best served by a blanket purchase order 
contracting structure that covered a wide variety of computer equipment vendors and allowed a 
substantially greater degree of flexibility in selection of workstation and laptop configurations than has 
occurred in the past few years.  We emphasis, however, that the Faculty Workstation Refresh Program 
continues to be a very good program that offers substantial improvements in computational support for 
faculty, and its continuation should be a high priority. 
 
Information Technology Acceptable Use Policies 
 
The Research Council invested much of the effort that established an Acceptable Use Policy for UT 
information technology resources, and continues to take a strong interest in areas related to information 
technologies and their utilization in research and creative achievements.  The Office of Information 
Technologies adopted a new "Information Technology Policy" (ITP) in the fall of 2002 that replaced the 
existing Acceptable Use Policy that was drafted jointly with the Research Council, and did so without the 
involvement of the Research Council or the Faculty Senate.  This new policy document contained 
significant flaws.   Chief among these flaws was its attempt to be a policy governing "Information 
Technology" rather than "Acceptable Use" because it provided very little guidance to providers of 
information technology resources, concentrating instead upon consumers.   
 
The new ITP was presented to the Research Council by Ms. Faye Muly, Assistant Vice President for 
Information Technology, and was met with substantial criticism and opposition from Research Council 
members.  Drs. Birdwell, Combs, and Weber subsequently met with Ms. Muly to discuss the issues that 
were being raised.  A resolution recommended at the Faculty Senate Executive Committee meeting of 
October 7, 2002 and presented to the Faculty Senate at the October 28, 2002 meeting was discussed and 
approved.  The resolution recommended that the new ITP be rejected.  From the minutes of the October 7, 
2002 meeting of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, the resolution reads: 
 

"In the spirit of shared governance, the Executive Committee has concerns about the 
adoption and implementation of the new IT Policy, which was created without 
involvement of any Faculty Senate committee. Therefore, the Executive Committee 
recommends to the Faculty Senate that the new IT Policy be rejected and the old policy 
be reinstated." 

 
An ad-hoc committee of the Faculty Senate was formed, chaired by Dr. Weber, to examine the proposed 
ITP and the existing Acceptable Use Policy, and to propose a new policy that could be adopted by the 
Faculty Senate.  Dr. Birdwell provided input to this committee (Appendix D), and a draft Information 
Technology Acceptable Use Policy was presented to the Faculty Senate at its April 7, 2003 meeting 
(available as an attachment to the agenda of the March 3, 2003 meeting of the Faculty Senate).  Additional 
discussions occurred at that meeting, which included amendments to the draft, and it was agreed that a vote 
on the policy document would be deferred until the April 28, 2003 meeting of the Faculty Senate. 
 
Collaboration with the Office of Research 
 
Members of the Research Council serve as reviewers for the Office of Research on panels to review 
applications for SARIF Summer Research Assistantships, EPPE proposals to fund exhibit, presentation, 
and publication expenses, SARIF Equipment and Infrastructure proposals, nominations of candidates for 
Provost's Awards for Research and Creative Achievement, and for Professional Promise, and review of 
research centers.  At the present time all of these review activities have been completed except for the 
reviews of the research centers, which are in progress and should be completed in the near future.  A list of 
grant recipients under the EPPE program is provided in Appendix E; listings of recipients under the other 
award programs are not included in this report because the recipients have not been notified. 
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Appendix A 
 
Open Conversation with President Shumaker 
MINUTES 
February 18, 2003 
 
M. Combs called the meeting to order at 3:31 p.m. 
 
Combs announced that President Shumaker is flying into town and has been delayed.  Combs 
then briefly reviewed plans for the meeting and described the two documents distributed at the 
meeting.  One is a list of all questions from faculty, including faculty not in Knoxville.  The list was 
collected and organized by Professors Lou Gross and Doug Birdwell.  The other document gives 
the questions in the order they will be presented to President Shumaker. 
 
President Shumaker arrived and began talking about the Research Foundation.  He emphasized 
that the university needs to be more nimble and better able to move innovations to the market 
place.  The Research Foundation is intended to answer these needs and many more.  Shumaker 
noted that the university cannot hold an equity position in companies arising from its faculty.  The 
Research Foundation will help match faculty innovations with potential investors.  It also will 
eliminate some of the hindrances which necessarily accompany state activities. 
 
Shumaker observed that there has been concern about how the Research Foundation would 
impact overhead funds, affect efforts to obtain grant, change the way grants are managed, etc.  
He has recommended to D. McCay that initially the Research Foundation should focus on 
entrepreneurship, economic development, technology transfer, etc., and the existing processes 
and structures for grants should continue, but become more streamlined.  Grant-seekers and 
grant-holders would decide whether to proceed with the current system or the Research 
Foundation.  Thus, the Research Foundation would have to evolve with guidance from the 
researchers. 
 
Shumaker next discussed the clear need to review and revise the way grant money and overhead 
funds are handled.  He favors returning funds as much as possible to the individuals and units 
generating them. 
 
Combs then began asking the questions submitted by the faculty.  Shumaker responded to the 
first question about the model used for the Research Foundation by saying that it is based on the 
needs of UT and knowledge of successful foundations elsewhere. 
 
In response to a question about what will happen to the funds currently returned to the colleges, 
Shumaker noted that the university has needs, but he also understands the needs of colleges to 
have adequate funding.  He believes that, over time, colleges and researchers should receive 
increased percentages of the funding they generate. 
 
A question about purchasing under grants concerned matters too detailed for Shumaker to 
answer specifically.  However, he said that the administration in general and the Research 
Foundation need to improve efficiencies and to decrease the bureaucratic aspects of the 
research structures and procedures.  The research community should have a voice in the 
changes made and their implementation. 
 
In response to a question about how the Research Foundation would be staffed, Shumaker 
agreed that changes need to be made in our existing system.  We need to look at UTRC, and the 
Office of Research, decide what is not working or can be improved, determine how to correct the 
situations and then do so.  He next said that he believes UTRC currently is understaffed.  He also 
said that it appears to him that things are not working as well as they should and can.  Problems 
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must be identified and corrected quickly.  Shumaker also said that he does not want to move 
campus responsibilities to the system level. 
 
P. Höyng pointed out that research should not mean only research in the natural sciences, but 
must include research and other scholarly activities in other areas.  Shumaker agreed.  Another 
attendee noted that she has found the current research-support staff helpful, but too few in 
number.  She also suggested that if the Research Foundation did not use IRIS, then there would 
be a rush of researchers to the Research Foundation. 
 
In answer to another question, Shumaker said that the Research Foundation would not address 
problems with the university’s infrastructure.  Those are the responsibility of the university.  B. 
Lyons then noted that the university and its employees will be supporting the Research 
Foundation and the Research Foundation should support the university in a complementary 
manner.  Shumaker then described the anticipated initial efforts of the Research Foundation to 
incubate new companies, including how money generated by successful start-up companies 
would provide some funding for the Research Foundation and other projects it supports. 
 
A question about protection of academic freedom when commercial venture partners might want 
to drive research elicited the response that it will be necessary to proceed very carefully.  McCay 
noted that other university do not seem to have had a problem along these lines and that faculty 
would know all the conditions before entering an agreement with the Research Foundation. 
 
A student then asked whether the Research Foundation would lead to more research 
opportunities for undergraduates.  Shumaker responded that more and better research should 
lead to more involvement of students at all levels in the research effort and should offer a better 
overall environment to students.  In response to another question, Shumaker said that the 
university would not be at risk in ventures entered into by the Research Foundation, because 
university funding would not be involved; the Research Foundation would be taking the risk.  L. 
Gross noted that the current UTRC is in debt $1.2 million to the university.  Shumaker said that 
his preference is that the Research Foundation be funded from outside sources.  McCay noted 
that there would be endeavors by the Research Foundation which would directly support the 
university and would be governed by guidelines different from those for ventures.  Shumaker then 
reiterated his believe that there should be a firewall to protect the university’s finances. 
 
It was next asked whether the Research Foundation should be launched when the state has 
serious budget problems.  Shumaker said that he does not know that a large amount of funding 
will be needed to start the Research Foundation.  He is concerned that there not be “hidden” 
expenses to the university from having a Research Foundation.  He noted that the delay in 
creating the chancellor position reflects his desire to be prudent and to be certain that funds are 
spent efficiently.  He then described some steps already being taken to improve efficiency and to 
seek more funding.  He also noted that he does not want to seek tuition increases without first 
knowing that university funds are being used well.  Downsizing and reshaping the administration 
will be the first source of funds.  McCay then noted that the UTRC has funneled profits to the 
university for many decades and it should not be characterized as a “loser.”  These investments 
have paid off in ways that are not reflected in the current bottom line.  Shumaker agreed and 
noted that most people in the state do not realize that the state provides only about 35% of the 
university’s funding.  He also said that the research enterprise is the area with the most flexibility 
for expanding funding. 
 
Shumaker next responded to a submitted question by saying that the Research Foundation will 
not create another layer of bureaucracy through which grant proposals will have to go.  In 
response to another submitted question Shumaker said that recommendations by an external 
auditor will guide a review of the Office of Research Administration and actions should be taken 
during this academic year.  R. Roth then commented on the uselessness of the financial reports 
grant-holders now receive.  Shumaker said he understands the comment and hopes that the 
situation will be corrected. 
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A submitted question asked whether performance measures for the Office of Research and other 
research support offices would be included in the president’s scorecard.  Shumaker said that the 
research funding level is an indirect measure, but agreed that there must be clear performance 
measures for those units. 
 
Another submitted question about expenditures on the Research Foundation was declared moot. 
 
Shumaker then responded to a question about all Research Foundation board members being 
appointed by the president by saying that he expects to start with a small board, including some 
researchers.  He then talked again about returning funds to colleges and individuals and his 
desire to see a larger amount being returned. 
 
Shumaker next responded to a question about guaranteeing the existing rates of reinvestment.  
He said that he hopes to increase those rates and decisions about appropriate rates would be 
made with the advice of the researchers. 
 
The next submitted question noted that the Chief Research Administrator is to report to the 
chancellor and to the Research Foundation’s Executive Director.  It then asked whether it would 
be better to have a Vice Chancellor reporting to the Provost/Chancellor.  Shumaker responded 
that it will be necessary to work out the campus/system relationship. 
 
In response to the next question Shumaker said that the Research Foundation would be more 
able to guarantee privacy of proprietary information of a company partner than would be the 
university. 
 
In response to a question about why the Research Foundation should be expected to succeed 
better than the UTRC has, Shumaker noted again that it is necessary to identify problems with 
the UTRC and determine how to correct them and to avoid them with the Research Foundation.  
He also noted that a sufficient portion of income generated by an invention should be returned to 
the inventor to keep that person motivated. 
 
Combs then asked Shumaker if he would like to make any further comments.  Shumaker then 
said that the governor asked him and others to attend a recent budget meeting in Nashville.  He 
believes the governor understands the importance of the university to the state and is 
approaching the budget discussions in good faith.  The Knoxville campus’s share of the reduction 
currently is about $37 million.  Shumaker’s approach is to try to help the governor with the 
understanding that, when the state’s budget situation improves, the university will seek increased 
state support.  He and other administrators are seeking ways to cut expenses.  Enrollment 
increases at the upper division and graduate level will be encouraged, but inadequately prepared 
applicants will not be admitted at the freshman level.  At some point tuition will be an issue, but 
only much later. 
 
Shumaker next reported that the number of alternatives for using lottery funds has been cut to 
one by a subcommittee of the task force considering the matter.  The approach is to be financially 
conservative and initially to support qualified students with some consideration of need.  He 
expects there will be attempts to modify the proposed plan.  Any savings to the university will be 
recommitted to additional scholarships.  There is a concern that minority and rural students be 
included in the lottery plan. 
 
Shumaker next said that he has given the governor a “top-five” list of no-cost changes which the 
governor can cause to occur and which will make the university’s life easier.  A second list of five 
such actions is being created. 
 
The floor then was opened to questions.  In response to the first one, Shumaker said that any 
contributions a donor might wish to make would go to the University Foundation, not the 
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Research Foundation.  In response to a question about how to deal with conflicts of interest in 
connection with entrepreneurial efforts, Shumaker said that other foundations have handled such 
matters.  McCay added that conflicts of interest cannot be eliminated, but can be managed.  
Shumaker then added that UT can learn from the mistakes of others. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m. with Shumaker publicly thanking McCay for his work. 
 

Respectfully submitted by 
Sam Jordan, Secretary 

 
 

List of questions asked in order: 
 

1. What model is the UTRF based upon? Is there an existing RF at a Top 25 Research 
University that UTRF is based upon? 

2. 25% of the F&A recovered from grants currently is returned to the colleges to help defray 
operating expenses and to add funds to the research budgets of faculty generating the 
grants.   Will this practice continue or will this money be used to help fund the proposed 
Research Foundation? 

3. What changes, if any, will occur relative to the current way that 25 percent of F&A return is 
returned to Colleges/Centers/Departments/Principal Investigators? 

4. Much has been discussed about how the RF will handle getting grants, but little has been 
said about how purchasing will be done under the new system. How will purchasing rules 
change? How will accounts be kept?  Who will own the equipment, maintain the inventory, 
and cover equipment maintenance costs? 

5. We discussed the UT Research Foundation at the department meeting this week and 
generally people are very enthusiastic about the proposed plan if it is something new.   We all 
feel change is needed.  The greatest area of concern with the UT foundation had to do with 
staffing.  Will new people be hired (seen as a requirement for this to mean anything) or will 
existing staff be imported into the new structure.  There is a strong feeling in our department 
that new, competent people who are facilitators and who will be dedicated to speeding up all 
issues involving grant submissions and administration are needed.  Simply creating a new 
Foundation with the same people won't work. 

6. We seem at UTK to be generating funds for infrastructure improvement, yet floors are left 
unclean and electrical wiring upgrades are one and two years behind request.  How will the 
Foundation address these issues of infrastructure?  How will the University address these 
issues? 

7. Can we realistically invest this large amount up front to launch the Foundation when we are 
being asked to significantly reduce spending because of the state's budget problems? We've 
postponed new administrative positions, wisely in my opinion. Why would it not be prudent to 
also postpone starting the Foundation?   

8. We often submit proposals at the eleventh hour because of the time needed to gather the 
people and incorporate their input, craft a proposal, obtain letters of support from 
collaborators outside the University, et cetera. Routing proposals through an additional 
administrative layer before submission adds to the problems of meeting deadlines. Is it 
necessary?  What will it add? 

9. The Office of Research Administration continues to be barely able to handle grant proposal 
submission in a timely fashion, and is still 5-6 months behind on processing new awards, 
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despite very forceful recommendations made by an external auditor. These problems are a 
result of significant understaffing. It is clear that the way to recruit and retain competent 
personnel is to offer them competitive salaries plus concrete assurances that they will not be 
overloaded with work. What provisions are being made to ensure that with the new system, 
this will happen? 

10. Based on the discussion with many faculty members who are active in research, and from 
concerns expressed by the faculty during the town hall meeting on February 11, it appears 
that the majority of the faculty is opposed to the proposed Research Foundation.  Also, there 
have been enough legitimate complaints expressed by the legislature about increasing 
administrative costs in the University over the past decade, and the Foundation is going to 
further increase administrative costs.  At this time, how can you justify forming this foundation 
to the faculty, students, and the taxpayers? 

11. I do not see any performance standards pertaining to the research office or research 
foundation on your scorecard.  The performance of the research office services greatly 
affects our research productivity as a faculty.  Are you going to have performance measures 
such as goals for time to negotiate contracts, time to process subcontracts, etc.?  I feel these 
are needed. 

12. Given that the UT Research Corporation has been losing more than $300,000 per year for 
the past three years, and currently is in debt to UT for more than $1,200,000, how can UT 
possibly justify the tremendous expenditure (more than $8,000,000) of the University's limited 
resources to expand such a financially-failing operation, that would benefit a very small 
fraction of UT faculty, particularly as the Business Plan has no description for how such a 
Foundation could ever be financially self-sufficient without depletion of the F&A currently 
being used to fund basic operations throughout UT? 

13. We are about to establish an independent entity whose board members are all appointed by 
the UT President and whose Bylaws place few restrictions upon the manner in which F&A 
funds may be distributed or used.  I believe a much safer course of action would be 
appointment of members of the board by the Faculty Senate rather than the President, or at 
least appointment of a majority of the members by the Faculty Senate.  Why do you wish to 
place this power of appointment under the exclusive control of the President of the University, 
and why don’t the Bylaws place additional constraints upon the financial relationships 
between the UTRF and the University? 

14. The proposed Research Foundation has the campus Chief Research Administrator reporting 
to the Chancellor and also being accountable directly to the Foundation’s Executive Director 
so there are two masters to serve.  

a. Would it not be more direct and responsive to the University’s colleges and faculty 
simply have a Vice Chancellor reporting directly to the campus Provost/Chancellor?  

b. Won’t an unhealthy situation develop for the Campus if the Research Foundation is 
established quickly but the Chancellor search is slowed? 

15. Most businesses require confidentiality regarding their sponsored research activities. Will the 
proposed research foundation be able to handle this requirement? If so, how?   

16. Another basic premise of the Research Foundation is that technology transfer and licensing 
of patents will generate income for the University, inventors and the Research Foundation.  
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a. Given the fact that UTRC has not accomplished this in many years of operation, how 
can the Research Foundation make money for the University even if it theoretically 
manages these activities better than UTRC?  

b. Given the large amount of work usually asked of inventors to commercialize an 
invention, wouldn’t drastically reducing the share of income to inventors as proposed 
by the new Research Foundation reduce the incentive of faculty to obtain patents 
and commercialize their work?  
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Appendix B 
 
 
President John Shumaker 
831 Andy Holt Tower 
CAMPUS 
 
 
President Shumaker, 
 
At the February 24, 2003 meeting of the Research Council, the organizational placement of the Office of 
Research for the Knoxville campus was discussed in the context of the reorganizations that will occur with 
the creation of the Chancellor's position.  The discussion focused upon the widely held belief by members 
of the Research Council that the Office of Research should report to the chief officer of the Knoxville 
campus rather than to a system-level position.  This represents a division of labor between strategic multi-
campus tasks, which are the purview of the President and his staff, and campus-wide research operations, 
which should be the province of the Chancellor.  The Research Council also discussed whether it was 
appropriate for it to express these views to the President, and it was determined that I should communicate 
the Council's views by letter.  The following resolution was approved unanimously: 
 

    "It is the Research Council's view that the Office of Research for the Knoxville 
Campus should report directly to the Chancellor of that campus.  The Research Council 
should work in concert with the University to define the roles of the Office of Research 
both at the campus and system level." 

 
The Research Council remains very interested in creation of effective and adequately funded and staffed 
administrative structures to support research on the Knoxville campus and throughout the University 
system.  We hope to continue to be involved in this process and look forward to working with you and the 
Chancellor to further the goals of improved research processes and productivity. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
J. Douglas Birdwell 
Chair, Research Council 
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Appendix C 
 

An Open Letter to the Educational Marketing Group 
 

From the Research Council of the Faculty Senate 
The University of Tennessee 

Knoxville Campus 
 

November 14, 2002 
 
 
The Research Council encourages the Educational Marketing Group in its efforts to promote the University 
and urges it to emphasize to the public the important role of research in the University’s mission.  We are 
prepared to offer our assistance in any way possible. 
 
The creation of new knowledge is fundamentally different from the dissemination of existing knowledge, 
and the skills of a new generation of researchers can be honed only in the context of a vibrant research 
environment.  With $75,000,000 in annual grants at the Knoxville campus alone, each year The University 
of Tennessee trains thousands of students, both graduate and undergraduate, in diverse fields of research, 
many in programs with national and international prominence.  In addition to the activities of individual 
faculty members and teams within our academic departments, dozens of University centers, institutes, and 
bureaus conduct interdisciplinary research and development.  Our researchers represent the University at 
laboratories and in meetings around the world, and students trained in our facilities become our 
ambassadors as they begin their own careers.   
  
Attraction and retention of top faculty requires a strong institutional culture of research.  It is this emphasis 
on research that makes UT at Knoxville unique among Tennessee’s public institutions of higher learning, 
offering students opportunities not available elsewhere in the state.  Although research is traditionally the 
province of graduate work, opportunities for undergraduates at UT to work hand-in-hand with faculty at the 
forefront of their fields among research universities are substantial. Top researchers have been awarded 
Chancellor's/Provost’s Awards for Research and Creative Achievement since 1976 in recognition of their 
national and/or international prominence, to stimulate research and creative achievement, and to emphasize 
that research and creative achievement are central to the mission of The University of Tennessee at 
Knoxville. 
 
The University of Tennessee has a tremendous impact on our region and nation that frequently goes 
unrecognized.  The following examples illustrate the breadth of UT's impact upon our region and nation: 

• Founded by a UTK PhD, Knoxville’s CTI Molecular Imaging, Inc. (NASDAQ symbol: CTMI), 
currently employs over 700 people and is the number one manufacturer of positron emission 
tomography (PET) scanners.  These scanners are used worldwide for medical diagnoses and research.  
CTI's new PET/CT scanners meld PET and the more conventional computerized tomography (CT) 
technologies, and were featured in Time magazine's November 30, 2000 issue.   

• The Clarence Brown Theater (CBT) Company is one of only a few university theaters that maintain 
membership in the League of Resident Theaters, a group of 76 theaters that promotes theater on a 
national level.  Many area residents are familiar with the excellent CBT performances.  The 
Department of Theater has collaborative relationships with theaters and programs in Russia, Hungary, 
France, and Austria, and provides graduate programs leading to the Master of Fine Arts degree in 
Performance, Lighting Design, and Theater Design.   

• The UT Cloning Project at the Agricultural Experiment Station has received considerable media 
exposure due to their successes in cloning of cattle.  According to Dr. Steve Oliver, “ the overall goal of 
this research effort is to enhance the quantity, quality and safety of milk and meat produced by dairy 
cows while simultaneously increasing farmer profitability.”   Additional information, including the 
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announcement on October 31, 2002 of 10 new clones of a single Jersey cow, can be found on the web 
at http://www.agriculture.utk.edu/news/1031Clones.htm.  

• The war against terrorism is aided by inventions of local company Perceptics, founded by a UTK 
Electrical Engineering professor, whose license-plate scanning and image analysis equipment is used 
at US border crossings.  The US Customs Service's web site documents an example of this 
technology's utility in an article describing the role played by a Perceptics license plate reader in a drug 
smuggler's conviction (http://www.customs.gov/custoday/jul2000/lpr.htm).  

• Atmospheric Glow Technologies received a R&D100 award in 2002 for their commercialization of the 
One Atmosphere Uniform Glow Discharge Plasma (OAUGDP), which was developed in the Electrical 
and Computer Engineering Department at UTK.  OAUGDP can be used in sterilization applications, 
including sterilization of building air, which has become extremely important after the 2001 anthrax 
incidents in Washington, D.C. and Florida.  Additional information can be found at http://www.a-
gtech.com/.  

• The Textiles and Nonwovens Development Center (TANDEC), located on campus, is a cooperative 
multimillion dollar project as a result of the partnership between ExxonMobil and the University of 
Tennessee.  It features near industrial-scale processing equipment for nonwoven fabrics used in 
diapers, filters, and other disposable products.   

• Research conducted by the Tennessee Agricultural Experiment Station has resulted in the release of a 
dogwood that can do something no other named variety has been able to do so far: resist the deadly 
anthracnose disease which has devastated plants in the south.  Subsequent research promises a tree 
resistant to both anthracnose and powdery mildew. 

 
Without attempting to list other specific programs or achievements, we wish to highlight several 
dimensions of research and scholarly activity on the Knoxville campus that should be investigated and 
considered in a marketing plan for UT.  Although not exhaustive, these include (in no particular order): 

• The diversity of research efforts and other scholarly and creative activities spanned by the President's 
Initiatives in Teaching, Research, and Service. 

• Past recipients of the Chancellor's and Provost's Awards for Research and Creative Achievement. 

• The breadth of the University's research and scholarly efforts across the physical and social sciences, 
the humanities, the arts, engineering, music, business, law, and theater. 

• The many one-on-one relationships among faculty members who are nationally or internationally 
recognized and undergraduates whom these faculty mentor and incorporate in their research programs 
and scholarly endeavors. 

• The presence of nationally and internationally recognized scholars in our classrooms and the level of 
experience and perspective they bring to our undergraduate and graduate students. 

• The Distinguished Scientists and other jointly appointed faculty, and their research programs at UT 
and the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 

• The positive contributions of UT faculty to K-12 education both within Tennessee and beyond its 
borders. 

• The multicultural environment provided by both international education and research programs and the 
presence of students from diverse countries, religions, ethnic heritages, political systems, and 
economic backgrounds, and the breadth of experience this environment offers to our graduate and 
undergraduate students. 
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• The impacts of UT research on the economy of Tennessee, the health of Tennessee's citizens, and 
Tennessee's natural and agricultural resources. 

• Tennessee's and the University's commitments to a collaborative environment and synergistic 
relationships at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, including the Joint Institutes of Neutron Science, 
Computational Science, and Biological Science that are under construction in Oak Ridge. 

• Objective measures of the performance, capabilities, and reputation of faculty members at UT, such as 
the frequency of citations to scholarly works, the prevalence at UT of Fellows in national and 
international scholarly and professional societies, and the leadership roles that have been held by many 
UT faculty in these societies. 

• The targeted growth of selected research, creative, and scholarly programs, incuding those in the fields 
of nursing, engineering, music, materials science, computer science, theater, neutron science 
applications, and biomedical and biological sciences. 

 
The members of the Research Council are ready to assist the Educational Marketing Group's efforts as it 
explores the institutional culture, history, and future of our University.  We urge you to explore these 
dimensions of the University's research and scholarly missions, and their contributions, which make the 
University of Tennessee the preeminent public university in our state. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
J. Douglas Birdwell 
Chair, Research Council 
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Appendix D 
 
Comments on the report of the ad-hoc IT committee's review of the Information Technology Policy 
provided in e-mail by Dr. Birdwell to Dr. Weber: 
 
Ret ur n- Pat h:  <bi r dwel l @l i t . net > 
Recei ved:  f r om scooby. l i t . net  ( www. l i t . net  [ 160. 36. 40. 74] )  
 by hi ckor y. engr . ut k. edu ( 8. 11. 6/ 8. 11. 2)  wi t h ESMTP i d 
h2RHwdf 21988;  
 Thu,  27 Mar  2003 12: 58: 39 - 0500 
Recei ved:  f r om scooby. l i t . net  ( l ocal host . l ocal domai n [ 127. 0. 0. 1] )  
 by scooby. l i t . net  ( 8. 12. 5/ 8. 12. 5)  wi t h ESMTP i d h2RHmI e8011655;  
 Thu,  27 Mar  2003 12: 48: 18 - 0500 
Recei ved:  f r om scooby. l i t . net  ( bi r dwel l @l ocal host )  
 by scooby. l i t . net  ( 8. 12. 5/ 8. 12. 5/ Submi t )  wi t h ESMTP i d 
h2RHmI T4011651;  
 Thu,  27 Mar  2003 12: 48: 18 - 0500 
Message- I d:  <200303271748. h2RHmI T4011651@scooby. l i t . net > 
X- Mai l er :  exmh ver si on 2. 4 06/ 23/ 2000 wi t h nmh- 1. 0. 4 
To:  f weber @ut k. edu 
cc:  bi r dwel l @l i t . net ,  mcombs@ut k. edu 
Subj ect :  comment s on I T AUP commi t t ee r epor t  ( new dr af t )  
Mi me- Ver si on:  1. 0 
Cont ent - Type:  t ext / pl ai n;  char set =us- asci i  
Dat e:  Thu,  27 Mar  2003 12: 48: 18 - 0500 
Fr om:  " J.  Dougl as Bi r dwel l "  <bi r dwel l @l i t . net > 
St at us:     
 
Fr ed,  
 
I  spent  t hi s mor ni ng goi ng over  your  r epor t ,  and her e ar e my comment s & 
concer ns wi t h t he I T AUP dr af t .   Most  ar e mi nor  ( al t hough i n some cases 
l engt hy)  modi f i cat i on & addi t i ons.   The wi r el ess LAN changes ar e not  
mi nor ,  and I ' ve suggest ed t ext  t o r epl ace what  i s  t her e now.   Al so,  I ' ve 
added t ext  i n sever al  pl aces r ef er r i ng t o f eder al l y- accept ed gui del i nes 
on how t o handl e I T secur i t y .   I ' m sor r y t o be so l at e;  I ' ve j ust  been 
t oo busy t o wor k on t hi s,  and I ' d hoped t hat  your  commi t t ee woul d handl e 
most  of  my concer ns.  
 
Doug 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
 
p.  3:   Def i ni t i on of  " UT I T r esour ces"  ( 2nd par agr aph) .   UT owns 
net wor k,  comput i ng,  and ot her  I T r esour ces,  and i t  al so ser ves as an I SP 
t o st udent s,  f acul t y,  and st af f  who own equi pment  t hat  i s  connect ed t o 
t he I nt er net  t hr ough t he UT net wor k.   Somehow,  t hat  f i r s t  sent ence needs 
t o be r ewor ded t o r ef l ect  t hat  UT can r equi r e cer t ai n t hi ngs f or  UT-
owned equi pment ,  but  may not  be abl e t o r equi r e al l  of  t hi s f or  
equi pment  t hey do not  own.   For  exampl e,  as l ong as i nf or mat i on 
publ i shed i s l egal  and does not  i nf r i nge i nt el l ect ual  pr oper t y r i ght s,  
i f  i t  i s  publ i shed t hr ough t he UT net wor k t o t he I nt er net  ( e. g. ,  a web 
ser ver )  but  r esi des on equi pment  not  owned by UT,  I  doubt  t hat  UT can 
t ake any act i on t o r est r i c t  what  i s  publ i shed.   Thi s came up i n 
Engi neer i ng once when st udent s publ i shed some ver y der ogat or y comment s 
about  t he Engage pr ogr am,  and my under st andi ng i s  UT' s l egal  counci l  
t ol d t he dean t o back of f .  
 
p.  3:  escr ow of  encr ypt i on keys:   I  suggest  t hat  t he l ast  sent ence be 
r emoved unt i l  OI T and t he Tr easur er ' s  Of f i ce deci de how t hey want  t o 
i mpl ement  a key escr ow pol i cy.   The pol i cy al so needs t o pr ovi de f or  
except i ons,  such as my l abor at or y.   The peopl e we wor k wi t h woul d have a 
f i t  i f  anyone out s i de our  l ab had t he encr ypt i on keys,  and i n past  cases 
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wher e we di d t hi s ( such as wi t h an encr ypt ed t unnel  t o NYPD i n New Yor k 
Ci t y t hat  we mai nt ai ned f or  some t i me) ,  key escr ow woul d not  have been 
f easi bl e anyway because t he encr ypt i on keys changed ever y 90 seconds.  
The document  needs t o r ef l ect  t he r eal i t i es of  t he t echnol ogi es t hat  ar e 
i nvol ved.  
 
p.  4:  Fi r st  par agr aph:  Repl ace " however ,  . . .  UT net wor ks. "  wi t h 
" however ,  t hey must  at  a mi ni mum i mpl ement  pol i c i es and pr ocedur es 
consi st ent  wi t h t hese pr i nci pl es. "  
 
p.  4:  Second par agr aph:  Repl ace t he ent i r e par agr aph:  " The cent r al  
di r ect or y . . .  cent r al  di r ect or y. "   wi t h:   " OI T pr ovi des a cent r al  
di r ect or y ser v i ce and pr ocedur es t hat  can be used f or  aut hent i cat i on and 
aut hor i zat i on of  access t o I T r esour ces owned by t he Uni ver s i t y .   OI T 
wi l l  ut i l i ze i ndust r y- accept ed best  pr act i ces t o mai nt ai n t he secur i t y  
of  t hi s ser v i ce,  and r ecommends t hat  t hi s aut hent i cat i on ser v i ce be 
ut i l i zed when a shar ed aut hent i cat i on dat abase i s desi r ed. "   The 
document  shoul d not  r ecommend t hat  i t  be used " whenever  t echni cal l y  
possi bl e, "  as t her e ar e many i nst ances when i t  i s  not  desi r abl e t o use 
i t .   Two exampl es:  ECE and CS bot h pr ovi de user  account s f or  al umni ,  and 
t hey ar e not  i n t he LDAP dat abase.   For  a secur e l ab such as mi ne,  a 
ser v i ce such as t hi s can not  be used.  
 
p.  4:  Thi r d par agr aph:  change t o " col l abor at i on f r om t he Facul t y Senat e 
I T Commi t t ee and t he Resear ch Counci l . "  
 
p.  5:  Add an I t em 6.   Thi s i s  i mpor t ant .   Add:  " Al l  aspect s of  t he 
I nf or mat i on Secur i t y  Pr ogr am shal l  be consi st ent  wi t h f eder al l y- accept ed 
best  pr act i ces f or  i nf or mat i on secur i t y  and i nf or mat i on assur ance,  as 
speci f i ed by t he Nat i onal  I nst i t ut e of  St andar ds and Technol ogy and t he 
Nat i onal  Secur i t y  Admi ni st r at i on. "   Not e t hat  t hese gui del i nes can be 
accessed v i a t he NI ST Comput er  Secur i t y  Resour ce Cent er  
( ht t p: / / csr c. ni st . gov/ ) ,  but  I  don' t  r ecommend put t i ng t he speci f i c  web 
s i t e i n t he document ,  as i t  changes f r om t i me t o t i me.  
 
p.  5:  2r d par agr aph under  " Syst em & Net wor k Admi ni st r at or  
Responsi bi l i t i es" :  Del et e t he l ast  " and wi l l  not  r ecur "  - -  i t ' s  s i mpl y 
i mpossi bl e t o make an absol ut e assur ance t hat  a pr obl em won' t  r ecur .  
 
p.  5:  Repl ace 3r d par agr aph wi t h:   " Syst em and net wor k admi ni st r at or s 
ar e r esponsi bl e f or  t he i mpl ement at i on of  appr opr i at e t echni cal  secur i t y  
on t hei r  comput er  syst ems.   Cr i t i cal  secur i t y  updat es pr ovi ded by 
vendor s must  be appl i ed i n a t i mel y manner  t o al l  syst ems i n or der  t o 
mi ni mi ze vul ner abi l i t i es and t hei r  secur i t y  i mpl i cat i ons.   Al l  
aut hent i cat i on dat a must  be appr opr i at el y pr ot ect ed usi ng f eder al l y-
accept ed best  pr act i ces f or  i nf or mat i on secur i t y  and i nf or mat i on 
assur ance.  
 
p.  5:  4t h par agr aph ( wi r el ess i nf r ast r uct ur e) .   I  don' t  t hi nk i t  i s  wi se 
t o gi ve OI T absol ut e cont r ol  over  t he I SM ( I nst r ument at i on,  Sci ent i f i c ,  
and Medi cal )  unl i censed f r equency bands j ust  because t he uni ver s i t y  has 
i mpl ement ed an 802. 11b wi r el ess net wor k.   Lot s of  ot her  devi ces use 
t hese bands ( whi ch have been ar ound f or  decades;  802. 11b i s a newcomer ) .   
What  i s  i mpor t ant  i s  t o have pol i c i es and pr ocedur es i n pl ace t o r esol ve 
i nt er f er ence i ssues when t hey occur  - -  and not  necessar i l y  al ways i n 
OI T' s f avor .   Ther ef or e,  I  don' t  bel i eve OI T has t he ul t i mat e aut hor i t y  
t o set  up t hei r  " Gui del i nes f or  t he Use of  t he 2. 4 and 5 GHz Radi o 
Fr equency [ bands] "  uni l at er al l y .   The t echnol ogy i s  al so changi ng - -  
r api dl y.   UT was f or ced i nt o becomi ng an " ear l y adopt er "  of  t he 802. 11b 
t echnol ogy,  and i n some ways has pai d t he pr i ce f or  t hi s ( such as t he 
br oken encr ypt i on syst em) .  
 
I  r ecommend ( st r ongl y)  r epl acement  of  t hi s par agr aph wi t h t he f ol l owi ng,  
whi ch shoul d pr obabl y become i t s  own sect i on.  
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" OI T pr ovi des an 802. 11b wi r el ess ar ea net wor k on t he Knoxvi l l e campus.   
Thi s net wor k oper at es i n t he 2. 4GHz I SM ( I nst r ument at i on,  Sci ent i f i c ,  
and Medi cal )  unl i censed r adi o f r equency band,  as do ot her  t ypes of  
equi pment  such as cor dl ess t el ephones,  mi cr owave ovens,  cer t ai n c l asses 
of  i nst r ument at i on,  and ot her  wi r el ess communi cat i ons pr ot ocol s such as 
Bl uet oot h ( TM) .  I nt er f er ence bet ween di f f er ent  t ypes of  equi pment ,  or  
even bet ween di f f er ent  vendor s of  equi pment  of f er i ng t he same 
t echnol ogy,  can occur  i f  t he devi ces ar e l ocat ed i n c l ose pr oxi mi t y 
( wher e " c l ose pr oxi mi t y"  means sever al  t o t ens of  met er s) .   For  wi r el ess 
ar ea net wor k equi pment ,  t hi s i nt er f er ence mani f est s as dr opped packet s 
of  i nf or mat i on and r educed dat a t r ansf er  r at es.   Thi s pol i cy r ecogni zes 
t hat  al l  user s of  t he I SM r adi o f r equency band have l egi t i mat e needs.   
When i nt er f er ence occur s,  pr obl ems can of t en be mi t i gat ed by r el ocat i on 
or  r eposi t i oni ng of  t he equi pment ,  but  i n some cases i t  may not  be 
possi bl e t o oper at e bot h devi ces r el i abl y.  
 
" Thi s pol i cy endeavor s t o mai nt ai n a bal ance bet ween t he needs of  t he 
wi r el ess ar ea net wor k user s and t he needs of  ot her  i ndi v i dual s who 
ut i l i ze equi pment  oper at i ng wi t hi n t he I SM r adi o f r equency bands.   When 
i nt er f er ence occur s i n ar eas wher e st udent s ar e commonl y expect ed t o 
ut i l i ze wi r el ess ar ea net wor k equi pment ,  such as c l assr ooms,  st udy ar eas 
and t he l i br ar y,  and some l abor at or i es,  t he st udent s '  needs ar e t o t ake 
pr i or i t y ,  and t he i nt er f er ence wi t h t he 802. 11b net wor k must  ei t her  be 
sat i s f act or i l y  mi t i gat ed t hr ough r eposi t i oni ng or  r el ocat i on of  devi ces,  
or  ot her  uses of  t he same I SM r adi o f r equency band i n t hat  ar ea must  be 
di scont i nued.   I n ot her  ar eas,  t he r el at i ve needs of  t he var i ous user s 
ar e t o be consi der ed,  and OI T i s t o wor k wi t h t he ot her  user s of  t he I SM 
r adi o f r equency band t o pr ovi de a compr omi se sol ut i on t hat  i s  
sat i s f act or y t o al l  par t i es.  
 
" Thi s pol i cy r ecogni zes t hat  OI T wi l l  upgr ade por t i ons of  t he wi r el ess 
ar ea net wor k i n t he f ut ur e t o 802. 11a,  whi ch oper at es i n t he 5GHz I SM 
r adi o f r equency band,  and t hese pol i c i es appl y equal l y  i n t hi s case. "  
 
I f  you want  t o see some of  t he document s on i nt er f er ence pr obl ems,  go t o 
www. googl e. com and sear ch on " 802. 11b and bl uet oot h i nt er f er ence" .  
 
A separ at e i ssue wi t h t he wi r el ess ar ea net wor k i s  secur i t y ,  and t he I T 
AUP document  shoul d addr ess t hi s.   I  r ecommend i nser t i on of  t he 
par agr aph:  
 
" The Uni ver s i t y  r ecogni zes t hat  secur i t y  pr ot ocol s used on t he wi r el ess 
ar ea net wor k ar e weak.   Ther ef or e,  t he f ol l owi ng gui del i nes shoul d 
gover n al l  wi r el ess net wor ki ng:  No sof t war e appl i cat i ons t hat  t r ansmi t  
user  aut hent i cat i on i nf or mat i on,  such as passwor ds,  as c l ear  t ext  shoul d 
be ut i l i zed acr oss a wi r el ess net wor k.   Thi s i ncl udes appl i cat i ons such 
as t el net  and f t p;  secur e pr ot ocol s such as ssh and scp shoul d be 
ut i l i zed i nst ead.   When sensi t i ve or  conf i dent i al  i nf or mat i on,  such as 
st udent  and empl oyee r ecor ds or  sensi t i ve commer ci al  or  r esear ch dat a,  
i s  t o be accessed acr oss a wi r el ess net wor k,  an encr ypt ed pr ot ocol  such 
as an encr ypt ed v i r t ual  l ocal  ar ea net wor k ( VLAN)  shoul d al ways be 
ut i l i zed.   User s shoul d assume t hat  al l  dat a t r ansf er r ed acr oss a 
wi r el ess ar ea net wor k can be i nt er cept ed and r ecor ded by an i ndependent  
t hi r d par t y who does not  have t o be a member  of  t he uni ver s i t y  
communi t y. "  
 
pp.  56:  A coupl e of  i t ems need t o be added t o t he Syst em & Net wor k  
Admi ni st r at or  sect i on bef or e t he par agr aph on p.  5 st at i ng " Syst em and 
net wor k admi ni st r at or s or  desi gnat ed secur i t y  of f i cer s may 
suppl ement . . . " :  
 
" Al l  Uni ver s i t y  of  Tennessee comput er  ser ver s shoul d di spl ay a pr omi nent  
banner  t o each user  upon l ogi n advi s i ng t he user  t hat  t he syst em i s f or  
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t he use of  aut hor i zed user s onl y and t hat  syst em admi ni st r at or s moni t or  
t he syst em.   The syst em' s admi ni st r at or  i s  r esponsi bl e f or  wr i t i ng t hi s 
banner  and ensur i ng t hat  i t  i s  pr oper l y di spl ayed t o al l  user s as t hey 
l og i nt o t he syst em.   A sampl e banner  i s  shown bel ow ( wher e SYSTEM- NAME-
HERE i s r epl aced by t he syst em' s host  name) :  
 

" To pr ot ect  t he SYSTEM- NAME- HERE syst em f r om unaut hor i zed 
use and t o ensur e t hat  SYSTEM- NAME- HERE i s f unct i oni ng 
pr oper l y,  syst em admi ni st r at or s moni t or   t he syst em.  SYSTEM-
NAME- HERE i s f or  t he use of  aut hor i zed user s onl y.  
I ndi v i dual s usi ng t hi s comput er  syst em wi t hout  aut hor i t y ,  or  
i n excess of  t hei r  aut hor i t y ,  ar e subj ect  t o havi ng al l  of  
t hei r  act i v i t i es on t hi s syst em moni t or ed and r ecor ded by 
syst em per sonnel .   I n t he cour se of  moni t or i ng i ndi v i dual s 
who i mpr oper l y use t hi s syst em,  or  i n t he cour se of  syst em 
mai nt enance,  t he act i v i t i es of  aut hor i zed user s may al so be 
moni t or ed.  Anyone usi ng t hi s syst em expr essl y consent s t o 
such moni t or i ng and i s advi sed t hat  i f  such moni t or i ng 
r eveal s possi bl e evi dence of  cr i mi nal  act i v i t y ,  syst em  
per sonnel  may pr ovi de t he evi dence of  such moni t or i ng t o l aw 
enf or cement  of f i c i al s. "  

 
I n addi t i on,  I  bel i eve t he f ol l owi ng par agr aph shoul d be added t her e:  
 
" Admi ni st r at or s of  omput er  syst ems and net wor k component s t hat  ar e 
expect ed t o cont ai n sensi t i ve or  conf i dent i al  dat a ar e t o t ake ext r a 
pr ecaut i ons t o mi ni mi ze t he r i sk t hat  t he dat a coul d be r eveal ed t o or  
al t er ed by an unaut hor i zed par t y.   These ext r a st eps must  be consi st ent  
wi t h f eder al l y- accept ed r ecommended pr act i ces,  and must  i nc l ude,  at  a 
mi ni mum:   ( 1)  st eps t o ensur e t hat  syst em and net wor k c l ocks ar e 
accur at el y mai nt ai ned wi t h r espect  t o a nat i onal  st andar d,  usi ng t he 
Net wor k Ti me Pr ot ocol  or  i t s  equi val ent ;  ( 2)  st eps t o ensur e t hat  t he 
onl y net wor k ser v i ces adver t i sed by or  avai l abl e on t he comput er  syst em 
or  net wor k component  ar e t hose necessar y f or  i t s  f unct i on,  by t ur ni ng 
of f  unnecessar y ser v i ces and pr ot ocol s;  ( 3)  st eps t o ensur e t hat  
at t empt s t o access comput er  syst em or  net wor k component  ser v i ces ar e 
l ogged;  and ( 3)  st eps t o ensur e t hat  i nt r usi on i nt o or  compr omi se of  t he 
comput er  syst em or  net wor k component  can be r api dl y det ect ed,  usi ng 
t echnol ogi es such as Tr i pwi r e and i nt r usi on det ect i on syst ems. "  
 
p.  7:  3r d par agr aph:   change " i n t he t ennessee. edu,  ut k. edu,  ut mem. edu,  
or  ut s i . edu domai ns"  t o " i n I nt er net  domai ns owned or  oper at ed by The 
Uni ver s i t y  of  Tennessee. "  The " Commer ci al  Adver t i s i ng on t he UT Web"  
needs quot es.  
 
p.  9:  i t em ( b) :  An except i on t o t hi s i s  r equi r ed f or  our  gr aduat e l evel  
Net wor k Secur i t y  c l ass.   However ,  t hese act i v i t i es ar e per f or med on 
comput er s t hat  ar e i sol at ed f r om t he campus net wor k.  
 
p.  9:  i t em ( e) :  needs t o be r ewor ded t o r ef l ect  t he r ecent  change i n 
Fi scal  Pol i cy 135.  
 
p.  9:  i t em ( g) :  t hi s i s  pr obl emat i c.   I  woul d add t he sent ence:  " Wai ver  
of  t hi s pol i cy i s  aut omat i cal l y  gr ant ed t o syst em and net wor k 
admi ni st r at or s who ut i l i ze such t ool s t o det ect  and anal yze at t empt s t o 
gai n unaut hor i zed access t o r est r i c t ed r esour ces. "  
 
p.  9:  i t em ( l ) :  t hi s i s  al so a pr obl em.  Add t he sent ence:  " Thi s 
r est r i c t i on i s  not  appl i cabl e t o f i r ewal l s  or  ot her  sof t war e or  har dwar e 
t hat  ut i l i ze I P addr ess " spoof i ng"  t o conceal  i nf or mat i on about  
pr ot ect ed net wor k r esour ces. "  
 
p.  10:  i t em ( r ) :  What ,  exact l y ,  i s  an " unaut hor i zed connect i on t o t he UT 
net wor k" ? I  t hi nk t hat  r at her  t han t r y i ng t o def i ne t hat  we shoul d r el y 
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on t he r emai nder  of  t he document ,  whi ch I  t hi nk cover s t hi s adequat el y 
el sewher e,  and del et e t hi s i t em.  
 
p.  13:  Rel at ed Document s:  Her e' s t he pl ace t o put  t he NI ST web s i t e.  
ht t p: / / csr c. ni st . gov/ .   Al so,  t he Nat i onal  I nf or mat i on Assur ance 
Par t ner shi p,  at  ht t p: / / ni ap. ni st . gov/ .   The NI ST I nf or mat i on Technol ogy 
Labor at or y,  at  ht t p: / / www. i t l . ni st . gov/ .   The Common Cr i t er i a Eval uat i on 
and Val i dat i on Scheme,  at  ht t p: / / ni ap. ni st . gov/ cc- scheme/ .    Feder al  
I nf or mat i on Pr ocessi ng St andar ds ar e at  
ht t p: / / csr c. ni st . gov/ publ i cat i ons/ f i ps/ i ndex. ht ml .  Feder al  agency 
secur i t y  pr act i ces:  ht t p: / / csr c. ni st . gov/ f asp/ ,  and a r ef er ence l i s t  f or  
ot her  sour ces of  I T secur i t y  best  pr act i ce i nf or mat i on i s  al so avai l abl e 
her e.  ( Thi s s i t e i s  pr obabl y t he most  usef ul . )  
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Appendix E 
 

EPPE Proposals and Awards, 2002-2003 Academic Year 
 
 

 

Name Depar tment Project Amount requested Amount given

Alligood Nursing conference $1,000.00 $455

Anderson English cartoon rights $150.00 $150

Bassett Exercise Sci page charges $960.00 $320

Bast History translation fees $1,000.00 $750, match to $1000

Brosnan History maps for book $450.00 $300

Brown Art shipping of artwork to exhibitions $735.00 $735

Creel MFLL index preparation $2,600.00 $1200, matching to $2000

Custer Theatre framing and shipping for int'l exhibit $450.00 $450

Dodds Architecture rights for illustrations $450.00 $450

Dodds Architecture photo reproduction for book $5,000.00 $2.5K, match to $5K

Gessell Classics copyediting $1,000.00 $1,000

Hirschfeld English publication costs $1,335.00 $1,335

Horn Geography page charges $100.00 $100

Horn Geography translation $1,171.00 $1,171

Hoyng MFLL publication costs $1,000.00 $1,000

Jung Art exhibition costs $3,020.60 $1,000

Jung Art conference costs $925.00 $925

Kramer Anthro slide costs $99.00 $99

Kulikowski History maps for book $1,920.00 up to $1500

Kupr itz HRDev. publ/pres. expenses $500.00 $500

Lee Art photo printing costs $2,000.00 $0

Levy/Romeiser MFLL publ. costs $750.00 $450

Logan Anthro translation; photos $131.00 $0

Lyons/Jung Art portfolio expenses $1,000.00 $1,000

McCutchen Dance fees for dance competition $4,101.00 $1,395

Odem Art costs for solo exhibition $1,875.00 $1,200

Papke English production costs $1,500.00 $500

Park Biochem photo charges $1,200.00 $600

Rouse Immunology Page charges (HSV keratis) $1,000.00 not funded

Sachan Nutrition page charges $652.00 $200

Schroedl Anthro purchase of photos $534.97 $534.97

Small Architecture exhibition $1,380.00 $1,000

Thur low Architecture exhibition $1,408.00 $1,158

White History refurbishing of photos for book $1,136.00 $600

Wilson Art exhibition $1,000.00 $700

Yen Agriculture Page charges (economy of beef) $609.00 not funded


