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CPI Meeting Agenda 
Wednesday, January 9, 2008 

11:30 – 1:15 

(11:50 – 12:00) Call to Order/Opening Remarks:  (Moderated by A. Love) 

• Welcome 

• Approval of December 12, 2007 minutes 

(12:00 – 12:30) Facilitated Discussion: (Moderated by A. Love) 

• Follow up: Draft CPI memorandum regarding SIRAP executive summary 

 (12:40 – 12:50) Facilitated Discussion: (Moderated by M. Scholtz) 

• CPI governance and membership 

(12:50 – 1:15) Other business: (Moderated by A. Love) 

• Discussion: Academic Master Plan  

• February 13, 2008 CPI meeting in MSC room 206 

(1:15) Adjournment:    

Attachments: (Materials are available for download at http://cpi.tamu.edu/) 

— January 9, 2008 Agenda 
— December 12, 2007 minutes draft 
— Draft CPI memorandum regarding SIRAP executive summary 
— CPI discussion forum summary 
— CPI bylaws 

cc: (distributed meeting resources) 

— Dr. Elsa Murano, President (Texas A&M) 
— Dr. Jerry R. Strawser, Interim Executive Vice President and Provost (Texas A&M) 
— College Deans, Administrative and Department Heads (Texas A&M, TAES, TEES, HSC, TTI) 
— Dr. H. Joseph Newton, Chair of the Research Environment Council (Texas A&M) 
— Dr. Angie Hill Price, Speaker of the Faculty Senate (Texas A&M) 
— Dr. Howard Kaplan, Chair of the Distinguished Professors (Texas A&M) 
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DRAFT 

Council of Principal Investigators 
December 12, 2007 

Minutes 
Members present Members not present Guests present Guests not present 
Bell-Pedersen, Deb;  
Bloomfield, Susan; 
Campbell, Lisa;  
Choobineh, Joobin; 
Chowdhary, Bhanu;  
Derr, James;  
Fitzpatrick, Paul (Chair Elect); 
Gatson, Sarah; 
Grau, Jim;  
Kapler, Geoffrey;  
Love, Alan (Chair);   
Maggert, Keith;  
Reinhart, Greg (delegate); 
Russell, David (Past Chair);  
Scholthof, Herman; 
Scholtz, Marty; 
Stelly, Dave; 
Turnbull, Katherine; 
Wade, Terry (delegate); 
Welch, Jennifer (delegate) 

Amato, Nancy; 
Bednarz, Sarah;  
Boyle, David; 
Eisele, William; 
Guinasso, Norman; 
House, Donald; 
Hsieh, Tony; 
Moreira, Rosana; 
Pillai, Suresh;   
Russell, Don; 
Shippen, Dorothy; 
Weimer, Michael 
 
 

Agee-Letton, Kasandra; 
Bugh, Don; 
Calvin, Jim;  
Cantrell, Carol;  
Carlson, David; 
Crouch, Ben; 
Foxworth, Greg; 
Gilliland, Diane; 
Hill-Price, Angie; 
Horvat, Leonarda; 
Huddleston, Michael; 
Kaplan, Howard;  
Kettleborough, C.F.; 
Maldonado, Theresa; 
Newton, Joseph; 
O’Quinn, Mike; 
Paterra, Leo; 
Pettit, Becky; 
Pollock, Jill;  
Riddle, David;  
Rojo del Busto, Katherine;  
Rojo del Busto, Mario; 
Summers, Max; 
Webb, Bob 

Bednarz, Robert; 
Droleskey, Suzanne;  
Dugas, William; 
Hall, Timothy; 
Hilding-Kronforst, Shari; 
Miller, Charlene; 
Raines, Angie; 
Watson, Karan 
 

(11:50-12:00) Call to Order/Opening Remarks: A. Love   

(12:00-12:30)  Facilitated Discussion: A. Love 

Discussion was facilitated regarding follow up to the Chancellor’s visit on November 14, 2007. Discussion also 
involved the current work and report of The Texas A&M University System Integrated Research Administration 
Project (SIRAP) working committee (available at http://cpi.tamu.edu): 

• A moment of silence was observed, to honor the passing of Richard E. Ewing, former Vice President for 
Research. 

• Alan Love recognized the efforts of David Russell, past CPI Chair, as the CPI representative serving on the 
SIRAP working committee. 

• Alan Love invited Leo Paterra, interim President and CEO of the Texas A&M Research Foundation (RF) and 
chair of the SIRAP working committee, to recap the committee’s recommendations. 

• Leo Paterra highlighted the following three recommendations to summarize the SIRAP executive summary: 

(a) Develop and implement an integrated research information system (IRIS), using the TEES EPIK 
system as the prototype.  

(b) Create an Executive Council and Operating Council for research administration. The proposed 
Executive Council would be chaired by the Chancellor, with members including CEO’s and PIs. The 
Operating Council would perform a considerable amount of the work as a body making the 
recommendations to the Executive Council for final decision and implementation. They are 
welcoming suggestions about what these groups should look like and believe that these Councils 
should look at more issues surrounding research than just research administration. 

(c) Continue the study of research administration, while including PI input into the evaluation process of 
the proposed Phase I plan. 

• Howard Kaplan asked if the Operating Council would operate as an advisory or decision making body and if 
the SIRAP committees recommendations including leaving the RF as an autonomous entity. Leo Paterra said 
that the proposed Executive Council would be responsible for decision making and the Operating Council 
would do be an advisory group. Regarding the RF, Leo Paterra said that in his personal observations of events, 
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he believes the RF will remain autonomous and run by an independent board. 

• Angie Hill-Price, CPI guest and Speaker of the Faculty Senate, asked if the Operating Council would then be 
making recommendations on research or research administration? Leo Paterra said that at this point, the only 
research issue they are discussing regards stimulating collaborative research.  

• Angie Hill-Price asked how the Executive Council would make decisions. Leo Paterra said that as the group 
has not yet been formed, they haven’t had discussions about how decisions will be made. 

• Susan Bloomfield asked if PIs will be on the Executive Council and the Operating Council. If so, how many? 
Leo Paterra said that in the report, they made the recommendation of PI representation on these Councils and 
the Chancellor said that he wants PI representation. While the report states that there will be PI involvement, it 
was not decided how they would be represented. The CPI Chair was considered, but the chair only has a one 
year term and they wanted someone who would serve on the committee longer. 

• Susan Bloomfield made the recommendation that a PI from each college serve on the Councils as voting 
members. 

• David Russell supported this recommendation. He reminded everyone that no decision has been made yet and 
the Chancellor was insistent at the last meeting that PIs should be involved. David Russell said he believes 
now is the time for recommendations to come forward, as the only recommendations that have come so far 
have been for the creation of the two Councils. 

• David Russell noted that Don Hellriegel was very instrumental as a member of the SIRAP working committee 
and made the recommendation that CPI could benefit by engaging him continuously. 

• Alan Love asked what direction CPI should take next, noting the importance for CPI to have representation on 
the Operating and Executive Councils proposed by the Chancellor. He asked if the CPI would just like to leave 
things as is. 

• Deb Bell-Pederson said that she hadn’t heard an answer as to why this whole process started to begin with.  As 
a PI in Biology, she would like to know the benefits of all the other programs in other colleges. Why did this 
whole process even start? 

• Alan Love asked if David Russell had any comments on this question, while stating that he had heard the 
reason for this process was because of potential cost-savings. 

• Leo Paterra acknowledged that the reason for beginning this process hasn’t been articulated, but one of the 
issues that seemed to be a driving force behind the initiative was the 5-6 entities doing research administration. 
This issue is one of economies of scale and the need for all of these entities to provide services of research 
administration. Others have asked to quantify cost savings and services to PIs and felt that these questions 
should be answered before making any decisions. 

• David Russell said that right now, if you wanted to find out who had funding of a certain type, you couldn’t.  
But with the implementation of this new EPIK portal, you would be able to know who has what funding and 
that will aid in proposals, an example of which would be equipment proposals. If you look at just the projected 
numbers of the cost-savings, the numbers aren’t impressive. Those are the issues that have to be looked at in 
greater detail. McKinney said that he does not want to add another layer of bureaucracy. There are groups that 
should come together, as it’s futile to fight this effort. Multiple committees joining together can begin to work 
through these issues (e.g., CPI, REC, CBE, IPCC, Faculty Senate, Distinguished Professors, National 
Academy Members). If having a centralized system will help guide synergy with the Interdisciplinary Life 
Sciences Building and the Emerging Technologies and Economic Development Building, then that would be 
beneficial. 

• Alan Love noted that he has some concerns about tenure and promotion at Texas A&M University. Other 
concerns rest at the University level and not the System. He felt that a main issue is academic freedom. When 
really examining what faculty and researchers do, they deliver education and the fear is that academic freedom 
will be lost if research administration is moved to the System level. 

• Howard Kaplan said that the message that the Chancellor and the President have to hear is openness to the 
decisions about research administration as long as the University remains autonomous.  

• David Russell said that if change is catalyzed by the System, but designed by the University, then any new 
system or organization could end up being better than what we have now. He would be opposed to centralized 
research administration if the College Station campus was not the driving force behind it. 

• Alan Love noted that he and David Russell agreed that having a strong person serve on the Operating and 
Executive Councils would be beneficial. He asked for show of hands to move forward and work to get a 
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system in place where the CPI has input.  

• Joe Newton asked if the CPI has made a comment on the SIRAP executive summary. He suggested that all of 
those who were invited and attended the meeting with the Chancellor also be involved in the response or 
comment regarding the report. 

• David Russell suggested that the REC, distinguished professors, faculty senate and CPI deliver a consensus 
statement about the report. 

• Alan Love acknowledged a loss as to how to proceed, but would send a draft response to the committee chairs 
and heads of those groups that attended the CPI meeting with Chancellor McKinney. 

• Susan Bloomfield commented on the report and the issue of economies of scale, as noted earlier by Leo 
Paterra, stating that having one entity deal with research administration would be bad. From what it sounds 
like when David Russell spoke, this is already a done deal and we should work to generate something that we 
like. 

• David Russell said that there would be the formation of a council that would look at this issue further, but right 
now the centralization of research administration is not a system policy. 

• Keith Maggert suggested sending a clear draft of issues and offering conclusions or alternatives to the 
Chancellor, including having voting members from CPI serve on the Operating and Executive Councils.  

• Alan Love stated that the CPI Executive Committee will meet and draft ideas and circulate a memo for 
comment to council chairs and heads, which will include what they do and do not agree with about the report. 

(12:35-12:45)  Special Guest Presentation: EPIK Demonstration by Leonarda Horvat 

Ms. Leonarda Horvat, Chief Information Officer and Director of Information Systems for TEES, provided comments 
and instruction regarding the Epik Research Administration System Portal: 
 

The Epik Portal is a browser-based application that consists of several management tools: TEES Researcher Portal, 
TEES Division Portal, TEES Executive Portal, etc. TEES Researcher Portal, developed together with engineering 
researchers, represents a doorway to personalized information relevant to principal investigator's research program.   
 
The portal provides timely and accurate information needed for managing research activities generated from EPIK 
database. Researchers can view their proposals; check their contract negotiation status, view project balances and 
detail project transactions as well as request on-line project budget adjustment. Also researchers can certify their 
monthly project payroll expenses on-line. The option to correspond with TEES administrator responsible for the 
particular entity (proposal/contract/project) on the page is incorporated throughout the system. 
 
The comprehensive search engine is available to search for content, people by name, division or expertise, 
equipment or research abstracts. Researchers are alerted about proposal deadlines, project terminations, deliverable 
due dates, and they are asked to approve proposals and award letters on-line. Travel requests and all details related 
to payments are available for review. 

• Michael O’Quinn asked if changes of budget funds for travel are allowed even if the guidelines or rules are 
restrictive. Ms. Horvat indicated that changes in travel budgets were allowed in the portal. 

• Susan Bloomfield asked how often the budget line items are updated. L. Horvat said that this is done in real-
time.  

• Geoffrey Kapler saw this portal being beneficial to the PI community. 

• Joe Newton asked if it was hard to implement this program for other organizations, and would it require the 
development of new databases or data sets. 

• Leonarda Horvat said that she is suggesting that phase I implement the program with whatever data are 
available from FAMIS for each college, then in phase II see what is missing and begin to build the database 
with the missing information. 

• Joe Newton asked if each college would have to create their own database and Ms. Horvat acknowledged this 
would be the case. 

(12:45-1:00)  Other business: A. Love 

• Alan Love noted the half way point of the CPI year and that the next meeting, on January 9, 2007 will address 
the Academic Master Plan. In addition, the CPI Executive Committee will be working on governance and 
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membership issues, looking to expand and broaden its representation of the PI community, including the issue 
of providing the Galveston campus a seat on the council.  

• Alan Love asked for any new business; recognized Marty Scholtz. 

• Marty Scholtz noted the passing of Dr. Richard Ewing and the impact he had on the global and local research 
communities. He said that a note was submitted to the on-line memorial for Dr. Ewing on behalf of CPI and 
proposed the executive committee work on a memorial scholarship on his behalf.  

• The majority in attendance acknowledged their favor of the EC exploring ways in which the CPI can set up 
and award a memorial scholarship on behalf of Dr.Ewing. 

• November 14, 2007 minutes were approved. 
 

(1:00)  Adjournment 
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DRAFT 

 
January XX, 2007 
 
Michael McKinney 
Chancellor 
The Texas A&M University System 
MS 1122 
College Station, TX 77843-1122 
 
 
Dear Chancellor McKinney, 
 
On behalf of the Council of Principal Investigators (CPI) at Texas A&M, we thank you for meeting 
with us on November 14th to discuss your plans for changes in Research Administration at Texas 
A&M.  We are enthusiastic about your efforts to improve research administration at Texas A&M and 
want to work closely with you to do this. 
 
Following our November meeting with you, we set up a forum to facilitate discussion about the 
Texas A&M University System Integrated Research Administration Project Report, and the potential 
inception of a System-wide Research Administration.  The TAMU research community has some 
constructive suggestions, which are summarized below.  The entire discussion is available at: 
http://cpi.tamu.edu/activities/discussions/click-here-to-leave-comments-for-cpi.  
 
In all feedback we received, there is unanimous concern among the members of the research 
community regarding the proposed formation of “a research administration and commercialization 
function that provides integrated System-wide services to include pre-award administration, post-
award administration, compliance monitoring, implementing a new research database, and 
commercialization activities,” the original charge of the working committee.  Comments from the 
research community overwhelmingly reflect support for the present dispersed system, with the 
strongest support for TEES and the Research Foundation. 
 
The most common concerns expressed by CPI members regarding proposed changes in research 
administration are: 
 

• What problem will centralization correct? From the perspective of PI’s, the need for change 
is unclear since the current system is working very well. 

 
• Centralization will result in a more cumbersome system, making it more difficult and time 

consuming for PI’s to submit and administer grants. The ease and proximity of the present 
system makes TAMU attractive to productive researchers. 

 
• Placing research administration under an office of commercialization might significantly 

distort the type of research being done, discouraging PI’s from pursuing their best ideas if 
there is not a commercializable aspect. There is real concern about research direction being 

CPI agenda and materials
January 9, 2008

Page 8 of 13



DRAFT 

determined by a centralized administration rather than by PI’s. 
 
• There was a willingness to adopt a common data management system, but concern about 

how such a system will be funded. 
 

Based upon the comments from members of the CPI, comments from the research community 
facilitated through our discussion forum, and the recommendations of the working group, we 
recommend a step-wise approach to any changes in research administration. 
 
1) The working committee for the Texas A&M University System Integrated Research 
Administration Project recommended the development and implementation of an integrated research 
information system (IRIS/EPIK used by TEES) and implementing uniform coding and accounting 
for research activities. 
 
 

We generally support the development of an Integrated Research Information System (IRIS) as a 
prototype System-wide information system and making IRIS available for use by each of the 
Texas A&M System members and the Texas A&M Research Foundation. However, it will be 
extremely beneficial for the success of the project to have PI’s that will use IRIS to have a 
prominent role in its development. For example, we realized during a five-minute demonstration 
of EPIK at the December 12th CPI meeting that a list of PI publications and CV’s could, and 
should, be included in the data base. This simple addition to IRIS would greatly aid in the 
development of multiple PI grants, including equipment and student training grants. We believe 
that with PI leadership, we have the potential to develop IRIS into a system that other 
Universities would want to emulate.  

 
2) The working committee for the Texas A&M University System Integrated Research 
Administration Project recommended the creation of an Executive Council to identify the resources 
for conducting the analysis to assess the efficiencies and effectiveness of proposed changes to 
research administration, and an Operating Council for reviewing and making recommendations 
concerning the various issues in research administration.  

 
The PI’s share a deep concern over the roles and constitution of the Executive and Operating 
Committees.  

 
a) First and foremost, it is not generally understood what the problems are with the current 
research administration systems that need to be fixed. The majority of the PI’s that we 
represent are concerned that a System-wide restructuring will end up shifting 
indirect/overhead funds from the PIs, departments, and colleges that earn it, to other areas 
of the System. To assuage such concerns, we strongly recommend that the Operating 
Committee include a PI representative from each of the System agencies with grants 
administered through research administration (TAMU, TEES, TAES, TTI, HSC, and the 
Research Foundation).  This Operating Committee should draft a “needs” statement. Only 
when the needs are clearly articulated, should the Operating Committee make 
recommendations for changes to the current structure to meet these needs. It may turn out 
that the implementation of IRIS in each of the current agencies solves the perceived 
problems.  
 
b) As the majority of research grants (estimated at 90%) in the TAMU System are from PI’s 
at the main campus, the eligible voter representation on the Operations Committee and 
Executive Council should reflect this reality.  In other words, College Station needs to be the 
driving force and majority for any System-wide committee. 
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DRAFT 

 
Currently, the majority of the PI’s that we represent do not support the idea of encapsulating all 
research administration under a single System-wide structure. There is overwhelming support for 
maintaining the current distributed research administrative structure and using best practices at each 
to guide improvements within the other agencies. The current system has proven to be an excellent 
recruiting tool, especially for senior faculty who suffered under cumbersome centralized systems at 
their former Universities. There is also considerable apprehension over moving research 
administrators a step further from their customers (the PI's). To remain responsive, staff need to be 
administratively close to the customers they serve. 

 
Our concerns do not preclude investigating improved efficiencies and better ways to cooperate and 
consolidate. Indeed, there may be some aspects of grant management and reporting systems where it 
makes sense to consolidate some functions. The Operations Committee should carefully assess such 
opportunities and make recommendations to the Executive Council. 
 
It must be emphasized that Research Administration (including grant management, risk assessment, 
contract negotiation, proposal development and submission, post-award accounting and reporting 
systems, and overhead return) are key to the success of faculty at Texas A&M. The potential 
consolidation and move of Research Administration to the System level could have profoundly 
negative consequences for the future of our faculty and research progress, and thus the future of the 
A&M System. Any changes to the current administration need to be carefully assessed with 
continued PI input. Simply put, PI’s need to be part of the origination and creation of change, not 
just responders to change that is brought forth by Administrators and CEO’s. 
 
You indicated in your discussion with the CPI on November 14th that any changes made to Research 
Administration will not affect the direction of research. We appreciate this comment and want to 
stress that investigator-led research is the best way to create new knowledge, technologies, 
diagnostics, and therapeutics to benefit Texans. 
 
We look forward to continued open discussion and to working with you toward the development of 
a Research Administration System that will enhance research at Texas A&M and serve us well now 
and in the future. 
 
Sincerely and on behalf of the CPI, 
 
 
 
 
Alan Love 
Chair, Council of Principal Investigators 
 
Nancy Amato  Deborah Bell-Pedersen  Lisa Campbell  Paul F Fitzpatrick  J. Martin Sholtz  David 
Russell 
CPI Executive Council Members 
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CPI Discussion Forum Summary 
 
The following is a draft summary of PI comments posted on the CPI discussion forum, 
between November 26, 2007 and December 18, 2007, regarding the proposed changes to 
research administration. 
 
A summary of the assumed 55 unique discussion forum participant comments are as 
follows: 
 
96% disapprove of the overall proposed changes to research administration. 
4% approve of the overall proposed changes to research administration. 
 
Of the 96% that disapprove of the overall proposed changes to research administration, 
the following supplemental comments were provided as follows: 
 
39% said a cost/benefit analysis study should have been done before any changes 
were proposed and should be done before any are implemented. 
 
28% want the Research Foundation to stay unchanged. 
 
26% are concerned about reduction of IDC return to PIs. 
 
13% see a benefit in using the Epik Research Administration System Portal 
 
11% are concerned that commercialization is the catalyst for the proposed changes. 
 
2% see no benefit in using the Epik Research Administration System Portal 
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1. Purpose of the Council 

The Council of Principal Investigators consists of individuals elected to represent Principal Investigators (PIs) 
from each College or system agency. The Council is committed to the continued improvement of the research 
environment for both undergraduate and graduate students at Texas A&M University. Specifically, the CPI and 
the PIs it represents continue to develop a team relationship with the administration to provide an effective and 
efficient university organization, thereby achieving TAMU's goal of being nationally recognized and competitive 
for teaching and research. 

The Council meets monthly to address specific issues concerning the research and graduate environments. 
Appropriate recommendations are discussed with and implemented through the appropriate university 
organizations or administrative offices.  

2. Representation 

Members of the Council are elected representatives of the Principal Investigators among the University Colleges 
or System agencies. As such, it is the responsibility of Council Members to maintain an effective dialogue with 
their constituents.  

A. Definition of Principal Investigator. The Council of Principal Investigators defines a Principal Investigator as 
any full-time member of the Texas A&M University community headquartered within Brazos County who is at 
least a Co-Principal Investigator on at least one project or grant externally reviewed and externally funded within 
the previous three years. 

B. Meetings. Meetings shall be open to all observers, but only Council Members or their Alternates may vote. 
Meetings will generally be informal, but at the request of the majority of the Council Members present, the 
operating procedures adopted by the Faculty Senate, or other procedures as agreed upon by those present, will be 
followed. Minutes of meetings will be kept by the Program Coordinator. Following approval of the Officers, 
minutes will be approved by the Council and made available to all Principal Investigators and University and 
System administrators.  

C. Quorum. A quorum shall consist of at least 50% of the members of the Council. 

D. Elections. Elections to replace Members whose terms have expired or to fill other vacancies will be held in the 
spring semester of each year, after compilation of the census of Principal Investigators. The Chair of the Council 
shall inform all Principal Investigators in those units that have expired terms or unfilled seats of the need for 
nominations. The Program Coordinator shall compile the list of nominees and prepare separate ballots for each 
unit with vacancies, and shall send a ballot to each Investigator on that unit's census list. Where multiple 
vacancies exist, the voters shall have as many votes as there are vacancies. If too few nominations are received to 
fill vacancies in a certain unit, that unit will be under-represented or unrepresented for that year, and 
nominations will be sought from that unit the following year to fill the unexpired portion of the vacant term(s). 
The nominees receiving the most votes will be named Council Members until all vacancies have been filled.  

E. Census of Principal Investigators. A census shall be conducted bi-annually in March by the Program 
Coordinator to update the list of eligible Investigators for each eligible unit. At the Chairs discretion a census can 
be conducted at any time. 

F. Allocation of Seats. The census will be sorted by unit according to the principal affiliation of each Investigator. 
Seats will be assigned according to the formula: one seat for each N Principal Investigators where N (e.g. 25, 30, 
35, or 40) will be set in order to keep seats on the Council between 25 and 30. When the number of Investigators in 
a unit divided by N leaves a remainder, the unit shall be entitled to an additional seat if that remainder is 0.50 or 
greater (e.g. 73 investigators/35 = 2 seats). Each unit in the University with at least one Principal Investigator will 
be represented on the Council. Those units with small numbers of Investigators (i.e. approximately one-half N or 
fewer) shall be represented as a part of a related, larger unit of their choosing.  

G. Membership Term and Limits. Membership on the Council shall be for a three-year term. No member may be 
elected to serve more than two consecutive three-year terms. This rule is excepted if the Vice Chair's term on the 
Council expires during the year that the Member serves as Vice Chair or Chair. In this case, the Vice Chair's term 
will be extended to the end of the term as Immediate Past Chair.  
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H. Transfers and Reappointment. Any Council Member who transfers from one unit to another will retain a seat 
on the Council for the balance of the elected term. If that Member was the only representative of a unit, the now 
unrepresented unit will be entitled to elect a new representative at the next election, and in the interim, the 
transferring Member will be replaced by an Alternate from the unrepresented unit. If the census leads to changes 
in N or the number of Principal Investigators such that a unit has too many seated representatives, those Council 
Members will serve out their terms on the Council.  

I. Alternates. If a Council Member has an extended time conflict arise (e.g. teaching commitment at the time of 
Council meetings, sabbatical, extended travel, illness, etc.) such that the Member is unable to attend two or more 
consecutive meetings, the Member will enlist an Alternate from the Member's unit and notify the Program 
Coordinator of the conflict and the Alternate. If the Member is unable to enlist an Alternate, the Chair may do so.  

J. Failure to Participate. Any Council Member who fails to attend any four meetings in a year, and also fails to 
enlist an Alternate from the Member's unit, may be replaced by an Alternate from the Member's unit until the 
next election with approval of the Chair. 

3. Council Officers and Committees  

A. Officers. Officers of the Council are: Chair, Vice Chair, and Immediate Past Chair.  

1) Selection of Officers. The Vice Chair will be elected to a one-year term which coincides with the September-
August fiscal year. The Vice Chair will serve a one-year term as Chair, followed by a one-year term as Immediate 
Past Chair.  

Nominations for Vice Chair will be solicited from Council Members after completion of annual CPI elections. The 
Vice Chair is elected by the Council in the Spring. In the event of a vacancy in the office of Vice Chair, a special 
election will be conducted to fill the office with a Council Member for the remainder of the vacated term.  

The Program Coordinator is a permanent staff position on the Council and is not a voting member. The Program 
Coordinator shall be selected by the Vice President for Research and the Officers of the Council.  

2) Duties of Officers. The Chair will preside over meetings and serve as liaison between the Council and the 
University community. The Chair will call the meetings and, in concert with the Executive Committee, establish 
the agenda. The Chair will insure that the census is conducted and elections held. The Vice Chair shall serve in 
the Chair's absence and shall assume the Chair if the Chair can no longer serve. The Immediate Past Chair 
provides historical perspective and continuity between the previous and present year's activities of the Council. 
The Officers will complete a yearly summary of Council activities.  

B. Executive Committee. A five - seven member Executive Committee will advise the Chair on Council activities. 
The Executive Committee will be comprised of the Chair, Vice Chair, Immediate Past Chair, and two - four 
members that are recommended by the Chair and ratified by the Council.  

C. Ad hoc Subcommittees. May be created when needed to address issues of importance to the CPI. Composition 
and supervision of the ad hoc committees will be done under the discretion of the Chair and advisement by the 
Executive Committee. 

4. Changes to the Bylaws  

These rules and operating procedures can be changed by majority vote of a quorum at any Council meeting. 
Recommendations for changes must be presented to the chair one week prior to the Council meeting to be 
included on the meeting agenda. 

Adopted December 14, 1989 
Revised September 13, 1990  
Revised March 12, 1992  
Revised January 1996  
Revised February 1998  
Revised September 1998  
Revised May 2001 
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