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University of Washington 
Faculty Council on Research 

May 11th, 2016 
9:00am – 10:30am 

Gerberding 26 
 
Meeting Synopsis: 

 
1. Call to order 

2. Review of the minutes from March 9th, 2016  

3. FDP Survey results - Joe Giffels 

4. Lab Safety Initiative - Jude Van Buren  

5. Further discussion on EO61 

6. Discussion and vote on 2 restricted contracts from APL 

7. Good of the order 

8. Adjourn  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1) Call to order 

 

Rosenfeld called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  

 

2) Review of the minutes from March 9th, 2016  

 

The minutes from March 9th, 2016 were approved as written.  

 

3) FDP Survey results - Joe Giffels 

 

Joe Giffels (Associate Vice Provost for Research Administration and Integrity, Office of Research) began 

his presentation by giving some background on the Federal Demonstration Partnership (FDP). The FDP is 

a cooperative initiative among 10 federal agencies and 155 institutional recipients of federal funds with 

the goal of reducing the administrative burdens associated with research grants and contracts. 

Haselkorn explained that he is the current UW faculty representative to the FDP. He noted reducing 

administrative burden continues to be the FDP’s main goal, while other goals include standardizing 

associated processes (if variety in processes shows to have no benefit). Lidstrom (president’s designee) 

added that there is also a large effort underway at the UW to lower administrative burden and 

standardize processes associated with research grants and contracts; she explained that “decentralized” 

processes make up a high expense.  

 

Giffels explained the survey he would like to update the council on was conducted in 2010-2011 by the 

FDP, and was broadcasted nationally to Principal Investigators (PIs) asking questions of the 

administrative burden related to federal-funded grants and contracts. The survey was broken down into 

four areas: Proposal Preparation, Pre-Award Administration, Post-Award Administration, and Post-

Award Reporting. Giffels explained that 514 UW PIs responded to the survey. He also brought a 

response summary handout (Exhibit 1).  
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Survey responses nationally show, on average, that PIs spend about 42% of their time on administrative 

duties while involved in research, with the remaining time spent on actually conducting research or 

evaluating results.  

 

Giffels stated PIs most burdensome administrative areas according to survey results, which include 

(Exhibit 1): 

 

 Finances 

 Personnel 

 Effort Reporting 

 IRB/Human Subjects/Clinical Trials/HIPAA 

 IACUC/Animal Subjects 

 Subcontracts 

Giffels noted the Institutional Review Board (IRB) is an area that has been found to be burdensome. He 

explained also that this is an area with considerable progress at the UW, as a new “Zipline” system 

(electronic IRB submission system)  will be made available at the end of the month to streamline the IRB 

process by reducing the need for paper, and altering some associated policies and procedures.  

 

Giffels gave some other information on administrative burden improvements, including the 

development of the IACUC (Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee) Information System, which is 

nearly complete, and an incoming information system for the subcontract process.  

 

There was some discussion of Uniform Guidance, and the difference between a subcontract and a 

service contract. It was noted the difference between the two, in relation to a researcher’s work, is 

small. Discussion ensued.  

 

Rosenfeld asked if the research titles/rank for the majority of responders is known. Giffels explained 

there was a large range, and mentioned that the results were not broken down by the responder’s 

rank/title. It was noted this data would be useful, and should be incorporated in the next survey 

broadcast.   

 

Giffels was thanked for his presentation/information on the FDP survey.  

 

4) Lab Safety Initiative - Jude Van Buren  

 

Jude Van Buren (Senior Director, Environmental Health and Safety) was present to discuss lab safety at 

the UW. It was noted before she began that the presentation is especially relevant as there was a small 

incident at Wilcox Hall in the last week where one was hurt, but buildings did have to be evacuated and 

fire emergency responders were dispatched.  

 

Van Buren gave a brief summary of the current state of lab safety in the United States. She noted an 

accident happened at a research facility at UCLA, where the adjoining PI was held accountable for 
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negligence and a fine was levied for $10,000. She mentioned that deaths/injuries of faculty, students, 

and lab staff have occurred at several institutions in the recent past, including UCLA, Texas Tech, Texas 

A&M, Dartmouth, Duke, Yale, and University of Hawaii.  

 

Van Buren explained the Association of Public Land Grant Universities (APLU) published a guide on 

implementing a safety culture in universities titled “A Guide to Implementing a Safety Culture in our 

Universities” in 2016. She mentioned that OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) is now 

considering national lab regulations to combat the problem.  

 

Van Buren explained lab safety is an issue at the UW, as well. She noted some issues and incidents that 

have occurred at the UW since 2010, which included multiple lab fires, near-miss incidents, chemical 

spills, severe employee injuries, and over $21 million in annual UW Worker’s Compensation Claims. 

Rosenfeld asked if the UW has an idea of the number of unreported incidents. Van Buren noted near-

misses are going up by 6-7% annually, and so the UW is bolstering efforts to increase reporting as a 

near-miss is a good indicator of an incoming incident. She noted UW Worker’s Annual Compensation 

comes to 21 million dollars a year, and this money could be spent elsewhere.  

 

Van Buren explained her office conducts a lab safety survey approximately every 18 months, the “UW 

EH&S Lab Safety Survey.” Most recent findings show that out of 4,500 lab spaces, 51% were found have 

an “opportunity to improve.” She noted there are some labs around campus that should be visited more 

often given their high risk. After a question, Van Buren noted there is no national scoring or classification 

system for risk-levels in labs. It was noted academic labs are generally less safe than industry labs. 

 

Van Buren listed some barriers to safety culture in laboratories: 

 

 Unclear expectations and lack of clarity on safety  

 Inadequate training 

 Competing demands for time 

 Inconsistent central support and resources 

 “Safety Officers” are students who rotate out of lab 

 Dated tools and resources 

 

She then highlighted some efforts underway to increase lab safety at the UW, which are the result of a 

Board of Regents (BoR) directive to mitigate health and safety risks at the university. Some of these 

include partnering with academic departments to create a pilot of 90 high risk research groups (10%), 

utilizing the Advisory Task Force composed of PIs, chairs, administrators, lab managers, researchers, and 

providing increased support, mentoring, and specific trainings from EH&S.  

 

Van Buren noted an important point to consider is that while biological  and radiological hazards have 

institutional oversight and national requirements - chemical use in research has no governance, and 

limited standards.  

 

Rosenfeld made the point that there is no punitive system for labs who carry high liability. He noted the 

FCR might bring a Class C resolution to the faculty senate in the next year (which could eventually be 
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sent to all faculty) to disseminate more information on lab safety. Van Buren noted she would be happy 

to give a presentation to the Senate Executive Committee (SEC) if this process was initiated.  

 

Haselkorn agreed that a simple Class C resolution is warranted , and noted he would work on it in the 

fall of 2016.  

 

5) Further discussion on EO61 

 

Rosenfeld noted some concerns have surfaced that intersect with the FCR’s review of Executive Order 

No. 61 (Research Misconduct Policy) earlier in the year, including confidentiality in the age of social 

media, and that there is no right of appeal for a researcher included in the UW Research Misconduct 

Policy. He noted this seems like a breach of due process.  

 

Rosenfeld noted he may like the FCR to conduct a symbolic protest, given its standing as a UW faculty 

council, aimed at the implications of EO 61 and associated federal regulations. A member added that in 

research conduct cases, when federal oversight brings up a review of an institutional decision and no 

evidence of research misconduct is found, they state their view, but that opinion has no bearing on the 

decision at the institutional level.  

 

6) Discussion and vote on 2 restricted contracts from APL 

 

Vogt reminded the council that it is charged to review and approve/reject (by majority vote) any 

contracts which: prohibit the open publication or dissemination of research results within a reasonable 

period of time, restrict participation on grounds other than interest of competence, or restrict access to 

campus facilities in ways that are judged to disrupt the overall research activity of the university.  

 

He presented the first contract for review titled  “APL-UW 2016 Undersea Signal Processing Review.” He 

gave a short summary of the contract, noting that it includes APL-UW organizing and managing a 

classified meeting of underwater signal processing researchers who are supported by the Office of Naval 

Research (ONR). Vogt noted this contract has been routinely approved year-by-year by the FCR.  

 

After some brief discussion, the contract was approved by majority vote.  

 

Vogt explained the second contract request for review relates to a project titled “The Ice Penetrating 
Acoustic Sensing System (iPASS),” which includes APL-UW conducting research and development 
leading to the design of a distributed undersea monitoring system. The restriction related to the 
contract is on publications, it was noted. Vogt explained there no students involved on the project.  
 

The contract was approved by majority vote.  

 

7) Good of the order 

 

Nothing was stated for the good of the order.  

 

8) Adjourn  
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Rosenfeld adjourned the meeting at 10:30 a.m.  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Minutes by Joey Burgess, jmbg@uw.edu, council support analyst  

 

Present: Faculty: Eliot Brenowitz, Chuck Frevert, Mark Haselkorn, Gina-Anne Levow, 

Michael Rosenfeld (chair), Daniel Vogt 

   Ex-officio reps: Jennifer Harris 

   President’s designee: Mary Lidstrom 

   Guests: Joe Giffels, Jude Van Buren, Susan Camber 

 

Absent:   Faculty: Donald Chi, Ben Marwick, Tueng Shen, Juliet Shields, John Slattery 

   Ex-officio reps: Diana Louden, Roy Taylor  

 

Exhibits 

Exhibit 1 – Summary of FDP Faculty Workload Survey results.pdf 

Exhibit 2 - FCR 05 11 16 lab safety initiative.ppt 
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Nationwide Attention on Adverse Lab Safety 

Outcomes

> Recent deaths/injuries of faculty, students, and lab staff at:
– UCLA, Texas Tech, Texas A&M, Dartmouth, Duke, Yale, U. Hawaii

> Results:  Adverse outcomes - fiscal, research, operational, legal, 
reputational, and researcher health

> Legal proceedings from UCLA lab assistant fatality in 2008: 
– Over $20 million spent to enhance lab safety

– PI found guilty of negligence - Levied $10,000 fine, 800 hrs community service:    
Teaching chemistry class in chemical hazards

– $4.5 million in  legal fees 

– AAAS dropped PI from fellowship standing

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Media Attention to Academic Lab Safety

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Evidence that academic lab safety poses

a real risk:

1. Association of Public Land Grant Universities 
(APLU) – “A Guide to Implementing a Safety 
Culture in our Universities” (2016)

2. National Research Council – “Establishing & 
Promoting a Culture of Safety in Academic 
Laboratory Research” (2014)

3. American Chemical Society (ACS) report: “Creating 
Safety Cultures in Academic Institutions” (2012)

4. National Chemical Safety Board – investigated and 
created videos of university lab accidents

5. Seen as 1 of top 15 risks to University (PACERM)

6. National lab regulations are being considered 

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Is lab safety an issue at the UW – Yes

> Multiple lab fires in past 10 years

> Near miss incidents in 2010 – 2016

> Chemical Spills in Foege (2012, 2014); 
Benjamin Hall (2013); Chemistry 2016; 
Hitchcock (2016); Wilcox (2013, 2016)

> Severe employee injuries in 2012, 2013, 
2014

> Reported injuries – Approx 15-20 lab related 
incidents reported per month

> Annual UW Worker’s Compensation claims:
Greater than $21 million in 2016

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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A very near miss: HCL Burns to Graduate Student –

Inadequate access to shower 

Broken HCL Flask No access to shower

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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UW EH&S Lab Safety Survey Findings

(4,500 Lab spaces visited very 18 months)

Meeting 
Expectations

31%
(overall safety 

score 36%)

Nearing 
Expectations

18%
(overall safety 

score 22%

Opportunity to 
Improve

51%
(overall safety score 

42%)

Safety Training and PPE Use (N=665)
2/1/15 - 1/31/16

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Barriers to Safety Culture

in Laboratories

> Unclear expectations and lack of 
clarity on safety 

> Inadequate training

> Competing demands for time

> Inconsistent central support and 
resources

> “Safety Officers” are students who 
rotate out of lab

> Dated tools and resources

> Others … Resources for PPE? Lab 
Manager presence?

DRAFT

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Provost Request: Lab Safety Initiative at UW

> Board of Regents Directive – Mitigate health & safety risks

> Initiative Framework: Partner with academic departments to create a pilot of 90 
high risk research groups (10%)

> Utilize Advisory Task Force: PIs, chairs, administrators, lab managers, researchers 

> EH&S to provide increased support, mentoring, specific training development of 
SOPs, streamline processes in lab management

> Collect pilot survey data over 24 months ( 3 surveys – conducted every 8 months)

> Evaluate  results, look for trends, determine support needed, make changes 

> Look for efficiencies, less admin burden for Pis, e-tools

> Compare to control group (n=870) to see if changing outcomes

> Consider “risk banding” to focus monitoring efforts

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Important points to consider

> Biological  and radiological hazards 
have institutional oversight and 
national requirements
– Biologicals and recombinant DNA 

governed by NIH/OBA, University’s 
Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC)

– Radiological hazards governed by 
license, NRC and University Radiation 
Safety Committee (RSC)

> Chemical use in research has no 
governance and limited standards

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Lab Safety Initiative Goals

> Identify barriers 

> Engage leadership 

> Develop/share best practices

> Remove barriers by:

• Increased service,

• Targeted training

• Better tools, and

• Streamlined online processes

> Determine factors of high risk labs

Results: Improve safety in high risk 
labs - Apply across campus

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Advisory Task Force

> All levels from lab community (12+/- persons)

> Feedback on approach

> Define a rating system for safety performance

> Safety performance threshold

> Recognition programs

> Safety training needs and preferences

> Dashboard design and access (security)

> Chemical Safety Level (control banding)

> Incentives/motivations

> Oversight from Leadership

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Case in point: May 9 Evacuation of Research & 

Teaching Building

> Graduate student working alone in AM 
added water to a bottle of nitric acid under 
fume hood

> Exothermic reaction ensued explosion –
Nitric acid container ruptured

> Another bottle in fume hood (propylamine) 
started gassing white vapor  researcher 
removed bottle from fume hood placed on 
the floor

> Ammonia smell  pulled fire alarm

> RESULT: Building evacuated for several 
hours / 16 SFD units (HAZMAT) arrived with 
media trucks; interior road closures

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Questions?

>

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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PI Dashboard

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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PI Dashboard

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2
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Schedule

Mar April May June FebJan MarJuly June…. ….Oct

Appoint 
Advisory 
Comm.

Round 3:
Survey & 

Mentoring

2017

Invitation 
to PIs

Hiring

20182016

Round 1:
Surveys & 
Mentoring

Database 
Enhancements

Advisory 
Comm.

Meeting

Round 2:
Surveys & 
Mentoring

Dashboard

Exhibit 1Exhibit 2




