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SENATE RESEARCH COMMITTEE (SRC) 
October 26, 2015 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.] 
 
[In these minutes: IRB Accreditation; International Travel Policies and Funding; Conflict of 
Interest Implementation Team] 
 
PRESENT: Chair pro tem Michael Kyba, Lisa Johnston, Bob Lewis, Helen Ofstad, Greg 
Cuomo, Brian Herman, Frances Lawrenz, Suzanne Paulson, Lynn Zenter, Bill Arnold, Tasoulla 
Hadjiyanni, James Orf, Teresa Rose-Hellekant, Philip Zelazo, Rachel Bergerson, Daniel Habchi, 
Elizabeth Steinert, Nelson Rhodus   
 
ABSENT: None 
 
REGRETS: LaDora Thompson, Tucker LeBien, Claire Stewart, Jayne Fulkerson, Jeanette 
Gundel, Hinh Ly, Logan Spector, Bethanie Stadler 
 
GUESTS: Lisa Warren, assistant vice president, Research; Meredith McQuaid; associate vice 
president, Global Programs and Strategy; Professor William Durfee; Jon Guden, associate 
program director, Office of Institutional Compliance  
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: None 
 
1. Welcome:  Chair pro tem Kyba welcomed the committee and the members introduced 
themselves.  
 
2.  IRB reaccreditation and external review updates: Vice President of Research Brian 
Herman presented information to the committee regarding the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
reaccreditation and external review updates. He said that on December 5, 2013, the University of 
Minnesota’s Faculty Senate passed a resolution calling for an external review to examine the 
current policies, practices and oversight of clinical research on human research participants at the 
university, in particular clinical research involving adult participants with diminished functional 
abilities. This review was to be managed by the American Association of Human Research 
Protection Programs (AAHRPP).  Information is available at 
www.research.umn.edu/advancehrp.  
 
Herman said that based off the findings of the external review team’s report, President Kaler 
decided that the University should take steps to become a national model for human subject 
research protections.  Toward the effort, the President charged Brian Herman and Brooks 
Jackson, vice president and dean, Medical School, to develop a team of people from both inside 
and outside the University to implement a plan approved by the Board or Regents (BOR) based 
off the report’s recommendations.   
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While the University was making voluntary changes recommended by the external review team, 
at the same time there was a regularly scheduled reaccreditation review by AAHRPP.  An 
AAHRPP team was sent to the University and found non-compliance on two of the 63 areas 
needed to maintain full accreditation, Herman said.  When an institution is new or seeking 
accreditation for the first time, their status is “full accreditation pending fix,” Herman 
explained.  When an institution is already accredited like we are and items that need correcting 
are found during a site visit, they are given a status of “reaccreditation pending.”  The statuses 
mean the same thing, but are worded differently.  This can lead to confusion regarding the 
institution’s current accreditation status. 
 
Herman asked the members if they had questions.  When members had none, Lisa Warren, 
assistant vice president, Research, asked the committee what they would like to focus the 
discussion on and asked if there were specific questions they would like answered now that they 
had the background information provided by Herman.  She said she spoke with Chair Thompson 
prior to the committee meeting about members’ concerns regarding how to increase 
communication between the Research Office and members.  Warren said all accreditation and 
implementation information was posted on the Research blog and would be sent to the Senate 
Office staff for distribution to SRC members. 
 
Regarding communication, Herman said he reports monthly to the BOR and the state 
legislature.  The Office of Research’s website documents all action taken and all updates related 
to accreditation, including reports and implementation plans, he said.  He said the website has a 
lot of historical data and is a useful place to find detailed information.  Kyba said he would like 
to make sure documentation of the progress of pending work implementation team’s work is up 
to date on the website.  Herman said that an example of a pending item was that the IRB failed to 
meet the guidelines regarding the type of reviewers it was composed of.  Reviewers were to be 
drawn from specific departments in certain ratios, and the IRB did not follow these ratios.  He 
outlined examples and said that many institutions face difficulty in finding volunteers to serve on 
such panels because of their hectic schedules.  Because of this, panel members and their 
departments would be compensated for their service with a requirement of attending 65% of the 
44 meetings each year.   
 
Kyba asked how long the pending accreditation status would last and when the pending nature of 
the status would strip the University of being accredited altogether.  Herman said AAHRPP had 
asked for reports over the next year.  AAHRPP would decide at the end of the next year if the 
University had addressed all of its concerns.  AAHRPP would then conduct a very short site visit 
to confirm everything had been completed.  In response to Kyba questioning if there was a 
legislatively imposed deadline, Herman said that the University would be reporting monthly 
(both in and out of the legislative session) until the reaccreditation process is 
completed.  Herman said the timeline of 12-18 months was self-imposed by the University, not 
by an outside entity.  Warren said they were preparing for the December BOR meeting and 
legislative update, which will also be forwarded to the committee.   
 
Herman responded to a question from Rachel Bergerson and explained that of the items on the 
list provided to the committee, only a few of them were required to achieve full 
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accreditation.  The entire list was what the University was seeking to complete so that it could be 
considered one of the highest caliber programs for human research and a national model.   
 
Warren said that the Conflict of Interest (COI) Policy is also part of the plan.  Herman said that 
they have become more stringent in regard to human research.  Policies are being put into place 
regarding when an investigator can perform research versus when an investigator can consult for 
a company supporting the investigator’s research.  He acknowledged faculty concerns regarding 
the ability to consult, but said that being paid by a company while running a trial wasn’t 
manageable.  
 
Next, Herman updated the committee on the use of fetal tissue in research.  The University’s 
position was that the research is legal, ethical, and valuable to the development of new therapies 
and/or cures for very difficult diseases.   
           
3.  Formation of the IRB Communications Subcommittee:  Kyba began by explaining that 
many on the Faculty Consultative Committee felt that they had not been fully consulted with, or 
kept within the communication loop, during the reaccreditation process.  Kyba told the 
committee of Chair Thompson’s idea to form a communication subcommittee to bridge the gaps 
in communication between the Office of Research and the SRC.  The subcommittee, if formed, 
would be made up of individuals who perform human subject research and were heavily engaged 
in ensuring that the process is successful.  There are not many members on the committee who 
are very heavily engaged in human subject research.   
 
Herman said that the initial desire for the subcommittee was because of a feeling of lack of 
communication.  He said that the SRC and all other faculty Senators will receive all information 
through a website and emails to Senate staff, who would pass the emails onto members.  Kyba 
said he was not picking up a lot of enthusiasm for the creation of a new subcommittee and they 
would wait for Chair Thompson to reassess.   
 
4.  International travel policies and funding: Meredith McQuaid, associate vice president, 
Global Programs and Strategy (GPS), provided a presentation to the committee.  McQuaid 
thanked the committee for inviting her and explained that the GPS Alliance is the central 
coordinating international office for the University.  It serves all five campuses.  The mission of 
the GPS Alliance is to be the driving force for the University in globalizing teaching, learning, 
research, and engagement.   
 
She explained that the office works with the President and executive leadership to determine an 
international strategy for the University.  She referenced the presentation to explain the units 
within the GPS Alliance, its role as a facilitator in forging an international University, as well as 
the four cornerstones of the GPS Alliance’s strategic plan.  The strategic plan can be found 
HERE. 
     
McQuaid said that the Learning Abroad Center is fourth in the country for the number of 
students studying and conducting research abroad.  The national average of students who study 
abroad is 5%, while the University is over 33%.  McQuaid discussed how the office supports 
faculty in terms of providing information and financial assistance.  The Global Operations 
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initiative brings together experts from across the University to give faculty advice and support 
when they perform research overseas.  Global Operations work has benefited projects in 30 
countries on five continents.  McQuaid discussed the role of GPS Alliance working as the “State 
Department” to the University.    
 
Next, she explained the sources of funding for faculty through the GPS Alliance.  Almost 
$700,000 in the form of over 400 individual grants have been awarded since 2011.  Travel grants 
are given out three times each year.  Once a travel grant is awarded, an applicant must wait two 
years to reapply.  The office documents the reasons for the grants, as well as the 
outcomes.  Larger grants are given for a department if multiple people are going overseas. While 
research funding from the GPS Alliance will continue in the future, it will not be distributed 
through the Global Spotlight Initiative.    
 
McQuaid discussed Global Spotlight Funds, which are awarded by GPS Alliance.  The funds are 
used on research projects focused on either a region of the world or a pressing global issue.  Each 
Global Spotlight topic is two years in duration.  The funds support faculty and graduate student 
research.  The work strengthens research partnerships with institutions abroad.   
 
She said that the University is nationally known for its study abroad programs and the integration 
of international students on campus.  The University has a positive global profile, yet previously 
lacked an international strategy, she said.  McQuaid then went on to explain the University-wide 
international strategy that will be launched in 2016.  There are three major goals of the strategy: 
the creation of global hubs of excellence around the world, enhancing the student experience by 
nurturing global competence in all students, and improving the structure and support for the first 
two goals of the strategy. 
 
Ms. Lisa Johnston asked how the University ranked in comparison to other universities regarding 
globalization.  McQuaid explained that while many universities claim to be international, it is 
hard for them to prove.  There are many ways to be considered “international,” such as hosting 
visiting professors from other countries, having a large population of students studying abroad, 
or offering majors with a global focus.  The idea behind creating global hubs is not necessarily to 
have a physical structure in the hub location; it is to create a presence to stimulate activity and 
engagement, as well as recruitment from within the hub location.  Partnerships with area 
institutions will also flourish.   
 
Professor James Orf asked for clarification regarding constituted “global competence for all 
graduates.”  McQuaid said that it is not feasible for all students to study abroad but there are 
many ways to bring global competence into the classroom.  Hosting international instructors, 
building relationships between domestic students and international students, and 
internationalizing syllabi are examples of how to accomplish building global competence.  She 
added that there are many ways to enhance language learning without taking general language 
classes.  The committee discussed methods to implement language into non-language classes 
through various labs and lectures.   
 
Arnold said he has international students in his classes and that language has been a huge 
obstacle for them.  He has had students who had a difficult experience translating during 
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exams.  They need additional time to read and process the written exams despite speaking and 
comprehending spoken English well.  McQuaid said that students are supposed to be above the 
minimum for language requirements when they come into the University.  She said that the 
University is 14th in the nation in terms of international students in attendance.  She said that the 
International Student and Scholar Office works through a large institutional support structure to 
support international students.  There are services in place for them to access if they need 
additional assistance. 
 
Professor Tasoulla Hadjiyanni said that the University is at a good place to discuss what being 
international actually means.  She said that there are many people on campus with multiple 
citizenships and that many people live in between citizenships.  There is a rich opportunity to 
construct global citizens on campus.  She said there is research to show that studying abroad 
could actually make people more ethnocentric and that relying on studying abroad is not enough 
to be considered international. 
 
Orf said that in the University’s agricultural areas of study there are multiple exchange 
programs.  He said many of these students want to conduct thesis research or other in-depth 
research while at the University.  McQuaid said that her office is able to help students either 
perform desired research or stay longer to conduct their research through assisting them in 
extending student visas.    
 
McQuaid said that she would like to talk to members’ colleagues and departments.  She also said 
that members are welcome to email her their reactions and thoughts to the strategy the office was 
proposing.  The office has many resources and she would like to help members realize what 
opportunities are open to them.        
    
5. Conflict of interest implementation team update:  Professor William Durfee; Jon Guden, 
associate program director, Office of Institutional Compliance; Lynn Zentner, director, Office of 
Institutional Compliance joined the committee to give a brief update on the implementation 
team.  Zenter said that most changes are for clarity purposes but there is content change 
regarding COI that arose out of the implementation team’s work.  
 
Durfee said there are two provisions that came out of the implementation team’s work.  First, if 
someone is involved with human subject studies, they have to report any financial interest they 
have.  Second, there is a prohibition on the type of consulting where individual income is 
received during the time a person is acting as an investigator on a human subject study.  An 
exception is that the money can go into a University account.  Durfee said the discussion with 
this change centers around whom this should apply to and who should have control of the 
consulting money in University accounts.  The implementation team did say there could be 
exceptions to the consulting fee rule that needed to be acknowledged in the policy.  Exceptions 
were possible but should not be the norm, he said.       
 
Durfee said that being paid by a company for research work while on a retainer with the same 
company is the issue at question.  For those who perform research while on a retainer, the money 
paid into a University account could not be used as personal income.  Zenter said that there are 
ongoing conversations regarding the possibility of department chairs controlling the funds in a 



 6 

University account to further separate the appearance of profiting from research 
performed.  Regarding the committee’s discussion about possible implications of department 
chairs controlling such funds, Zenter said that nothing had been fully decided.   
 
Mr. Greg Cuomo gave examples of his department performing taste-testing research with 
humans and asked if this was considered human subject work.  Durfee said that what constituted 
a human subject is uniform across the board.  If an IRB application is submitted, the COI Policy 
applies to the research being performed.   
 
The committee discussed if the policy should apply to both for-profit as well as non-profit 
companies.  Committee members asked specific questions regarding what the policy would 
impact within their specific department/field.  
 
Durfee said that the External Review Panel did not address COI.  It was an additional charge by 
President Kaler and the BOR.  He said that the COI Policy was an administrative policy and 
would go through the normal policy approval route.  The University, Durfee said, is in the public 
view regarding its human subject program.  The Human Subjects Protection Program wants to be 
a national leader and seen as beyond reproach, he concluded.        
 
Hearing no new business, the meeting adjourned. 
 
Avonna Starck 
University Senate  
 
 


