
SENATE RESEARCH COMMITTEE• 
February 2, 1994 

Minutes of the Meeting 
 
 
PRESENT: Al Yonas (chair), Dan Feeney, John Basgen, Paul Sackett, Allen Goldman, Tony Potami, 

Anne Petersen, Signe Betsinger, Jeylan Mortimer, Stephen Rich, Kirk Walztoni 
 
REGRETS: N.L. Gault, Sara Evans, Eric Klinger 
 
ABSENT: Liz Eull, Dongli Su, Khoi Nguyen 
 
OTHERS: Mark Brenner, WinAnn Schumi 
 
 
The minutes of the last meeting were approved. 
 
Professor Yonas convened the meeting at 2:15.  The purpose of the meeting was to review the Conflict of 
Interest Policy one last time before forwarding it on to the Faculty Consultative Committee.  Professor 
Yonas turned the meeting over to Professor Mark Brenner who proceeded to walk the Committee through 
the revised document, pointing out the significant revisions. 
 
Professor Brenner began the discussion by saying that he has met with several groups, especially SCAFA.  
He said that 99% of that committee's concerns have been addressed.  SCAFA gave its preliminary approval 
based on those concerns being addressed.  If approved by the Research Committee, today, the document will 
be forwarded to FCC on February 3.  If approved by FCC, the policy will go before the Senate on February 
17. 
 
The first major change he identified deals with the definition of conflict of interest.  Hopefully, he said, there 
has been clarification as how conflict of interest is defined.  To some people, this has been controversial.  
Academics had one definition which is probably different than that which plays in the public.  The definition 
which they choose to go with is the one that will work in the public, he said.  The definition now addresses 
the potential for a conflict of interest.  It says that a conflict of interest is when you cross over and have bias 
for your own personal advantage.  He referred to line 47 and 48 of the document - ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES MAY NOT ENGAGE IN ACTIVITIES IN WHICH THEY HAVE AN ACTUAL 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST.   
 
Another major change, he noted, appears on page five, lines 136-139, under the heading of Instructional 
Activities.  This is a new addition.  It reads:  An academic employee assigning students or other trainees to 
instructional projects, for example, design projects, in which the academic employee, a member of his/her 
immediate family, or an associated entity has a financial interest. 
 
This means that the department head is primarily responsible for overseeing this activity.  The activity means 
that there should be disclosure if a faculty member has a company.  For example, an architect working for 
the University 3/4 times as an adjunct and they assign a student or a class when the architect has a 
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commercial job on that same problem.  The Dean should know about this, he said.  We have to make sure 
the faculty member is not inappropriately enriched for his/her activity - this is not to disadvantage, but to do 
them properly, he added. 
 
Members spent some time discussing other kinds of issues that could arise relative to instructional activities. 
 
Moving on to the next change - lines 152-157.  This basically deals with self-referral, Professor Brenner 
said.  This section reads:  With the exclusion of consulting activities that conform to the consulting policy, a 
part-time (less than 50 percent appointment) academic employee while acting in the context of his/her 
University duties making professional referrals to a business in which he/she, a member of his/her family, or 
an associated entity has a financial interest of which the academic employee is aware or reasonably should 
be aware. 
 
Minimally, he said, they have to disclose that they are engaged in these activities.  This area is viewed as 
having a higher potential for conflict of interest and does have to go through the Conflict Review 
Committee.  The key words in this section is PART-TIME, he pointed out. 
 
The next major change he pointed out appears on lines 184-190 - Implementation - Conflict of Interest.  The 
point being, if the faculty comply, will they be taken care of?  The insertion reads:  Successful 
implementation of this policy assumes a shared responsibility by all academic employees and the 
administration of the University.  Academic employees are expected to comply with all the disclosure 
requirements described below.  Once proposed activities have been administratively reviewed with a plan of 
action completed and approved, University administration has the responsibility to defend the activity so 
long as the academic employee complies with the plan of action and the disclosure requirements. 
 
He asked the Committee for its input relative to the word "defend."  Is there a better word?  Isn't there a 
general policy of the University that say if faculty are in general compliance the institution would defend 
them, asked one member?  Yes, responded Professor Brenner, and it may be that the policy should be 
footnoted in the document. 
 
The next change occurs on lines 231-245, under waiving the requirement for disclosure.  This added section 
reads:  Academic employees may request a waiver of the requirement to file a financial disclosure to 
participate in a specific activity is they can document that they are not in a position to influence the accuracy 
of the outcome of the research or the timely and accurate dissemination of the results of the research.  A 
request for a waiver must be submitted to the academic employee's department head.  The administrative 
review process should follow the procedure described below for Category II Section A activities.  If the 
request for the waiver is denied, then the academic employee must either comply with the disclosure 
requirements or not participate in the proposed activity.  Professor Brenner pointed out that the word denied 
replaces the word declined. 
 
A clarification that the Vice President for Research will be the liaison for working with the Public-Private 
Partnership Committee, has been added under Category II - Section B, lines 272.   
The next set of substantive changes regard the definition of an academic employee, Professor Brenner said.  
These clarifications appear on page 10, lines 345-352.  The addition reads:  Also included in this category 
are those individuals, whether salaried or not salaried, who on behalf of the University are responsible for 
writing and submitting grants.  Exempted from this category are individuals appointed solely for the purpose 
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of classroom instruction and responsible for no more than two courses annually. 
 
Moving on, Professor Brenner asked members to turn to line 366 - the issue of the definition of family.  The 
issue was one of practicality, he said.  The desire was to have as inclusive as possible the definition of 
family, but the practicality of it is that on the issue of disclosure for the people now defined as extended 
family, is unrealistic to stay current.  It is unrealistic to expect that all of your siblings and parents will 
disclose their financial interest.  Therefore, the document describes two different types of disclosure required 
- one for the immediate family and for the extended family.  There are two requirements for disclosure:  1) if 
an extended family member holds an executive position in a business, or 2) hold equity or ownership interest 
valued at ten percent or more in a business. 
 
One final change not written in this draft document is that at least some of the members of the CRC should 
participate in the approval of external partnership. 
 
Before opening the floor for questions and comments, Professor Brenner informed the group that there has 
been some objection to Category III, External Activities Exclusion - under the self-referral, if you are a full-
time faculty member.  The committee spent a considerable time thinking about this, he said, and concluded 
that the primary responsibility is your full-time employer, which is the University.  The individual objecting, 
feels that this should be moved up to Category II and feels that you should be able to do this as long as you 
disclose to whomever you are making the self-referral to and that you also tell about the alternative sources 
who could provide the same information.  A committee member asked for an example.   
 
Professor Brenner provided the example of someone who is not in a private practice plan with a clinic 
someplace in the University, sees a patient and says "we could better take care of you or your loved one in 
this other clinic down the street" and this person also happens to be involved in that clinic.  What should the 
faculty do?  The faculty should then have to say...I'm sorry, but I have a personal interest and it would be 
inappropriate for me to share my expertise. 
 
Members spent time discussing other kinds of situations that might arise relative to self-referral. 
 
Tony Potami commented that it is extremely important to get this policy out.  It will answer many questions 
that faculty have. 
 
Professor Brenner distributed a draft of the Academic Employees Report of External Relationships form.  
Comments and or suggestions should be forwarded to Professor Brenner.  He pointed out that a second box 
will be added, asking if these activities have been approved.  It will also ask for the date of approval. 
 
Motion was made and carried to approve the Conflict of Interest Policy. 
 
Meeting Adjourned. 
 
                                                                - Vickie Courtney 
 
University of Minnesota 


