
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, September 15, 2008 

12:30 - 2:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Dan Dahlberg (chair), Melissa Anderson, Peter Argenta, Linda Bearinger, Arlene Carney, 

Jerry Cohen, Tricia Conway, Leslie Delserone, Genevieve Escure, Tom Hayes, Michelle 
Lamere, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer Linde, Mark Paller, Steven Ruggles, Karen Williams, 
Lynn Zentner 

 
Absent: Saif Benjaafar, James Cotter, Robin Dittman, Bridget Helwig, Timothy Mulcahy, 

Federico Ponce de Leon, George Trachte, Andrew Van de Ven, Jean Witson, 
 
Guests:  Channing Riggs (Director, Federal Relations) 
 
Other: Associate Vice President Pamela Webb (Sponsored Projects Administration) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) cost-sharing letter; (2) report from the Office of Institutional Compliance; (3) 
report from Federal Relations] 
 
 
1. Cost-Sharing Letter 
 
 Professor Dahlberg convened the meeting at 2:20 and turned first to Associate Vice President 
Lawrenz to explain a handout she had distributed. 
 
 Dr. Lawrenz said that Vice President Mulcahy had, at the request of the Council of Research 
Associate Deans, written to the National Science Foundation to comment on a proposal regard cost-
sharing on grants.  Associate Vice President Webb has also sent a letter.  All faculty are invited to send a 
letter.  Most believe the proposal is not a very good one because it favors institutions with a lot of money 
to cost-share, which means that proposals with less intellectual merit may be funded solely because the 
institution has cost-sharing funds available.  Dr. Mulcahy is arguing there should be a level playing field.  
He is also arguing that NSF should be clear if cost-sharing is expected or not rather than saying it might 
enhance a proposal (but not requiring it).   
 
2.   Report from the Office of Institutional Compliance (OIC) 
 
 Professor Dahlberg next welcomed Lynn Zentner, the new Director of Compliance, to provide a 
status report and update on her office.   
 
 Ms. Zentner distributed copies of a handout outlining the functions of her office (quoted without 
citation in these minutes) and noted that she spent 18 years as an attorney in the U.S. Attorney's office in 
Minneapolis and two years at Medtronic before coming to the University.  She began by commenting that 
the scope of activities under OIC was broadening and that offices were being combined.  OIC now 
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includes conflict-of-interest, for example, a hot topic for higher education, Congress, industry, and the 
Department of Justice. 
 
 There are four components to OIC:  the core compliance program, University administrative 
policies (the University's policy office and website), delegations management (electronic tracking of 
delegations of authority by the President throughout the system to individuals with operational 
responsibilities), and the Conflict of Interest program.  Asked how many people are involved, Ms. 
Zentner said there are 8 staff in three locations:  the policy office (3), conflict of interest (2), and core 
compliance (3).   A third hire for the conflict-of-interest program is under consideration. 
 
 The core compliance program is modeled in large part on the Federal Sentencing Guidelines (a 
statement that evoked puzzled responses from Committee members).  The Federal Sentencing Guidelines 
went into effect in 1984.  The Guidelines establish various factors that are to be taken into consideration 
by federal judges when sentencing individuals convicted of federal offenses.  When, in 1991, the Federal 
Sentencing Guidelines were revised to include factors to consider when sentencing corporations, 
significant reference was made to compliance programs.  The Guidelines established several elements it 
considered essential to the development of an effective compliance program.  To the extent that a 
corporation convicted of a federal offense had developed and implemented an effective compliance 
program, the Guidelines considered that to be a factor to take into consideration in determining whether a 
more lenient sentence ought to be imposed.  The University is in good shape because it has the pieces in 
place to identify and manage risk and address violations when they occur.  There are approximately 30 
different risk areas, including such activities as athletics, Boynton Health Service, dining services, 
Facilities Management, information technology, use of human/animal subjects, student finance, and so 
on.  Her office maintains a partnership with the Office of the General Counsel and the Office of Internal 
Audit to ensure a coordinated approach to the identification and management of risk and setting 
compliance priorities.  
 
 Compliance partners are identified for each area of risk and she receives reports twice per year 
from the partners.  There are written summaries of risks and risk management as well as identification of 
trends.  She also has in-person meetings as needed and sponsors compliance lunches six times per year. 
 
 The current emphases in the core compliance program are occupational health and safety, use of 
animals in research, and the conflict-of-interest program.  These foci were selected following a review of 
each of the approximately 30 compliance areas which was conducted by her office in the summer of 
2008, soon after she joined the University, Ms. Zentner explained.  She reviewed them in more depth for 
the Committee. 
 
 When her predecessor, Tom Schumacher, was in office a few years ago, the President asked Vice 
Presidents Carrier (Human Resources), Mulcahy (Research), and O'Brien (University Services) to form a 
working group to look at the occupational health and safety (OHS) program.  The working group found, 
inter alia, that OHS programs were many and varied across the University and under the leadership of 8 
different vice presidents; the group issued an interim report in June, 2006.  It found that the task of 
coordinating OHS programs was enormous if the University is to be on top of the issues and following 
standards and delivering training. 
 
 An OHS steering committee was formed, chaired by Health Sciences Senior Vice President 
Cerra, that includes a number of the central officers and responsible staff.  It was charged to develop an 
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integrated and coordinated program, use the expertise that exists within the departments, close any gaps, 
in services and training, and reduce redundancy.  They are currently seeking an outside consultant to 
review the programs and advise about the most effective ways to integrate operations, identify, evaluate, 
and manage risks, develop standards and procedures, and establish a leadership model.  A national search 
will be conducted to hire a Director.   
 
 Professor Argenta inquired if the consolidation plan included an a priori plan to eliminate 
positions.  There is no plan in place currently to eliminate positions.  However, as Ms. Zentner explained, 
an external review of the current program will assist her office in identifying gaps and redundancies and 
that may result in revisions to the current infrastructure.   
 
 The second area of emphasis is research using animals.  The Association for Assessment and 
Accreditation of Laboratory Animal Care (AAALAC) conducted accreditation site visits in early 2007 
and again in February, 2008 and identified problems the University is committed to solving.  They 
include strengthening the oversight and leadership of the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee 
(IACUC) and to address two OHS-related issues, the use of protective equipment and ensure the proper 
containment of biohazards.   
 
 The third area of emphasis is conflict of interest, Ms. Zentner told the Committee, for which she 
is responsible as of September 1 of this year.  She reviewed the individual and institutional conflict-of-
interest policies adopted by the Board of Regents and noted that there are administrative procedures to 
address conflicts of interest when they arise.  (The Regents policies can be found here 
http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/administrative/Individual_COI.htm and here 
http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/administrative/Institutional_COI.htm .)  She reviewed the 
"enforcement landscape" for conflict of interest, beginning with federal interest in the pharmaceutical 
industry.  In the pharmaceutical cases, there were huge settlements as a result of sham training, over-
prescription of drugs, high costs to Medicaid and Medicare, and questions about whether the right drugs 
were prescribed.  The federal government has also investigated the medical-device industry.  In the fall of 
2007, the government reached a significant settlement with five orthopedic companies that  involved 
millions of dollars and, interestingly, deferred prosecution agreements (to see if companies get in step 
with standards).  Medtronic, St. Jude, and Guidant (now Boston Scientific) received subpoenas from the 
federal government in the fall of 2005.  There has been no reported resolution of those investigations.  .  
Whistleblowers have also instigated investigations, including one of Medtronic which was reported this 
year.   
 
 Congress has also taken an interest in conflict of interest.  Senator Charles Grassley alleged that 
certain faculty at Harvard and Stanford failed to disclose significant financial ties to certain companies.  
With respect to the Harvard situation, Senator Grassley alleged that two faculty members failed to report 
the receipt of $1.6 million in consulting fees.  With respect to Stanford, Senator Grassley alleged that the 
Chair of the Department of Psychiatry failed to report $6 million in ownership interest in stock in a 
company involved in a government-funded study that the physician oversees.   Both institutions have 
responded to the allegations.  Ms. Zentner said the University cannot have a robust enough enforcement 
program because conflict-of-interest allegations and discoveries can cause such damage to an institution.  
The University must have good standards and be vigilant in overseeing them.  Senator Grassley 
reportedly has sent letters to a number of institutions of higher education seeking information about the 
quality of reporting systems by which researchers report outside income.  Grassley is concerned (1) that 
universities do not monitor or audit the information researchers report so that the only person who knows 

http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/administrative/Individual_COI.htm
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if the report is accurate is the person receiving the money, and (2) that while there is nothing inherently 
wrong in researchers receiving money from industry, for the sake of transparency and accountability the 
public should know who physicians are taking money from.   
 
 Senators Grassley (Iowa) and Kohl (Wisconsin) have introduced legislation in Congress requiring 
pharmaceutical companies and device manufacturers to disclose the amount of money they pay to 
physicians through payments, gifts, honoraria, travel, and other means.  Senator Klobuchar was a co-
sponsor of the bill.  The AMA, the Association of American Medical Colleges, and the professional trade 
associations for the pharmaceutical and medical device industries, among others, have endorsed the 
legislation.  In addition, several states have sunshine laws that require public disclosure, some only by the 
pharmaceutical industry and some by both pharmaceutical and medical device industries.  Minnesota was 
the first state to adopt such a law. 
 
 It was noted that Minnesota Public Radio, the morning of the meeting, had a report on a new 
conflict-of-interest (COI) review process in the Medical School.  Dr. Paller reported that the Medical 
School has a committee to suggest a new COI policy; the group has produced a draft for discussion.  The 
report is not final; it is advisory to the dean.  After the Medical School develops its policy, it will then 
determine on how it fits with University policy.  He said he expected that the draft policy would come to 
this Committee.  It is more stringent than the existing policy because, in theory, the situation exists for 
any faculty member to take money to do research; the policy would reduce the risk to people involved in 
the research.  Professor Cohen said that the situation is different in medicine because the research can 
affect the company's income; that is not so in other fields, so there is a need for more complex rules in 
medical fields.  In most fields there is much greater distance between consultation/research and product 
sales.   
 
 Professor Argenta asked if money from industry pays for Continuing Medical Education.  It does, 
Dr. Paller said; it is an education grant.  Has that been discussed with legislators, Professor Argenta 
asked?  Dr. Paller said he believed it has, although he was not sure in what detail. 
 
 There are administrative policies and associated procedures to address individual and institutional 
conflicts of interest, Ms. Zentner reported  (the policies are here:  
http://policy.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/conflict_of_interest_pol.cfm and here 
http://policy.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/InstitutionalConflict_pol.cfm ).  There are three COI 
committees, one for institutional conflicts and two for individual conflicts (one for the Academic Health 
Center and one for the units that report to the Provost).  Each has an executive committee; first the staff 
reviews cases, then the executive committee decides whether it is a conflict that needs to be addressed and 
if it should be reviewed by the full committee.  The researcher is invited to attend in those cases.   A 
management plan is developed if needed.  
 

How do they learn about potential conflicts?  Through the annual financial disclosure forms that 
officers are required to complete, through proposal-routing forms, through individual reports of 
professional activities (REPAs), and ROCs.  They can also learn about them through applications to the 
IRB and similar bodies, when receiving a contribution that has the appearance of creating a conflict, and 
when involved with technology transfer.   

 
The heart of the conflict-of-interest picture is protecting the integrity of research, Ms. Zentner 

said.  Her office is not contesting the integrity of PIs; they want to protect both the researcher and the 

http://policy.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/conflict_of_interest_pol.cfm
http://policy.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/InstitutionalConflict_pol.cfm
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institution.  There are faculty at the University who have a record of tremendous accomplishment who 
have come before the conflict-of-interest committees on more than one occasion, not because they are 
engaged in inappropriate activity but rather  because  they are engaged in significant work to further the 
application of their research through very legitimate and valuable partnerships with industry.  The work is 
often vital, but where actual or perceived conflicts of interest exist, they must be disclosed and managed. 
 
 Recent and current activities include meeting with representatives of the Deans' Council, CRAD, 
and FCC, initiating an external review of the University's standards and processes, creating a COI 
database, and developing a more comprehensive plan for following up on COI management plans.  It is 
possible that current policies and procedures may be revised. 
 
 Also part of the compliance program, Ms. Zentner told the Committee, is UReport, a web-based 
and call-center reporting service to report suspected violations of local, state, and federal laws and 
University policies.  Anonymous reports are allowed.  In 2008 there were 161 reports, 29% were 
anonymous, and 20% were deemed to be credible reports. 
 
 Ms. Zentner reported finally that the Policy Office merged with OIC in 2007.  Michele Gross, the 
director, manages the process of policy development, revision, maintenance, and retirement.  The Policy 
Advisory Committee, which consists of senior staff from vice presidential offices, ensures that policies 
are needed and aligned with the institution's mission, goals, and priorities.  The President's Policy 
Committee, which consists of most of the vice presidents, provides final institutional review and 
approval. 
 
 The Delegations Management Program tracks the delegation of authority from the President to 
other employees.   
 
 Professor Argenta said that there are concerns about COI in the Medical School, which is the 
reason for the proposed new policy, but he expressed concern that the University could throw out the 
baby with the bathwater.  The Medical School uses the money from industry to pay for excellent training.  
He said that few could actually manipulate the value of a company but the reaction to COI problems 
could jeopardize what is done at the University.  Ms. Zentner agreed that partnerships with industry are 
vital; the goal is disclosure.  Senator Grassley does not say relationships are bad; his focus is on 
transparency, not termination of the relationships.  Professor Cohen said there is a very complicated 
relationship between industry and the University that affects graduate students and the community.  It has 
many layers and the idea of looking only at self-aggrandizement is not enough.  The fund provided to the 
University must allow for the free exchange of information and prevention of bias in the data.  If the 
efforts at the University are limited to malfeasance, and the environment is changed only to accommodate 
that problem, a lot will be thrown away.  It is inappropriate to compare industry and the University; the 
University has an educational imperative and responsibilities larger than those in private industry.  It takes 
tax dollars, does research, promotes free and open inquiry, and trains students, so COI rules must also say 
that industry may not intrude on academic values. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg thanked Ms. Zentner for her comprehensive report. 
 
3. Report from Federal Relations 
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 Professor Dahlberg now welcomed Channing Riggs to the meeting to provide a report on events 
in Washington related to research. 
 
 Ms. Riggs began by commenting that every year is so different.  At this point last year Hillary 
Rodham Clinton was the front-runner and the GOP had no candidate, then came the hurricane and now 
the 2008 bailout of the financial system.  There is a budget process in Congress but it has fallen apart. 
 
 Three things have happened in the last week that bear noting. 
 
1.  FY09 starts this week and Congress has done nothing about the budget except for Defense, Homeland 
Security, and Veterans Affairs.  There is new money for basic research in the Defense budget, so to the 
extent faculty can identify research they do as related to the defense research, they might wish to apply 
for grants.   
 
2.  The $700-billion bailout.  It failed in the House the first time [but passed after this meeting]. 
 
3.  The economic stimulus package (which included money for research in the Senate proposal but not in 
the House, and the proposal died). 
 
 Congress adopted a continuing resolution, so budgets will stay flat for now.  Congress did pass 
the Higher Education Act, which governs much of what universities do, eight years late.  It is not a great 
bill.  Everyone has heard during the campaign that college is too expensive, so there have been bills 
proposed to address the problem, such as lists of colleges that raise tuition by too much and a call for 
more transparency on textbook prices. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg asked if Ms. Riggs spoke regularly to people who can provide insight on why 
Congress has such a bee in its bonnet about endowments.  Ms. Riggs said that Senate Charles Grassley 
(Iowa) sees them as a source to draw funds to pay down tuition (which cannot really be done in a 
meaningful way and because most endowment funds are restricted).  This has not really come up as an 
issue for Minnesota and she has received no questions from the Minnesota Congressional delegation 
about it.  But generally when there are no new funds available, Congress starts to regulate and tinker. 
 
 The farm bill passed because Representative Colin Peterson is a tough guy and got it passed on 
schedule. It has both good and bad provisions and no real increase in research funding.   
 
 The other big issue is the America Competes act, which called for more funding for several 
agencies—but no funds have been appropriated yet.  This is talked about as a matter of competitive 
advantage for the U.S. and it cannot back off.  Professor Dahlberg said that he speaks with people in 
Washington all the time and sees that finally both sides admit that things are screwed up—but the 
problem is that solutions require funding.  All are on board but the question is where to get the money.  
Republicans say get rid of school programs; Democrats would have to raise taxes.  Neither is willing to 
bite the bullet. 
 
 The NSF funds now come with significant administrative burdens, Ms. Webb reported.  And 
there are always increases in earmarks, Professor Dahlberg said. 
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 Ms. Riggs said that a new administration will evaluate every federal program.  The Bush 
administration began the process; some agencies did not take the process seriously and ended up with bad 
ratings. 
 

Professor Dahlberg asked how many members of the Committee go to Washington to serve on 
panels.  Many Committee members indicated they do so.  He suggested they visit their representatives 
and senators when in Washington to emphasize the importance of research.  Ms. Riggs asked that people 
go through her office; they can set up a meeting.  Regardless of how one feels about a representative, the 
University demands a lot from them and is always asking for money.  Please say "thank you" for the time 
and the money.  Professor Dahlberg said that he always sends a note of thanks to representatives when 
there is action on a bill of interest to the American Physical Society.  When he goes to Washington, he 
argues for funding of research in all of science and engineering, including NIH, and not just for physics; 
the real problem is the research support pie needs to be bigger.  It is an educational process because few 
understand where the money for science goes and what its impact is and what it means for the country 
and for the next generation.  For example, the high-technology balance of trade went negative about three 
years ago, which means that much new high technology is no longer coming from the United States. 
 
 Professor Cohen said that in his area of work, China spends more on research than does the U.S.  
The country is losing ground in research.   
 
 Professor Dahlberg urged Committee members, when they go to Washington, to set up an 
appointment with a member of Congress through Ms. Riggs's office and bring a package or pamphlet to 
explain the importance of research/science to the general good.  Ms. Riggs said the University has to find 
a way to connect with every legislator from Minnesota; she noted the help that several have extended to 
the University.   
 
 Professor Dahlberg thanked Ms. Riggs for her report and adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


