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[In these minutes:  draft conflict-of-interest policy] 
 
 
Conflict of Interest Draft Policy 
 
 Professor Anderson convened the meeting at 2:20 and noted that the Committee has been asked 
to provide comments on the draft Individual Business or Financial Conflict of Interest policy.  This draft 
comes in the context of heightened national interest in conflicts of interest and a November 19 report 
from the Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Inspector General that took universities 
to task for relying on faculty members' reports of their own conflicts of interest and doing nothing 
substantial about the conflicts they discover.  Locally, both the Star-Tribune and TwinCities.com have 
had editorials.  The Star-Tribune asked Senator Grassley about the policy; he was not completely satisfied 
with it.  So this policy comes in the context of national and local attention and the University has to do it 
right.   
 
 There are three forces in play, Professor Anderson commented.  Some parts of the University are 
resisting and want the process slowed down; the Academic Health Center wants to move forward quickly 
because it has a backlog of cases with which it wishes to deal; and the administration is interested in 
having a policy that applies across the institution. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy said that many in the academy know that conflict of interest (COI) has 
emerged over the last ten years or so for universities interacting with the private sector, consulting on and 
providing research.  Initially the concerns were centered on biomedical research and consequently the 
Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC) took the lead in addressing COI.  The University has 
recognized that individuals have benefited from interactions with the private sector in areas beyond 
biomedical fields but policy development in these areas has lagged as the associated risk is often 
perceived to be lower.  About 18 months ago the Medical School set out to draft a new COI policy 
because it was generally felt that the existing policy was not sufficiently robust and did not address 
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certain Medical School specific issues.  In the consultative process that followed release of the draft, there 
was a lot of concern expressed.  The administration felt it did not make sense to write a COI policy for the 
Medical School when the potential problems existed across the University—so they took the Medical 
School draft as a starting point and started to draft a broader version that would replace the existing 
University policy.  There was agreement that the policy should not establish double standards, different 
requirements for different faculty, but that there should instead be a uniform principle.  However, it was 
very challenging to codify the principles into a uniform policy because of the many different disciplines at 
the University.  In drafting the revised policy, the committee tried to envision possible detrimental 
implications for different disciplines.  The current draft is not perfect and it represents some compromises 
to accommodate to the extent possible the different disciplines while still establishing a campus-wide 
norm.  The intent of the revised policy is not to block faculty consultation or interactions with companies 
but to remove the shroud of suspicion that can surround such relationships in the eyes of the public.  The 
policy is to be used as a backdrop; implementation plans will flow from it according to decisions of the 
COI committees.    
 
 There are two things to keep in mind, Vice President Mulcahy told the Committee:  the policy 
and the implementation.  There have been complaints that the policy will block some relationships that it 
will not; the policy will be implemented in the conflict-management plans that are written.   
 
 Dr. Mulcahy repeated that it has been difficult to draft a policy that is applicable across the 
University and that will apply differentially across disciplines, but the University must do what it believes 
best to insure the integrity of faculty scholarship independent of the financial earnings of individuals 
outside their University work. 
 
 Ms. Zentner next noted the policies and other materials that were reviewed in preparing the draft 
policy, including recommendations developed within the University, policies at other institutions that are 
considered by the Institute of Medicine to represent best practices (e.g., University of California schools, 
the universities of Pennsylvania, Pittsburg, Massachusetts, Wisconsin, etc.), other COI policies (e.g., 
Mayo Clinic, Emory, Stanford), industry codes, and other materials including the joint AAMC-AAU 
Advisory Committee on Financial Conflicts of Interest in Human Subjects Research.  Moreover, the 
report of the external reviewers who came to campus to review the compliance office also served as 
background for the draft.   
 
 University-wide, Ms. Zentner said, the focus is on teaching, research, and service activities (as is 
true now, although there has been more attention on research, and the new policy is broader).  There is a 
new definition of covered faculty (it now includes adjunct faculty), distinguishes between reporting (the 
REPA [Report of External Professional Activities]) and disclosure.  Once a COI has been identified, it 
must be managed, and it must also be disclosed, for example, to students, colleagues, in connection with 
publications, to human subjects, etc. The timing of the REPA has been changed to a calendar year basis.  
The draft policy requires t the reporting of any income (rather than setting a threshold of $10,000) from 
outside activities that relate to one's University activities, and changes the equity-interest threshold (from 
$10,000/5% in a publicly-traded entity to $5,000 or 0.1 percent ownership in a publicly traded entity or 
any interest in a non-publicly-traded entity.  This is the new standard recommended by the AAMC-AAU 
advisory committee.  The draft policy adds details about the management of COIs and delineates what a 
COI management plan should look like and the way disclosures should be made. 
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 Some institutions require the public disclosure of income from outside activities that relate to 
one’s University activities, Ms. Zentner reported; the draft policy provides for the creation of a website 
that individuals can use to report, a website to be maintained by the University with public access.   
Reporting on this website would be voluntary. 
 
 They have created parameters around consulting agreements, and will not seek to pre-approve 
them, but will ask that everyone have the documents prepared so they can be produced if COI 
management is necessary.  There is language covering ghostwriting and royalties.  There are many 
policies at other higher-education institutions that prohibit participation in speakers bureaus; the 
committee that developed the draft policy took another approach.  If an event involves industry-sponsored 
sales or marketing, making a presentation at such events is not prohibited but there are parameters around 
participation in them.  The presence of representatives of business entities in teaching, research and 
clinical areas must be by invitation.  People can participate in education and training sponsored by a 
commercial entity but cannot be reimbursed by that entity for expenses associated with that attendance 
and any continuing education funding is to be received centrally.  There are no gifts, food, or 
entertainment permitted from business, with a very few exceptions.   
 
 There are sanctions for violating the policy, which are essentially the same as the ones in the 
current policy. 
   
 This draft, when approved, will replace the current administrative individual COI policy.  Ms. 
Zentner pointed out that this policy does not cover institutional conflict of interest, which is addressed in 
a separate policy. 
 
 Ms. Sundermeyer next reported on the response of the Council of Research Associate Deans 
(CRAD).  There is concern about the scope of the definition of covered faculty, so that it includes 
adjuncts; there is concern that not-for-profit organizations are treated the same as business; there is 
concern that the policy will affect long-term relationships faculty have with businesses and restrict access 
by the public; the policy should address POTENTIAL conflicts; a strict interpretation of the policy could 
mean the University is not open to some business representatives; and there is a concern about the 
workload of the conflict-review committees, with the expanded scope, and the turnaround time for 
approval could be longer. 
 

Professor Anderson commented that there has been considerable confusion about what "business" 
refers to in the draft policy.  She called attention to the definition in the policy:  "Any (1) corporation, 
partnership, sole proprietorship, firm, franchise, association, organization, holding company, joint stock 
company, receivership, business or real estate trust, or (2) any nongovernmental legal entity organized for 
profit, nonprofit, or charitable purposes." 

 
Professor Gini said that the language of the policy is so broad that one cannot do anything.  Even 

free textbooks are prohibited.  If a business offers texts, faculty cannot take them, Professor Linde said, 
but many faculty members solicit them.  Is that the same thing?  There are no pizza lunches for students 
when a company comes to recruit, Professor Gini said; more serious is Section VI, Prohibited External 
Relationships or Activities: 
 

Covered individuals may not participate in relationships with business entities that: 
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Result in direct payments to the covered individual that are intended to improperly generate 
business for a business entity or are solely or primarily intended to improperly influence how the 
covered individual conducts University-related activities.  In a clinical setting, these payments 
may be intended to induce patient referrals or influence the recipient’s prescribing practices or 
medical decision-making.  This prohibition applies to “switching arrangements” in which a 
covered individual is influenced by financial gain to change the selection and/or use of an item 
used in University activities or in clinical practice from a competing product to the product of a 
particular business entity.  

Who decides intent, Professor Gini inquired?  How can anyone prove good intentions? 
 

Mr. Rotenberg responded first to the question about textbooks:  He pointed out that Section XI 
provides that educational materials are expressly permitted:  Using Educational Materials Developed and 
Provided by Business Entities: 
 

--  Educational materials developed and provided by business entities, and used in connection 
with University activities, must have an educational purpose and must not be used to advertise or 
otherwise promote a product or service of a business.   

 
--  When using non-branded educational materials developed by a business for teaching purposes, 
faculty must disclose the name of the entity that developed the materials to students.  

 
The only proviso is that the materials must have an educational purpose. 
 
 As for intentions to improperly generate business, Mr. Rotenberg explained, the language is very 
close to the criminal statutes that bar state employees from directing state business to a particular 
corporation.  Intent is an element of a crime, and juries and judges for hundreds of years have tried to 
define intent, and it is a critical component in determining wrongful behavior.  He agreed that intent can 
be difficult to divine between a giver and a receiver, but the western legal tradition is drenched in 
discussions about how to figure out intent.  This is not a criminal statute, he said, but the Section VI 
language is akin to the statutory language:  the University does not want direct payments to employees to 
direct University business to someone paying to obtain it. 
 
 This policy covers everything, Professor Gini protested.  One needs to prove intent.  The policy is 
so wide it will not catch anything, or it will catch the smaller fish but not the big ones, and will impose a 
lot of work on faculty who do not deserve it. 
 
 Professor Cohen said he believes in COI rules because they protect everyone.  His questions, he 
said, are offered in the context of how to look at COI.  Relationships with industry are complex (e.g., his 
wife owns a company; his son works for a company founded by his University of Minnesota Ph.D. 
adviser; for either of them to bring him lunch would, according to the draft document, constitute a COI).  
He has Ph.D. graduates who work for companies, people who are friends and with whom he has lifelong 
attachments.  The policy can prevent normal, reasonable interactions between people.  What is needed is a 
set of rules that people with good intentions need not worry about and those with bad intentions need to 
sweat a lot about. 
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 Ms. Zentner said they struggled with some definitions and perhaps some need to be reconsidered 
in the context of breadth.    She explained that the issues related to COIs are complicated.  The committee 
tried to address the many areas in which they arise and provide a framework for addressing them so that 
people do not need to guess about what conduct is permissible.  The intent is not to make the faculty 
member's job impossible or to bar normal relationships.  The guiding principle reflects a commitment to 
sustaining principled relationships with business entities while at the same time sustaining the public’s 
trust in the work done at the University. 
 
 In drafting policy/statutes/rules, Mr. Rotenberg said, human language always has imperfections 
and denotes certain things to some people and other things to other people.  The policy does not 
necessarily capture every idea with precision, which is why there will be weeks of consultation on it.  If 
people have ideas, he said, they should submit them; there is no pride of authorship in the draft.  This is 
all about balance, Mr. Rotenberg continued; the whole point is to achieve a balance between the 
University's research mission and assuring the public and the political leadership that the University's 
research integrity is not being bought off or affected by COIs.  The policy is to advance the ability of 
faculty to conduct research because it increases the confidence of agencies and donors in the process—it 
is supposed to advance, not inhibit, research.   
 

At this point Mr. Rotenberg had to leave the meeting. 
 
 Dr. Paller suggested that if someone identifies a problem, it would help to have alternative 
language suggested.  Just saying that something will not work does not help them in trying to reword the 
draft. 
 
 Professor Cleary said he has conflict in reviewing the draft, having had relationships with 
industry for several years.  The draft is a tremendous improvement in language and clarity, but he had 
three points of concern.  (1)  Expert witnesses are not well covered in the draft.  They defend  
companies in legal proceedings for which they can earn large amounts of money, while at the same time 
they receive research grants and other consulting jobs from the entities they defend.  Their payments are 
indirect, coming from the law firm hired by the company they defend.   In response, Professor Cohen 
suggested that expert witnesses be a separate category.  Dr. Paller said that in the case of a physician, he 
or she would be covered by practice-plan rules and he interpreted expert witness testimony as a type of 
consulting.  Professor Cleary said that some people might not see it that way and that it should be covered 
by the policy, perhaps by adding "expert witness" to the definition of consulting. His second point (2) is 
about institutional COIs, and he said that he did not know how to deal with them or how to structure the 
conflict-review committees: appointment of review committee members and the review process should 
not be dependent on deans and department heads.  He questioned whether these administrators are 
impartial and have sufficient time to review carefully faculty conflict reports.  He said that the conflict-
review committee should be carefully designed to avoid perceived institutional conflicts.  His third point 
(3) was that founders and managers of startup companies are not adequately covered.  The University 
encourages faculty to start companies, where they may act as a CEO, or be significantly involved in 
management.  He suggested that these relationships need a separate and perhaps more in-depth policy.  
 
 Ms. Zentner said the suggestion about expert witnesses was a good one and noted that 
institutional conflicts of interest are covered in a separate policy.  As for startup companies, she and Vice 
President Mulcahy met with staff in the Office of Technology Commercialization recently to discuss how 
we might most effectively manage conflicts of interest that arise in the context of start-ups and at the 
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same time allow startups to proceed.  Professor Cohen said the report of the Inspector General's office at 
NSF highlighted at one point the problems of faculty with federal grants and a for-profit company, and 
this is a concern.   
 
 Ms. Chesley inquired about Section VII, Consulting Relationships with Business Entities  

 
--  Before consulting services are provided that overlap with a covered individual’s University-
related expertise and/or University-related activities, the covered individual and the business must 
enter into a signed, written agreement that: 
 

--  Identifies a legitimate need for the services provided; 
--  Provides specific information regarding compensation, deliverables, timeframe, and 
the services to be rendered; and 
-- States that the covered individual is acting solely in his or her individual capacity and 
is not speaking for or on behalf of the University. 
 

--  Compensation must be consistent with and may not exceed the fair market value of the 
services provided.  It may include reimbursement for reasonable and actual expenses for travel, 
meals and lodging.  “Reasonable” means consistent with the provisions and requirements of the 
University administrative policy:  Traveling on University Business. 
 
--  Documentation of the compensation received and the services provided must be maintained by 
the covered individual and include estimates of the time and effort committed to providing the 
services. 
 
--  The University retains the right to review all such agreements and related documentation in the 
context of a conflict of interest review. 

 
If a faculty member wants to enter into a relationship with a business, is there a document that can be 
provided?  Is there no standard document for the University?  Or a repository for such documents?  The 
absence of it could put faculty in an awkward position if they are unable to update it.  They have 
identified the elements that are to be included in a consulting agreement, Ms. Zentner said, such as 
legitimacy of the service to be provided, deliverables, compensation which reflects fair market value for 
the work, and so on.  They could develop a standard form and put it on a website.  The current draft of the 
policy asks people to retain the documents; they will not review them for pre-approval purposes, but if 
they are relevant to a conflict review, they would ask for them.  She said they have not thought about a 
centralized repository.  Ms. Chesley commented that if the only version is on someone's hard drive, it can 
easily be modified later.  Professor Cohen said that most companies have their own forms and to try to get 
them to adapt to a University form could be additional trouble.  The biggest potential problem is how 
much can be divulged. 
 

Dean Ponce de Leon said that there are elements of the draft that are of concern to him and 
CFANS faculty.  

 
Section XII, Samples and Demonstration Items Provided by a Business for Use in a Health Care 

Setting  
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-- Colleges, departments, or units may accept and distribute free or discounted samples or 
products provided by a business. However, the receipt and distribution of them must be 
documented. In this context, samples include medical devices, pharmaceuticals, and other 
medical-related products or software.  
 
-- Covered individuals may not accept free or discounted samples or products from a business.  
 
-- In the clinical context, it may be appropriate for covered individuals to use a product branded 
with the name of a particular business for educational and demonstration purposes with a patient 
for whom the product has been prescribed.  
 
Section XII reads to be specific to health care, he noted; however, this practice is expanding 

beyond health-care fields. In applied agricultural research it is common that agricultural companies 
provide in-kind (products) contributions for research. Should CFANS researchers document receipt and 
use of the contributed products for each research project, or should we ignore this section of the policy 
because, as described, it only applies to health care?  In the case of CFANS contracts with specific 
companies for agricultural research trials (equivalent to "clinical trials" in the context of health care) 
where specific products received from a company are to be distributed to agricultural producers to use 
under a research protocol, do researchers need to document the distribution of the products? 
 

Dean Ponce de Leon asked a question regarding implementation of a requirement in  Section III, 
Managing Conflicts of Interest, under the subheading "Where research is involved" that states:  "The 
assessment of the appropriate associate dean to determine whether to resolve the conflict by terminating 
or modifying the covered individual’s role in the research or whether the covered individual must 
relinquish part or all of the conflicting financial interest or whether another management mechanism is 
preferred."  This would require that associate deans be informed whenever a COI has been determined 
and a COI management plan has been or is being implemented.  Based on his previous experiences, he 
has never received feedback for REPAs that were referred to central administration because of an 
apparent COI.  Nor has he, as associate dean, been copied or notified about a resolution or a management 
plan developed to handle referred COI.  The only time he became aware of a management plan was when 
something was not working well.  Without having associate deans in the loop, the requirement described 
in Section III will difficult to implement.  
 

They recognized that problem, Ms. Zentner said, and have made changes.  Copies of the 
management plan are now going to the department head/head and the associate dean and the dean.  When 
they approve a REPA, they indicate what has been reviewed and the basis for the approval. Once 
approved, the REPA is returned to the referring individual with that information.   
 
 Mr. Kundargi asked if there is any provision for an oversight committee.  The IRS conducts 
random audits; is there a way to protect whistleblowers?  He also pointed out that the definition of 
covered individuals does not include students.  They have company-funded RAships and internships at 
companies.  The definition does include students who are involved in research, Ms. Zentner said, and she 
noted the language in the Definitions.  Dr. Paller said that it should perhaps explicitly mention students, 
which it now does not.  In terms of the IRS, he observed, one must produce records.   
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With respect to samples, Dr. Paller said in response to Dean Ponce de Leon, they did not limit all 
samples so they made it specific; one must use one's best judgment.  It is intended to apply to the array of 
human health care, but there will always be areas that need specific judgments.   

 
Professor Vaughan said he did not see a robust conflict resolution process, which will be needed 

because one will never have a perfect COI document or COI committee.  The language of the draft COI 
policy document is so broad (e.g., "related" appears throughout the document) that differing 
interpretations are inevitable.  He has had sponsored agreements with companies and with other 
universities that were subject to review, and he never sees any resolution on them and does not know 
where to go to obtain resolution.  He said he would like a conflict committee to which one can go for 
recourse.  Ms. Zentner said they work through the associate deans and send draft conflict-management 
plans to the individual before the final plan is created.  If the individual has concerns about the terms of 
the plan, that can be addressed with the individual and others in the individual's reporting line. 

 
Related to those defined as "covered individuals," Professor Bearinger wanted to be sure that 

postdocs would know if they are covered by this COI policy and if related mechanisms (e.g., the REPA) 
would reach them, if that is the case.  She said that if adjunct faculty members are included in the COI 
policy as written, there would be a new set of issues for them.  Many hold full-time positions outside the 
University (in business, government, etc), and she can't imagine that they could respond to the criteria in a 
fashion similar to faculty with full-time positions inside the University.  She asked if the draft will 
address issues that may arise when someone is either leaving a position elsewhere and coming to the 
University, or vice-versa, leaving the University and going to a new position elsewhere.  And when is one 
still accountable to the University if one has gone elsewhere? 

 
Dr. Paller said that with respect to adjunct faculty, the question is whether to leave something out 

of the policy because it is difficult to deal with or to include it on principle and recognize that it will be 
difficult.  Their students are taught by adjunct faculty and they want them to be aware of expectations.  
Students will know what those expectations are and can be a powerful influence on behavior.  He said it is 
not clear how the policy will be enforced if there is a problem with an adjunct faculty member in private 
practice outside the University or a hospital.  That may be a time for a one-on-one conversation to decide 
if the individual can continue the relationship with the University.  He said he believed, however, that the 
policy must include adjunct faculty, and it may take a number of years to work out the issues.  It will be 
difficult to enforce, he agreed, but they are faculty members, and they are faculty by other definitions as 
well and the Board of Regents rules apply to them. 

 
Professor Anderson said she would like the Committee to address two controversial issues that 

arose at the Council of Research Associate Deans.  One is about adjuncts who come in, teach briefly, 
receive things from commercial entities in their non-University work, but are only briefly associated with 
the University.  Must they report everything?  Ms. Zentner said they need to think through the adjunct 
question.  Adjuncts were included because of concerns raised over the last year or so that the University's 
policy was not capturing adjuncts—because the activities of adjuncts can have legal and reputational 
impacts on the University.  She said she would welcome help in working on the language. 

The second major concern of the research associate deans, Professor Anderson said, was about 
Section IX, Presence of Business Entities on Campus, which they found very controversial.  It provides 
that  
 



Senate Research Committee 
Monday, November 23, 2009 
 
 

9

--  Representatives of business entities are not permitted in any University research, clinical or 
teaching areas, unless invited by faculty or staff. 
--  Any food provided in connection with a campus visit by a representative of a business entity 
must be provided and paid for by the University department or unit that approved the visit. 

 
Business, she reminded the Committee, includes non-profit organizations, according to the draft policy's 
definition.  Colleges have people coming in on a regular basis to interact with students.  Under the policy, 
they can only come by invitation.  Not allowing people from commercial or non-profit entities to come 
onto a public campus unless they are invited could be seen as discriminatory.  If it is part of regular 
teaching, they are invited, Dr. Paller said, although that invitation may need to be documented.  The 
problem is sales people barging into patient-care areas and student lounges (which are not public spaces; 
the University cannot restrict such people from public areas).  The policy does not restrict activities a unit 
wants to continue; it is intended to reduce activities that create hassles.  A point of great dismay, Professor 
Anderson said, is that the line is not drawn carefully enough between interactions with for-profit 
organizations and non-profits; some organizations include both for- and non-profit subunits.  Professor 
Cohen commented that his department has an adjunct faculty member who works for Toro, who wears the 
company shirt, but who also does a good job of teaching.  They want companies involved because good 
relationships help the department, they hire the students, and open up other opportunities.  The policy 
could create problems for those kinds of relationships. 
  
 Dean Ponce de Leon asked how one determines fair market value.  Does one go to consultants to 
determine the fair market value for consulting?  What is the difference between football players and 
coaches?  He agreed with Professor Vaughan that the University needs a robust conflict-resolution 
process.  Ms. Zentner agreed that there are issues that still need to be dealt with.  One of the places she 
worked previously did hire a consulting firm to develop a salary survey that set forth ranges of 
compensation for various areas of expertise.  One argument made in that context was that the survey 
represented averages of compensation rates across the country and was not specific to certain localities. 
The definition in the draft policy focuses on a local approach to determining fair market value.  In the fall 
of 2007, the Department of Justice settled anti-kickback claims against several orthopedic companies.  
The Department approved compensation rates up to $500 per hour, however, if an individual believed 
their services were worth more, they were required to get an independent evaluation of their market place 
value.  All the documents are oriented to the health sciences, Dean Ponce de Leon commented, not the 
rest of the University.  Perhaps there should be an addendum for the health sciences that is much more 
specific and the rest of the University can be left as is. 
 
 Associate Vice President Lawrenz asked why advisory boards sponsored by government agencies 
are not exempt.  She noted Section I, Reporting and Evaluating a Covered Individual's Relationships with 
External Entities: 
 

--  The following activities are exempt from these reporting standards:  
 

--  Receiving income from seminars, lectures, or teaching engagements sponsored by 
governmental agencies and entities; 
--  Receiving income when serving as a special reviewer or on a review panel for a public 
or nonprofit entity; 
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--  Receiving royalties under the Board of Regents policy titled Commercialization of 
Intellectual Property Rights, but not having any other relationship with the royalty-
granting entity that could result in a conflict of interest (add link to policy); and 

 
They should be, Ms. Zentner agreed.   
 
 Dr. Lawrenz wondered if the potential problem of gifts of food for students could be addressed if 
the food were given to the department rather than the individual faculty member.   
 
 Dr. Lawrenz also inquired about the interface with ROC (Request for Consultant or Outside 
Service Agreement) reporting. 
 
 Professor Anderson next asked the Committee about ghostwriting, which is included in the 
policy.  She asked Dr. Paller if he had any comments.  He said he did not; "just don't do it."  Professor 
Gini said she had not heard of the problem outside the medical area.  Dr. Paller said he has heard that it is 
common in Congress:  Lobbyists write letters for members of Congress, sign them, and they become part 
of the public record.  This should not be a problem at the University.  Arthur Kaplan, the bioethicist, has 
said that ghostwriting is a cousin to plagiarism; in his view, Dr. Paller said, it is a close cousin.  Some 
who have permitted ghostwriting have been pushed to do so for non-peer-reviewed publications and 
believe the same standards do not apply, but he said he could not defend the practice.  He said he did not 
believe it is rampant around here, but some medical schools do not specifically prohibit it. 
 
 It is not only companies writing papers and putting someone's name on them, Professor Anderson 
said, but companies also show up at conferences and offer to write articles for faculty.  There are also 
postdocs who write proposals, which then go in under the name of the PI, Professor Cohen said.  That is 
an ethical issue as well.   
 

Professor Gini inquired what this language meant:  "All relationships of a non-business or non-
financial nature (e.g., close friend, immediate or extended family member) that may create a real or 
perceived institutional conflict of interest or that might influence the way a covered individual allocates 
University resources must be reported."  What are they trying to accomplish?  Ms. Zentner said the 
attention has been focused on financial conflicts, which are concrete, but people can make decisions about 
resource allocation based on non-financial relationships (e.g., one's best friend is in a company doing 
business with the University; one could make decisions based on non-business, non-financial 
relationships).   

 
It would be useful to have the document with FAQs that answer a number of questions, Ms. 

Williams said.  She said that in her job she has done things that do not rise to the level of the interest of 
the University but which now may be wrong.  It would help to have FAQs and a place one could call for 
help.   

 
Dr. Lawrenz asked if a private university is a "business."  It is an outside entity, Dr. Paller said.  

Public universities are not considered government entities, Dr. Lawrenz asked?  If he gives a talk at 
another public university and receives a $100 honorarium, must he report that on his REPA, Professor 
Cohen asked?  They originally excluded non-profits from the policy, Dr. Paller explained, but it was 
pointed out that people can be just as affected by non-profits as by for-profit organizations, so 
relationships with non-profits must be disclosed as well.  There was also a concern that government 
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agencies exert undue influence, Professor Anderson added, and some organizations can be part-private, 
part-governmental.   

 
The presumption is that if the University follows the policy, it will not have conflicts, Professor 

Vaughan said, but faculty members as researchers compete fiercely for every dollar and there is no such 
thing as no conflict.  No document makes the University pure.  It depends on the values of the faculty, 
Professor Cleary agreed, because there is no document that someone cannot get around.   

 
Vice President Mulcahy said that it is his experience in the academy that many are driven to be, 

and are expected to be, prominent in what they do, to publish as much as they can, and to seek as many 
grants as possible.  Those goals and associated pressures too are potent motivators that can influence 
professional judgments or behaviors.  He often hears faculty say they don't care about money, it's the next 
grant that matters.  So why are these other "motivators" not considered and managed as COIs?  They 
certainly can be powerful motivators that will influence professional judgments, but they are inherent in 
the career path and the public does not understand them as well.  Often the value systems of those outside 
the academy differ from those on the inside, but money and financial gains are common to all and the 
University must address the concerns of those who judge how money influences decision-making.  The 
public can understand how financial motivation might influence behavior, because it is an experience 
shared by all. In contrast, the public may think someone motivated by publishing is slightly crazy.  He 
agreed with Professor Vaughan that there are a lot of motivators and some of them may not be honorable, 
but the public is less concerned about many of them—at the moment.  However, money is a different 
matter altogether.  A physician, for example, might say that $10,000 is not enough to influence their 
behavior and therefore not worth worrying about.  To many in the public, however, that is a lot of money.  
In order to maintain the public's trust, the University's policies and procedures need to recognize and 
address the value systems recognized by the public—hence the focus on financial conflicts of interest.  
The University must make people understand that consulting and relationships with business are not 
unholy activities but are things the University and faculty must engage in in order for the University to 
fulfill its land-grant mission.  But the University must also be able to say unequivocally that its activities 
are carried out and reported with integrity. 

 
Vice President Mulcahy said he was glad for the opportunity for this consultation.  He said he has 

heard a number of comments that make him realize that often times the language chosen by the 
committee does not capture what the drafting team had intended.  They no doubt made mistakes and he 
welcomed the vetting opportunities that will allow the draft to be honed so that everyone can live with it.  
Professor Anderson said she has been asked what the point of the consultation is, whether it would 
actually have an impact on the policy revisions; she thanked the administrators for having been open to 
suggestions and said she was confident the Committee's suggestions will be reflected in the final policy. 

 
Professor Anderson adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 

      -- Gary Engstrand 
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