
Minutes* 
 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Thursday, November 19, 2009 

3:00 – 4:30 
Room 238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Marti Hope Gonzales, (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Christopher Cramer, 
Will Craig, Shawn Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Manjari Govada, Andrew Heairet, Karen 
Lovro, Jonathan Lundberg, Michael Oakes, Andrew Smith, Greg Summers, Kathryn 
VandenBosch 

 
Absent: Jeffrey Anderson, Emily Hoover, Walt Jacobs, Kathy Julik-Heine, Jeffrey Kahn, Russell 

Luepker, Jan McCulloch, Francis Strahan, Sarah Waldemar, Cathrine Wambach, Becky 
Yust 

 
Guests: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) policy review; (2) draft conflict-of-interest policy; (3) search protocol] 
 
 
1. Policy Review 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 3:10 and said the Committee should review the 
proposed policy changes on the Faculty Senate docket.  While the Faculty Senate will vote on the 
changes, they affect students, so she asked that the Committee review them. 
 
 Professor Chomsky reviewed the University Senate docket. 
 
 Professor Oakes explained the statement from the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee that 
appeared for information in the docket: 
 

The University of Minnesota's Faculty Senate Committee on Academic Freedom and 
Tenure advises the Institutional Review Board (IRB) that it is not an infringement of academic 
freedom for the IRB to place restrictions on faculty members who permit or encourage 
inappropriate research by students using human subjects. Rather, faculty members who advise 
students have a responsibility to offer rigorous training and oversight consistent with IRB 
expectations when students are conducting research with human subjects. 

 
The Committee takes the position that the safety of the human subjects, and the safety of 

the students conducting the research, is paramount, and that the IRB does not infringe academic 
freedom when it acts to protect human health and well-being.  The Committee is also of the view 
that the IRB may appropriately consider the qualifications of the faculty member to supervise the 
research proposed by the student and may, without infringing academic freedom, inquire about 
and ultimately not approve such student research if the proposed supervision appears inadequate.   
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Finally, the Committee endorses the proposition that when questions arise, the IRB 
should work with the faculty member and the student to ensure that an appropriate research 
project will be undertaken.  Ultimately, however, the Committee believes that the IRB must make 
a decision about whether or not it can approve the project.  The faculty member and the student 
must be notified of their right to appeal the decision.   

 
Faculty advisers in a few cases were not doing what they should for students; this statement indicates the 
IRB can tell researchers what they can and cannot do with respect to student research.  The statement also 
says it is not an infringement of academic freedom if the IRB restricts student research in order to protect 
human subjects.  Were they not getting informed consent, Professor Yust asked?  In some cases they were 
trying to teach students how to get around IRB rules, Professor Oakes said.  The University wants 
students to do research and have responsibility for research, and to learn the process of research.  Some 
universities do not allow students to do human-subjects research. 
 
 Professor Chomsky said there will be questions developed to guide the "financing the future" 
discussion at the University Senate meeting.  She welcomed thoughts and suggestions from the 
Committee.  The key issue is the sustainability of the University, Professor Oakes commented.  Professor 
Yust said the discussion is not about cutting programs, it is about generating revenue and different ways 
of doing things.   
 
 Dr. Craig asked if there is competition from the University of Phoenix, which is making money 
without state funding.  There are discussions about e-education, Professor Gonzales responded, but the 
University of Minnesota is not the University of Phoenix.  Dr. Craig agreed but wondered about the 
extent to which it is diverting revenue from the University.   
 
 The Committee approved the University Senate docket unanimously. 
 
2. Conflict-of-Interest Draft Policy 
 
 Dr. Craig asked if there is any formal way to object to the draft conflict-of-interest policy that has 
been released.  One can no longer take a cup or coffee from any business, including non-profits.  So he 
cannot serve on a professional board and go to the board breakfast.   
 
 Professor Oakes said that is a valid point that needs to be dealt with.  It is difficult to draft 
language to deal with all the circumstances that might arise.  Wording can have unintended consequences, 
Professor Curley observed, and he said he hoped that Dr. Craig's point would be voiced during the review 
process.   
 
 Professor Chomsky said that the policy can establish prohibitions and then exemptions can be 
carved out.  There is much that is gray, Professor Oakes responded.  The revolutionary part of the policy 
is that it moves outside the Medical School and extends to the entire University—and requires first-dollar 
reporting. 
 
 
 
 
 



Senate Consultative Committee   
Thursday, November 19, 2009 
 
 

3

3. Search Protocol 
 
 Professor Gonzales next noted a few minor changes in the protocol governing Senate committee 
involvement in searches for central administrators suggested by the policy office—changes that in one 
case strengthened the language of the protocol and in another case clarified the intent.   
 
 Professor Chomsky inquired if the revised protocol responded to questions from CAPA and the 
Civil Service Committee.  The protocol, as a Senate document, addresses only Senate committee 
participation in searches, not participation by any other groups.  The changes in the protocol are not 
substantive but intended to make it more understandable.  There are P&A and Civil Service 
representatives on many of the committees that participate in searches, and they can carry information 
back to their constituents, but this item is for the Senate, which does not speak for CAPA or the Civil 
Service Committee. 
 
 Dr. Craig said that a lot of policies came through committees last year, some of which he referred 
to CAPA for discussion.  In many cases, CAPA is satisfied if the policies come to this Committee.  They 
have learned that much happens at other committees, however, that does not come here, and CAPA is not 
connected to the P&A staff who sit on those other committees.  It needs to build bridges to them.   
 
 Dr. Craig also reported that CAPA is considering becoming a senate so that it would better fit in 
the umbrella of governance at the University.   
 
 Professor Chomsky adjourned the meeting at 3:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota  


