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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 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
 
[In these minutes: Revised Conflict of Interest Policy; For-Cause Investigations Related 
to Research Compliance Concerns Policy; Advancing Human Research Protection 
Implementation Plan Update; Challenges for P.I.s in Engagement Research] 
 
PRESENT: LaDora Thompson (chair), Jayne Fulkerson, Lisa Johnston, Jeffrey 
Simpson, James Orf, Bill Arnold, Dan Habchi, Elizabeth Steinart, Michael Kyba, 
Bethanie Stadler, Lynne Zentner, Jon Guden, Philip Zelazo, Tucker LeBien 
 
REGRETS: Carol Carrier, Claire Stewart, Tasoulla Hadjiyanni, Teresa Rose-Hellekant, 
Logan Spector, Joel Waldfogel, Rachel Bergerson, Bob Lewis, Hinh Ly, Nelson Rhodus,  
 
ABSENT: Allen Levine, Murat Can Kalem, Helen Ofstad, Gregory Cuomo, Suzanne 
Paulson, Jeanette Gundel, Frances Lawrenz 
 
GUESTS: Andrew Furco, associate vice president, Office for Public Engagement;   
Sarah Waldemar, director, Research Accountability and Education, Research Compliance 
Office; Pamela Webb, associate vice president, Sponsored Projects Administration 
(SPA); Professor Will Durfee 
 
Chair Thompson welcomed the committee and asked participants to introduce 
themselves. 
 
1.  Revised Conflict of Interest Policy:  Professor Will Durfee provided information on 
changes that have been made to the Conflict of Interest policy since the March 3rd 
version was presented to the University Senate.  He mentioned the following changes 
regarding what happens if an investigator is both engaged in a research project involving 
human participants and also receiving consulting income from the company that 
sponsored that study, or whose product that study is evaluating: 

• Narrows who is covered by the term “investigators.” 
• Adds a time period definition. 
• Clarifies where money can go under the External Sales Agreement (ESA) 

provision. 
• Eliminates the requirement for a reporting plan under the ESA provision, although 

it still can be required by the Conflict Panel. 
• For exceptions, it defines “compelling circumstances” using language from the 

“AAUP Recommended Principles to Guide Academy-Industry Relationships” and 
the UT Southwestern Medical Center’s policy. 



• Removes the Institutional Review Board (IRB) from the exception approval 
process. 

• Added, then removed, the phrase, “perception of influencing the study.”  
 

Durfee said that other major changes include Section IIE, where the language was 
changed from “sponsored by business entities” to “sponsored by companies.”  
 
He added that some colleagues in the medical school believe that specific exceptions 
should be allowed under the normal conflict management plan rather than what is 
considered to be an exception to the norm.  The concern was that it would be up to a 
conflict panel to decide whether compelling circumstances existed, and that could make 
design and development of new medicines or devices more burdensome and challenging. 
 
Durfee then clarified that the current process for managing conflicts is that if an 
investigator earns more than $5000, then that investigator could not serve as the primary 
investigator (PI) for a Human Subjects Trial.  This would disallow the ability to 
simultaneously conduct a study and also earn any income, unless the PI provided an 
exception and a management plan. 
 
He said the policy would be discussed at the May 5 Senate Consultative Committee 
meeting and would most likely be voted on.  Then it will be set aside until the vote on 
faculty unionization has happened.  Depending on the outcome of the vote, the policy 
draft may be put into place right away or set aside for inclusion in any bargaining unit 
agreement.   
 
2:  For-Cause Investigations Related to Research Compliance Concerns Policy:  
Sarah Waldemar, director, Research Integrity and Oversight, and Pamela Webb, associate 
vice president, Sponsored Projects Administration (SPA), talked about the policy as a 
way to assure that when there are research compliance concerns identified in any 
research, there is a procedure in place to address them. Depending on the nature of the 
concern, it may be that the investigation would be remanded back to a regulatory 
committee.  In a few cases, said Waldemar, more intensive reviews would be needed 
where outside expertise is required.   She added that the Research Compliance Office 
would be responsible for reporting on trends without identifying individuals involved.   
 
Webb asked that any comments on the policy be sent to her or Waldemar by April 29th.  
She said it is being consulted quite broadly through a variety of offices and committees 
before being posted for the thirty-day review. She added that they have also included 
timelines so that individuals are aware of how long an investigation might take. They will 
only investigate incidents that have occurred within the past seven years and will only 
investigate something once.  She said they do not believe the policy is subject to the 
status quo order from the Bureau of Mediation Services.  
   
3. Advancing Human Research Protection Implementation Plan Update:  Thompson 
stated that the Office of the Vice President for Research reported that progress has been 
made on the plan, and the final reports are due on June 30th.  It is a year of the University 



trying to raise the bar for how research is practiced, from best practices to exceptional 
practices. The hope, she said, is that next year the fruits of the implementation will be 
recognized.   
 
Thompson added that one of the teams will be working to assess the culture of ethics at 
the University, including a yearly survey so that data could be analyzed and trends 
identified to see the degree to which the University research community believes it is 
working ethically.  These would be self-reporting surveys. The goal is to be able to 
evaluate whether the University culture has changed.   
 
4.  Challenges for P.I.s in Engagement Research:   Thompson reminded the committee 
that the previous meeting included a report from Professor Mark Pedelty on the 
challenges that faculty involved in engagement research can face.  She introduced 
Andrew Furco, associate vice president, Office for Public Engagement, to talk about 
engagement research challenges.  Furco said that his office works to support the 
academic units interested in this work, and that they also offer workshops.  He said that 
faculty from ten colleges and schools and from all campuses have contacted him with 
concerns.  He stated that in 2014 he convened 21 faculty engaged in community research 
to provide recommendations about how to mitigate these concerns. He shared the 
following challenges identified by faculty in five broad categories: 

• Transactional:   
o Low Indirect Cost Rates: this means that the grants brought in less 

money and so administrators in some departments were not 
encouraging this type of research.  The recommendation from the 
21 faculty gathered was to have a central fund from which these 
grants are processed. 

o Processing financial transactions: many nonprofits find it difficult 
not to have quick access to funds. 

o Processing small grants and contracts: the procedures can be quite 
onerous. However, SPA has been amenable to streamlining 
processes on these smaller grants.   

• Compliance: 
o Human Subjects/IRB: a sense of work being very difficult for 

community partners. Consent forms are intimidating especially for 
vulnerable populations.  There are some language barriers.   

o CITI training (human subjects training). 
• Partnership Issues: 

o Lead time for RFPs: sometimes the lead time is too short to allow 
time for relationship-building.   

o Sustaining community partner support:  most of the funds garnered 
in these agreements go to the university and not to the partner.  
After a while these partners decide not to participate. 

o Approval of vendors and partners.   
o Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) development: so many PIs 

have developed their own MOUs, which have to be run through 



OGC, which takes time.  There is a template, but any modifications 
need to go through the approval process. 

• Academic Culture:   
o Lack of rewards for faculty: this type of research is not rewarded in 

the promotion and tenure process.  They have a group reviewing 
how community-engaged work is characterized and are trying to 
provide guidance to P&T committees on how to value this work.  
It is difficult because the disciplines are all different.  

o Lack of understanding as to what community-engaged scholarship 
is.  

o Minimal faculty development, especially for advanced work.  
o Non-traditional products: this type of work doesn’t always appear 

in peer-reviewed articles. 
o Graduate student development: they need to do more to prepare 

future faculty. 
• University Policies and Infrastructure 

o Branding and use of logos: according to the University Brand 
Policy, only the University logo is allowed on joint community-
engaged publications, unless a sponsorship agreement is drawn up 
stating terms and conditions.   

o Intellectual property issues. 
o Locating partnership opportunities. 

 
Professor James Orf asked if community engagement was part of the land grant mission 
of the University, and if so, why all these impediments were in place.  Furco stated that 
yes, it is, but community engagement is only seen as part of the land grant mission; it is 
not seen as part of the research mission.  If it were seen as part of our research mission 
and the student learning mission by the University, then community engaged-research 
would be embraced and rewarded in a different way.  It is about how to present it in a 
way that would make it equally matter and be equally valued.  
 
Thompson wrapped up the meeting by thanking Furco for his presentation, and thanking 
the committee for their work over the year.  Hearing no further business, the meeting was 
adjourned. 
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