
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, January 28, 2008 

12:30 - 2:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Dan Dahlberg (chair), Linda Bearinger, Arlene Carney, Jerry Cohen, Tricia Conway, 

James Cotter, Paul Johnson, Michelle Lamere, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer Linde, Timothy 
Mulcahy, Steven Ruggles, Charles Spetland, George Trachte, Sanford Weisberg, Jean 
Witson 

 
Absent: Sharon Danes, Donald Dengel, Robin Dittman, Steven Gantt, Tryphon Georgiou, Bridget 

Helwig, Shikha Jain, Mark Paller, Federico Ponce de Leon, Susan Rafferty, Virginia 
Seybold, Joel Slaton, Barbara VanDrasek 

 
Guests:  Professor Gary Balas and Jeff Kahn (Faculty Consultative Committee), Moira Keane 

(Research Subjects Protection Program) 
 
Others: Melinda Sewell, Pamela Webb (Office of the Vice President for Research) 
 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) Human Research Protection Program accreditation; (3) 
academic misconduct policy and procedures] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Dahlberg convened the meeting at 12:40 and began by noting that there would be a 
copyright committee established to work with the Provost to develop implementing procedures for the 
Regents' policy and to serve as a sounding board for faculty and administrators with questions or issues.  
The committee is to include a representative from this Committee; it was agreed that Professor Danes 
would be asked to serve, and that if she could not, Professor Ruggles would serve. 
 
2. Human Research Protection Program (HRPP) Accreditation 
 
 Professor Dahlberg welcomed Moira Keane to discuss IRB accreditation, a question about which 
had been raised by the Faculty Consultative Committee (i.e., why is it every three years?).  Ms. Keane 
began by noting that she was going to discuss accreditation of the Human Research Protection Program 
(HRPP), not accreditation of the IRB.  HRPP includes grants management and research initiatives in the 
social and clinical sciences on all campuses.  Several years ago the University elected to pursue 
accreditation from the Association for the Accreditation of Human Research Protection Programs 
(AAHRPP) and the first site visit was in 2003.  The University was awarded accreditation (after minor 
administrative changes) in 2004.  The University has applied for re-accreditation and received it in June, 
2007.  Ms. Keane told the Committee she is on the AAHRPP Council and has conducted site visits on its 
behalf. 
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 Professor Balas related that each year the faculty leaders from the CIC schools meet; topics at this 
year's meeting included the issue of IRB (HRPP) accreditation every three years and who signs off (for 
the IRB) on multi-institutional studies—must each institution sign?  A number of the representatives at 
the CIC meeting did not want to go through the accreditation process for their HRPP because it appeared 
to be more burdensome than what could be justified in terms of a return to the institution and because re-
accreditation comes too soon.  The representatives from one school reported that it took them two years to 
prepare for accreditation and then another two years' work to be reaccredited three years later.  The CIC 
representatives asked each other to check with their institutions to learn if they would support a five-year 
period between accreditation reviews. 
 
 Ms. Keane said that the decision about accreditation was made on by the Board of AAHRPP on 
the basis of the practice of other organizations (e.g., Association for the Assessment and Accreditation of 
Laboratory Animal Care, International or AAALAC).  She said she understood the reaction to the 
frequency of re-accreditation; the question comes up and many feel it is too soon.  Her perspective is that 
there is about a 25% recidivism rate in re-accreditation:  institutions have a problem meeting the standards 
and they begin to slip.  AAHRPP has only existed since 2001 and modeled its accreditation program on 
the one used for animal care programs. 
 
 Vice President Mulcahy recalled that in the 1990s a number of universities had human subjects 
programs closed because of problems.  Those incidents led to discussions in the agencies about 
institutions not meeting their obligations to human subjects; they also led to Congressional discussion 
about a federally-mandated and –operated accreditation process.  There were questionable practices at 
some institutions but there was a lot of concern about the possibility of federal oversight and monitoring.  
The AAU presidents said it would be better for the institutions to monitor themselves, so they and other 
national organizations, created AAHRPP as a national accrediting body.  It in turn developed procedures 
for accreditation.   
 
 Minnesota was one of the first academic institutions to be accredited, Dr. Mulcahy continued. 
This program is held up as a national model of how AAHRPP would like to see others run.  The 
AAHRPP accreditation program is a good example of self-regulation by the academic community.  
AAALAC is an international agency that has been around for a long time (and by which the University 
has been accredited for a long time) and it has a three-year review cycle.  The impetus for accreditation is 
to avoid a federal mandate but the expectation is that in the future sponsors will begin to require 
AAHRPP accreditation.  Minnesota has a great program and should have been among the first to be 
accredited; having that status is helpful when talking with patients and patient groups. 
 
 How long did it take to prepare for the initial accreditation and then for the re-accreditation, 
Professor Balas asked?  The initial accreditation took about a year, Ms. Keane said.  Reaccreditation took 
about three months; the work was conducted by office staff and not visited on the faculty or researchers.  
The goal is to add to the program, not put a burden on researchers.  Were researchers happy when 
accreditation was achieved, Professor Dahlberg asked?  He hears some say that the HRPP is more 
stringent than it needs to be, but perhaps stringency is required to obtain accreditation.  Can they negotiate 
with researchers?  Ms. Keane said one hears different things across the campus.  Some find they are better 
off because the IRB is more comfortable with flexibility, given accreditation, which can make it easier for 
researchers.  In some cases, researchers no longer have to deal with the IRB because, again, with 
accreditation, there is more comfort about excluding certain kinds of research.  If it seems there are new 
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regulations, that is because of interpretations, not regulations—there have been no new regulations in 
years.  They have lightened the burden for clinical research (it used to be that every incident had to be 
reported and her office was inundated); with a better interpretation of the regulations, not everything 
needs to be reported and the focus can be on important incidents. 
 
 If a researcher has a disagreement with an interpretation of the regulations, is there a mechanism 
to appeal, Professor Dahlberg asked?  There is, Ms. Keane said, and they keep the door open to any 
reasonable challenge.  Vice President Mulcahy said he was also always open to questions that ask for 
alternative approaches.  He wants people to know they have the opportunity to raise questions, especially 
about internal University rules.  He noted also that there are committees for the social sciences and for 
biomedical research to hear concerns.  He said he was not certain that all the discomfort and stress that 
people have felt are attributable to accreditation and the two should not be equated. 
 
 Professor Kahn commented that accreditation is one of many milestones in human-subjects 
protection in biomedical research; the University does a very good job.  The questions, however, 
foreshadow another issue:  conflict of interest.  Human-subjects protection is one of a number of issues, 
along with research integrity and conflict of interest.  On the latter, the federal government does not know 
what institutions have in place and it is likely there will be more regulations if universities do not clean up 
themselves.   
 
 The purpose of accreditation is to set up an infrastructure so that accreditation in the future is pro 
forma, Professor Cohen maintained.  If preparation for accreditation takes 18 months, that means the 
infrastructure is not in good shape.  Professor Balas responded to Ms. Keane's comment about the time it 
took; "only" three months is a lot of staff time.  It was not a full-time staff effort, she said.  Professor 
Bearinger commented that it should be like a continuing grant application—it should be speedy next time.  
Ms. Keane agreed; for an institution not doing what it should, preparation will take a lot of work.  The 
University should be concerned if others do not have their human-subjects protection procedures 
examined.  It is validating to have others say the University has done well.  The issue is three months of 
staff time versus being shut down, Professor Kahn said.   
 
 Vice President Mulcahy reported he has learned from attending the AAU senior research officers 
meeting that two of the institutions are accredited and a lot of others are going through the process.  Once 
an institution has accreditation, it does not want to lose it.  The AAU presidents are committed to 
accreditation and Minnesota is to be complimented for taking the lead.  AAHRPP is new and it will 
evolve; it may be that it will grant longer periods of accreditation to exemplary institutions.   
 
 Ms. Witson asked about recidivism:  where do institutions fall back and is that a sign of a lack of 
infrastructure?  There is an array of ways, Ms. Keane said.  When there are changes in program 
leadership, the infrastructure may weaken; there may be a reliance on particular individuals; the 
institution may have given only lip service to the process but not really implemented the necessary 
procedures (which is why there are on-site visits); it may be an ill-informed research community.  There 
is a rigorous review before the site visit, then the visit, and then a review by the AAHRPP council.  
AAHRPP has accredited 97 institutions (367 different entities; the University of Minnesota has six or 
seven entities).   
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 What are the consequences of not being accredited, Professor Dahlberg asked?  None right now, 
Ms. Keane said, other than peer pressure.  In the case of AAALAC, sponsors expect accreditation and it is 
likely such an expectation will grow in the case of human-subjects research as well.   
 
 As for the inter-institutional research, Ms. Keane said there is authority to assign IRB 
responsibility to one institution for a multi-campus grant.  Minnesota serves as one in a study currently 
being conducted.  Jurisdiction can be assigned project by project or wholesale; the University has said it 
would prefer institutions to be accredited if it is to assign IRB responsibility to another university.  One 
challenge is that the model is 40 years old:  a single research project at one institution.  That is nothing 
like what happens now so the model does not fit; universities have to be as flexible as they can.  40 years 
ago the intent was to make the institution responsible, not a central organization, Professor Kahn said; the 
approach drives responsibility to the local site.  Even if institutions agree to cooperate, Ms. Keane added, 
they still have a reporting obligation. 
 
 Professor Balas recalled that when he served as chair of this Committee, there was a survey about 
what was good and bad about the IRB and what had changed.  It was very informative; will it be done 
again?  Ms. Keane reported those survey results are being used in the streamlining effort that Vice 
President Mulcahy is leading; they are also the reason that is the reason his office has established 
consultative committees.  If the changes are successful, Professor Balas said, they need to let people 
know. 
 
 Dr. Mulcahy said his office has conducted a survey on whether things have changed in the last 
two years.  The survey went to 200 PIs, research associate deans, and grant administrators.  There were 21 
categories of evaluation and 17 of them showed significant improvement, including human subjects 
protection.  The open-ended part of the survey included suggestions that they are trying to take into 
account.  They could do another survey now or later. 
 
 Ms. Keane expressed appreciation for support from the Committee.  Professor Dahlberg thanked 
her for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Academic Misconduct Policy & Procedures 
 
 Professor Dahlberg asked Associate Vice President Lawrenz to review the multiple documents 
the Committee had been provided with related to the academic misconduct policies and procedures.  Dr. 
Lawrenz reminded the Committee that the documents had been brought to the Committee in December 
and it had reviewed the changes.  They are bringing them back again with minor changes to reflect the 
feedback they received. 
 
 The one change of any significance is clarification of conflict of interest:  someone who has not 
worked with an individual for at least seven years will be considered not to have a conflict of interest.  If 
the Committee has no other changes, she said, they would like to have its endorsement of the proposals. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg asked about the "Protocol of Handling Physical Evidence":  it is a University 
procedure but could the University send police to someone's house?  It could, Dr. Mulcahy said.  Would 
they be required to get a search warrant, Professor Dahlberg inquired?  The procedures require 
cooperation, Dr. Mulcahy pointed out.  All data belongs to the University; Sponsored Projects 
Administration signs agreements with the federal government.  The University has no experience in this 
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area but there have been places where university police have gone to someone's home to retrieve 
materials relevant to a case.  Police or administrative staff have also gone to campus locations to 
confiscate computers.  The idea is to protect the complainant and the respondent from a tampering charge 
and to protect the integrity of the process.  So it might be a surprise visit, Professor Dahlberg asked?  It 
could be, Dr. Mulcahy said.  Could they come at 3:00 a.m., Professor Dahlberg asked?  There are best 
practices, Dr. Mulcahy responded, and they call for respecting the people involved.  That means doing 
things in a way that do not get a lot of attention; this process does not include a plainclothes swat team.  
The goal is to keep notoriety to a minimum and protect everyone involved.   
 
 The procedures for handling physical evidence are new, Dr. Mulcahy related.  The federal 
government has expectation; when a university turns over a case to federal officials, they can accept or 
reject it or they can go to court.  The status of the evidence is affected by the procedures, and NIH can get 
upset if the institution makes errors in gathering evidence.  The document lets people know what the rules 
are. 
 
 Professor Cohen observed that the procedures are directed to laboratory scientists.  For ecological 
scientists, the procedures would require securing an entire research site.  Dr. Mulcahy said the procedures 
apply regardless of the area of the research.  He went on to explain how the independent board of faculty 
intended advise his office and identify members for inquiry and investigation panels had not worked very 
well; as a result, this Committee will now serve that role. 
 
 Professor Johnson asked what takes the place of the grand-jury function.  The inquiry phase with 
an inquiry committee, Vice President Mulcahy said.  It is not charged to determine guilt or innocence, 
only whether the evidence suggests there is a need for investigation.  What happens before the grand-jury 
function, Professor Johnson asked?  Dr. Mulcahy said his office receives a lot of information about 
possible misconduct; in the past, it has been the responsibility of his office to assign someone to look into 
the information and decide whether there is need for a grand jury (inquiry panel).  Often the person 
assigned the responsibility was a dean, who often could not get the job done soon enough (they did a 
great job, but they have a lot of other responsibilities).  Now he assigns the responsibility to an associate 
vice president, whose time can be managed to accommodate the task, who can recommend an inquiry or 
who can resolve the matter.  
 
 Professor Johnson recalled that a number of years ago there was a very long investigation of 
David Baltimore; is there confidence that these procedures will mean the process will be less muddled?  
Dr. Mulcahy said the Baltimore case made the institutions and the federal government realize that the 
procedures did not prevent problems.  The federal agencies, the courts, and others were involved and it 
took forever to get the investigation completed.  Both the federal government and the institutions have 
crafted regulations to try to avoid that situation again.  Professor Cohen said he liked the documents 
because they lay out things in a neat and clean fashion.  There is a need for conflict-of-interest standards 
in investigations.  Dr. Mulcahy agreed they needed to be incorporated—and they apply to him as well as 
everyone else.   
 
 Dr. Mulcahy was asked if the response to reports of misconduct made through anonymous 
channels follows these procedures; they do, he said.  The institutional compliance office is the custodian 
of anonymous complaints and consults with the Office of the General Counsel and the appropriate senior 
officer in response to the complaints.  Dr. Carney commented that a number of the complaints come to 
her.  Dr. Mulcahy explained that the federal government expects institutions to have an anonymous 
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disclosure mechanism.  In the past such claims would not be entertained; now the process offers a 
mechanism to consider them.   
 

Dr. Mulcahy was then asked if the accused is always informed of a complaint.  Dr. Mulcahy said 
he was hesitant to give an unqualified "yes" to the question.  If they see a complaint as crazy, they will 
not bother reporting it to the person.  If it is serious and will be followed up, the individual will be 
informed a complaint has been filed.  Professor Dahlberg pointed out that he sees all student comments on 
forms for rating teaching, crazy or not; it would be better for individuals to know about all of the 
complaints.  In most cases they do know, Dr. Mulcahy said.  Dr. Carney said she has never had one she 
did not inform the person about.  Professor Dahlberg suggested this should be a matter of policy:  the 
person should be informed of the complaint.  It was also said that in the case of allegations that are "more 
than two standard deviations out," it is helpful to someone to know about them for his or her own 
protection.  Even the crackpot complaints can be threatening.  Professor Cohen said that when he worked 
in a federal agency he saw a lot of complaints and they did not refer them all out.  Dr. Carney said people 
take them seriously and need to know about them.  The risk is that a crackpot complaint is not passed 
on—and then something happens, Professor Dahlberg added.   

 
Professor Ruggles moved to endorse the policies and procedures.  The motion passed 

unanimously. 
 
Professor Dahlberg adjourned the meeting at 2:00. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


