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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
reflect the views of, nor are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of
Regents.

[In these minutes: Human Resources Policies; Administrative Policy: Institutional Conflict of
Interest; Committee Business]

PRESENT: Jennifer Goodnough (chair), Toni Abts, Kit Breshears, David Brown, Liz Davis,
Niloufar Hadidi, Cole Hanson, Sharon Jansa, Tim Johnson, Perry Leo (vice chair), Stacy Maher,
Taiwo Aremu, Katherine Scheil, Sam Schmall, Rachna Shah, David Stenehjem

REGRETS: None
ABSENT: Abraham Ayebo, Sonali Pahwa, Ann Parr, Subree Subramanian

OTHERS: Laura Larson, senior employee relations consultant, Office of Human Resources; Jon
Guden, interim chief compliance officer and COI program director, Office of Institutional
Compliance; Deena Barker, John Lof, and Jaclyn Adair, senate associates, and Laurie Cooper
Stoll, director, University Senate Office

1. Human Resources Policies

Professor Jennifer Goodnough, chair, called the meeting to order and welcomed Laura Larson,
senior employee relations consultant, Office of Human Resources (OHR). Larson was present to
consult on four HR policies. She outlined the main revisions to each policy, as follows:

Administrative Policy: Military Leave, Court Appearance, and Civic Duty:
Key updates:

e Updated to include references to the new Minnesota Earned Sick and Safe Time law
e Added information on the graduate students’ union contract

Committee feedback: None

Administrative Policy: Employee Absences for Religious Holidays



Key updates:

e Removed references to graduate assistants, as they are covered under union agreements.
e Adjustments mirrored in associated FAQ documents.

Committee feedback: Goodnough noted that the FAQ section on employee absences for religious
reasons contains valuable information on broader religious accommodations but may be
overlooked due to its categorization. She suggested revisiting the presentation of this information
for better accessibility.

Administrative Policy: Campaigning for Public Office
Key updates:

e (larified notification requirements for employees prior to candidacy, replacing vague
language with specific expectations.

Commiittee feedback: Taiwo Aremu recommended adding leeway in the policy for employees
who report their political campaigning activities after starting, acknowledging potential delays in
compliance.

Administrative Policy: Drug-Free University
Key updates:

e Enhanced clarity on cannabis policies, particularly the illegality of recreational cannabis
on campus under federal law despite state legalization.
e Refined “Risks and Sanctions” to address employee impairment and responsibilities.

Committee feedback:

e Goodnough raised concerns about clarity in the drug policy FAQs regarding hemp and
CBD products, questioning whether they are categorized as marijuana under the policy.

e Kit Breshears highlighted conflicts where doctors prescribe cannabis-based products (like
CBD) for pain, but the University's policy may prohibit their use due to federal
classification. He emphasized the need to engage healthcare professionals in policy
revisions and address the implications of conflicting guidance from employers and
medical professionals. He also pointed out that the policy does not consider the 2018
Farm Bill, which legalized hemp-derived cannabis products, creating potential
inconsistencies.

e David Brown, a pharmacologist, suggested distinguishing between prescribed medical
cannabis and recreational use. He offered to collaborate with other health sciences
professionals to refine the policy language.

e Toni Abts stressed the need for clear guidance for employees using cannabis for medical
purposes, particularly as recreational access increases, potentially complicating
compliance with policy.

e Larson committed to revisiting the policy with the Office of General Counsel (OGC), as
well as working with FCC members David Brown and David Stenehjem, who have
expertise in this area, to address these nuances.



Larson thanked the group for their input and said that further comments could be sent to her by
email.

2. Administrative Policy: Institutional Conflict of Interest
Next, Goodnough welcomed Jon Guden, interim chief compliance officer and COI program
director, Office of Institutional Compliance, who was present to conduct consultation on
Administrative Policy: Institutional Conflict of Interest. Key points included:

Policy Scope

e The majority of conflicts addressed by this policy involve clinical trials evaluating
University licensed intellectual property.

e [t now explicitly addresses conflicts involving the University president, reflecting
amendments by the Board of Regents (BOR) earlier in the year.

Major Revisions

o Presidential Conflict Procedures: A conflict review panel, including the Senate
Consultative Committee Chair, will evaluate potential conflicts involving the president,
ensuring proactive oversight and a balance of authority between the BOR and
administration.

e Noncompliance Clause: Added language outlining consequences for violations, similar
to other university policies, ensuring clarity on enforcement.

During discussion, Rachna Shah and Goodnough raised questions about the policy’s ability to
proactively prevent issues, particularly with regard to presidential conflicts of interest. Guden
clarified that while the policy reacts to identified conflicts, it includes mechanisms to manage
them proactively, starting with the president's employment contract and early engagement with
the BOR. Both Guden and Goodnough emphasized the improvements in both functionality and
perception, with the BOR now leading the process to address public concerns over past conflicts.

3. Committee Business
Al Task Force

Goodnough shared results of the survey regarding a potential Al task force that went out to
senators after the last regular University Senate meeting. She asked for additional feedback to
pass on to the provost regarding such a task force. Members offered the following input:

e Shah emphasized the need to align federal, state, and University of Minnesota policies
regarding Al, stating that clarity and visibility on this issue are critical.

e Feedback from survey respondents highlighted the need for more professional
development for faculty and students regarding Al. Some expressed interest in engaging
with Al, while others strongly opposed its use, citing ethical or personal concerns.

e Sharon Jansa raised concerns about the energy consumption and carbon footprint of Al
technologies, advocating for its inclusion in task force deliberations.

e Niloufar Hadidi highlighted the need for a University-wide ethics committee on Al,
especially considering concerns like patient confidentiality in healthcare settings. She
also raised the issue of potential HIPAA violations tied to Al use in medical interactions.



Goodnough noted that ethical considerations are likely to be part of the task force's
charge and agreed to include these points in the task force agenda.

e Breshears shared concerns about the metadata being collected by Al tools like Zoom’s
transcription feature. He questioned how much data (e.g., voice recognition, hand
gestures) might be collected, where it is stored, and how it is used. He also expressed a
broader concern about data security, particularly given recent University data breaches.

Goodnough thanked members for their engagement and noted that the task force would likely
have subgroups addressing Al’s impact on operations, teaching, and research.

Outside Consulting Policy

Goodnough gathered questions from the committee regarding Administrative Policy: Outside
Consulting, which had been circulated for the purpose of discussion at this meeting.

e Hadidi raised concerns about clarity in University policies regarding summer contracts
for faculty on nine-month appointments. She suggested adding language to explicitly
state that while such faculty may be contracted by the University for summer activities,
the summer period remains their own unless they are on a 12-month contract. Goodnough
acknowledged the need for this clarification and agreed to pass along the suggestion.

e Goodnough also shared her related query about how policies address faculty on
sabbatical or professional development leave, particularly concerning pay adjustments
and how such leaves intersect with contractual obligations.

Assistant Vice Provost Ole Gram will visit the committee in the future to discuss this policy.
Communication from the Senate

Goodnough discussed the challenge of balancing communication regarding University Senate
and Faculty Senate activities, responding to feedback requesting more information. While some
individuals desire more details, particularly on agendas and topics, Goodnough expressed
concern about overwhelming people with too many emails. She reflects on the tension between
providing enough information and not inundating employees with content, especially when much
of the communication is already accessible on the University Senate Office website.

Goodnough also raised the question of whether the responsibility for sharing updates should fall
more on individual senators rather than the consultative committee or leadership. Goodnough
acknowledges that reducing the number of emails might increase the likelihood of them being
read, and she seeks input on her approach. Hadidi wondered if brief summaries of senate
discussions could be prepared and shared with senators, so they could share that information
with their constituents. Goodnough said this was a good idea, but raised concern about senate
office staff workload. David Stenehjem pointed out that this would be an excellent use of Al

Special University Senate Meeting on November 15

Shah asked if anyone had heard feedback on the special University Senate meeting that took
place on November 15. Breshears shared feedback from his constituents noting that the meeting
was “messy.” A discussion ensued on the challenges of parliamentary procedure and the
difficulties of controlling the flow of conversation. Goodnough reflected on how parliamentary


https://usenate.umn.edu/

rules sometimes allow for chaos rather than order, and she noted senate leadership’s efforts to
ensure that those unfamiliar with these rules are not at a disadvantage.
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