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Faculty Elections
Presentation of Online Eleclions to Faculty Senate November 4, 2002

2001-2002 Election Expenses and Projected 2003 Cost

'2639 election packets were mailed, 530 were returned.
2 Based on 1% of those that vote requesting a printed ballot.

2001 Expenses

General Faculty Election announcement (Call for petitions - Senators-at-large) $ 200.00

Ballots and bio-statements with 3 envelopes $ 938.00

2' Notice to faculty of vacant seats remaining $ 200.00

Printing 3 sets of envelopes $ 475.00

Tabulation & analysis of votes (Instructional Assessment) $ 931.00

2001 TOTAL $ 2744.00

2002 Expenses

General Faculty Election announcement (Call for petitions - College reps) $ 204.78

Ballots and bio-statements with 3 envelopes1 $ 2118.86

Notice to faculty of vacant seats remaining $ 188.12

Printing 3 sets of envelopes $ 402.00

Tabulation & analysis of votes (Instructional Assessment) $ 1235.25

2002 TOTAL $ 4149.01

TWO-YEAR CYCLE COST $ 6893.01

Projections for 2003 Election

General Faculty Election announcement (Call for petitions - Senators-at-large) $ 210.00

Ballots and bio-statements with 3 envelopes2 $ 4.80

2 Notice to faculty of vacant seats remaining $ 200.00

Printing 3 sets of envelopes $ .00

Tabulation & analysis of votes (Instructional Assessment) $ .00

2003 ESTIMATE $ 414.80

2002 Cost $ 4149.01

POTENTIAL SAVINGS IN THE FIRST YEAR $ 3734.21



Voting Online - An Overview

Online Voting Pre Conditions

Online voting requires a UA NetID. A NetID is requested at this web site:
https://netid.arizona.edu. The employee's ID Number (EID) and CatCard are
required when setting up the account.

o The EID can be found on a pay stub or a departmental payroll
representative can provide this information.

Online voting is a service within Employee Link. Employee Link is a secure,
password protected service for employees only. The Employee Link address is:
https://emplink arizona.edu

The Ballot

When the polls open and an eligible voter enters Employee Link
(https://emplink.arizona.edu) a Vote Now icon appears on the Employee Link Welcome
screen. The ballot displays when the voter clicks on the icon.

Click inside the box next to the candidate's name to mark the ballot.

o Click on Bio Statement to read the candidate's qualifications.

Click inside the Yes or No box next to the proposition.

o Click on Proposed and Current Wording to read about the proposition.

o CUck on Pros and Cons to read arguments for and against the proposition.

Casting a Ballot

After the ballot is marked the voter Submits the ballot or they can Exit Employee
Link without voting.

o If the voter submits the ballot they are asked one more time if they are
ready to cast their votes.

If they click on Ç their votes are recorded. The voting process is
complete.

If they click on Cancel they are returned to the ballot.

After Voting

Changes to 4



ACCESS TO ON-LINE VOTING

OPEN ACCESS COMPUTER LABS:
AME S314
ECE 206

Engineering 318
Gua 130a

La Paz S107
Shantz 338

CC 224
UA Libraries

OFF CAMPUS LOCATIONS:
Public libraries via UA homepage:

http://www.arizona.edu/

PERSONAL ASSISTANCE AND
COMPUTER ACCESS AVAILABLE

Faculty Center 1400 East Mabel,
Paper ballots available by request to

Faculty Center, 621-1342



UHAP Policy

Definition of misconduct (J). 1)

Charges made to UCEC

Anonymous allegations not addressed

Preservation of evidence not addressed

Panel of UCEC conducts inquiry

30 days to conduct inquiry

If no indication of misconduct, VP for
Research dismisses charges

Complainant may appeal dismissal to Provost

If investigation warranted, CAFT chair consults
with UCEC to appoint panel

Additional potential misconduct discovered
during investigation not addressed

90 days to complete investigation

Process not defined; no provision for hearing
included

Panel reports findings and recommendations
to President

Significant Differences Between URAP Policy and Proposed
Policy- on Research Misconduct

Proposed Policy

Adds introduction, scope, guiding
principles, and definitions

Definition of misconduct (p. 2-3)

Charges made to RIO

Explicit guidelines for evaluation of
anonymous allegations

RIO may decide to dismiss charges without
further inquiry

- If inquiry needed, RIO preserves evidence

UCEC chair appoints inquiry panel

60 days to conduct inquiry

If na indication of misconduct, RIO
dismisses charges

Appeal by complainant not addressed

If investigation warranted, RIO, Provost,
and Chair appoint investigative committee

Additional potential misconduct discovered,
RIO decides whether to broaden scope or
initiate new, distinct inquiry process

120 days to complete investigation

Formal investigation process outlined;
respondent may request hearing

Committee reports findings and
recommendations to RIO for transmission
to VP for Research and Provost



President's conciusions and outcome of case
Reported to accused, complainant, appropriate
Dean, VP for Research, chairs of CAFT & UCEC

If conclusion is that no misconduct occurred,
UCEC works with accused to restore damage
to reputation of the accused

Provost consults with VP for Research and
produces written decision; then decision
is submitted to President with copy to RIO

If Provost concurs that misconduct occurred,
he/she consults with VP for Research and
appropriate dean to determine sanctions

If conclusion is that no misconduct
occurred, the University including the RIO,
the VP for Research, and the Provost
undertake diligent efforts to restore
reputation of the accused

Process for appeal not addressed Respondent may appeal decision to Provost

No provision for legal representation Respondent may employ and be
accompanied by legal counsel; UA General
Counsel will advise RIO, inquiry panel and
investigative committee



UNiVERSITY HANDBOOK FOR APPOINTED PERSONNEL
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

2000

2.13.09 Misconduct in Research, Scholarship or Creative Endeavor

For purposes of this policy "misconduct" means (1) fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other
serious deviations from accepted practice in proposing, conducting or disseminating the results
of research, scholarship or creative endeavor; (2) material failure to comply with federal and
other requirements for protecting researchers, human subjects, and the public or for ensuring the
welfare of laboratory animals; and (3) failure to meet other material legal requirements
governing research, scholarship and creative endeavors.

Charges of misconduct may be made by anyone and should be directed, in writing, to the
University Committee on Ethics and Commitment (UCEC).

A panel of UCEC will conduct an inquiry which will consist of information gathering and fact
finding to determine whether an allegation of misconduct warrants an investigation and possible
imposition of sanctions. The inquiry will be confidential to the extent permitted by due process
rights and will assure non-retaliation against complainants who have acted in good faith. It will
ordinarily include interviews with the complainant and the accused, reviews of any supporting
documents, and interviews with other persons possessing relevant information.

Whatever the outcome of the inquiry, a written report of the findings and conclusions is to be
provided to the accused, the complainant, the appropriate dean, and the Vice President for
Research. This inquiry is to be concluded within 30 days of receipt of the written charges.

When an inquiry has found cause to think that misconduct has occurred, the Vice President for
Research must ask the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (CAFT) to conduct a
formal investigation. If the inquiry has found no reason to think that misconduct has occurred,
the Vice President for Research will dismiss the charges and inform all parties in writing. If the
complainant does not accept this decision, an appeal may be lodged with the Provost, in writing,
within 10 days of receipt of the Vice President for Research's notice, The appeal should clearly
indicate why the dismissal is inappropriate. The Provost will consider the appeal and may choose
to ask the Vice President for the research, scholarship or creative endeavor involved in the case,
the Vice President for Research will inform the agency that a formal investigation will occur, and
will so inform the accused.

A formal investigation will consist of examination and evaluation of relevant facts to determine
whether specific misconduct has occurred and its seriousness, and to recommend sanctions to be
imposed, if warranted. In appointing a panel to investigate such a case, the chairperson of CAPT
is to consult with UCEC in order to identify faculty members who have backgrounds related to
the area or discipline concerned but who have not been involved in the proceedings. The
chairperson of CAPT is to appoint two such individuals as members augmenting the
investigating panel. The investigation is to be conducted in accordance with procedures set forth
in ABOR-PM 6-201(L). The panel is to report its findings and recommended sanctions, if



warranted, to the President. The CAFT panel should make every effort to complete its
investigation and report its findings within 90 days of receiving the request to take action.

The President's conclusions and the outcome of the case are to be reported, in writing, to the
accused, the complainant, the appropriate dean, the Vice President for Research, and the
chairpersons of CAFT and UCEC. The Vice President for Research then will inform any
sponsoring agency of the findings and outcome of the formal investigation.

If the formal investigation concludes that no misconduct has occurred, UCEC is to work with the
accused to restore any damage to the individual's reputation. If the formal investigation finds
cause to believe that the charges of misconduct were improper or malicious, UCEC is to consider
initiating procedures under the Code of Conduct.

UCEC may initiate other activities to preserve the integrity of research, scholarly and creative
endeavors. Such activities might include educational programs to prevent potentially fraudulent
practices from arising, encouragement for co-investigators and senior scientists to supervise
junior colleagues more closely, and safeguards for personnel fearftil of retaliation for reporting
misconduct.

rpc\2002-03\UHAP2. 13.09.doc



For Senate Agenda item 5 November 4, 2002
Revised Draft 9113/02

POLICY ON ETHICS IN SCHOLARLY, CREATIVE, AND
RESEARCH ACTIVITIES AND PROCEDURES FOR

INVESTIGATIONS OF MISCONDUCT

I. INTRODUCTION

A community of scholars and researchers has an obligation to itself and to the general public to
exercise integrity and ethical behavior in scholarly and research activities. The primary
responsibility for scholarly and research integrity rests with the individuals who perform research
and undertake scholarship and other creative endeavors. To ensure its obligations to the public,
the community of researchers and scholars at the University, and the state and federal
government agencies involved in monitoring and partnering with the academic community, the
University promulgates this Policy.

SCOPE

This Policy applies to all scholarship, research, and creative endeavors conducted at or
for the University of Arizona, whether by faculty, scientists, trainees, technicians, staff members,
students, fellows, visiting scholars, guest researchers, consultants, or collaborators, and whether
or not the research is funded. If the individual against whom an allegation is made ceases to be
engaged in services or responsibilities at or for the University, this Policy may nevertheless
apply to determine whether the individual engaged, in misconduct while so engaged. If
allegations are made that involve scholarship, research, and creative endeavors conducted prior
to commencing services at or for the University, the Policy may likewise be used to determine
whether the individual against whom an allegation is made has committed misconduct
warranting any sanction or alteration in the individual's status at the University.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Researchers and scholars will maintain and further the highest standards of ethical
practices in scholarship, research and creative endeavors. Individuals will exercise integrity in
recording and reporting results, take care in the execution of scholarship and research, and
promote fairness in the recognition of the work of others.

Researchers and scholars will be responsible for the integrity of their own
scholarship and research, and for the integrity of the scholarship and research conducted by those
they supervise.

Researchers and scholars will keep timely, complete, thorough, and verifiable
records, and will ensure the preservation of these records.

Anyone who witnesses or has reason to believe misconduct has occurred will
report the alleged misconduct to the University Research Integrity Officer. If an individual is
unsure whether a suspected incident falls within the definition of misconduct, he or she will
contact the Research Integrity Office to discuss the suspected misconduct informally. If the



circumstances or conduct do not meet the definition of scholarly or research misconduct, but
may fall under the provisions of other University policies, the Research Integrity Office will
refer the individual to University offices or officials with responsibility to resolve such matters.

Personnel assigned to address charges of misconduct will do so in a fair and
objective manner, respecting the rights of all involved.

Any allegation made under this Policy will be made in good faith. An allegation is
not in good faith if it is made with reckless disregard for orwillful ignorance of facts that would
disprove the allegation.

AlI individuals involved in scholarly activities and research will participate in
educational activities within their colleges and the University that are designed to inform the
campus community of their obligations under this Policy, under other University policies related
to research and scholarly activities, and under federal and state statutes, regulations, and
guidelines for conducting research.

All University employees will cooperate with the Research Integrity Officer and
other institutional officials who review allegations and conduct inquiries and investigations.
Employees are obligated to provide relevant evidence to the Research Integrity Officer and other
institutional personnel charged with investigating allegations of misconduct upon reasonable
request.

No one will make false allegations or bring bad faith or malicious charges against
any individual, or retaliate against anyone who brings a good faith charge of misconduct, even if
the allegation cannot be confirmed. Making false allegations or bringing bad faith or malicious
charges constitutes misconduct, which the University will address under existing policies.
Individuals making reports of scholarly or research misconduct may be entitled to whistleblower
protection as described in ôther University policies, in a manner consistent with state and federal
requirements.

C. DEFINITIONS

Complainant means the individual making the allegation of misconduct.

Conflict of Interest means the real or apparent interference of one person's
interest with the interests of another person, where potential bias may occur due to
prior or existing personal, professional or financial relationships. Generally,
differences of professional opinion held in good faith and without prospect of
financial gain should not be construed as conflicts of interest.

Misconduct means fabrication, falsification, plagiarism or other practices that
seriously deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the relevant
research and scholarly community for proposing, performing or reviewing
research or creative endeavors, or in reporting research results or the results of
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creative endeavors. Misconduct in research or creative endeavors does not include
honest error or differences in interpretation or judgments in evaluating research
methods or results or differences in opinion.

Fabrication is making up data or results and recording or reporting them.
Falsification is manipulating research or scholarship materials, equipment, or
processes, or changing or omitting data or results such that the scholarship or
research is not accurately represented in the record.
Plagiarism is the appropriation of another person's ideas, processes, results, or
words without giving appropriate credit.

4. Findings of Misconduct require that:

There is a significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant
research or scholarly community, and
The misconduct is committed intentionally or knowingly or recklessly; and
The allegation is proven by a preponderance of the evidence

Inquiry means information-gathering and initial fact-finding to determine whether
an allegation of misconduct under this Policy warrants an investigation.

Investigation means the formal examination and evaluation of all relevant facts to
determine if misconduct has occurred, and, if so, to determine the responsible person and
the seriousness of the misconduct. At Respondent's request, the investigation will include
a hearing at which evidence is introduced and witnesses are subject to direct and cross-
examination.

Research includes all basic, applied, and demonstration research and creative
endeavors.

Respondent means the individual who is the subject of the allegations of
misconduct.

II. PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW

A. RESEARCH INTEGRJTY OFFICER

The Vice President for Research, in consultation with the President under the provisions
of shared governance, will appoint the Research Integrity Officer, who will have primary
responsibility to implement the procedures set forth in this Policy. The Research Integrity Officer
will assist the Preliminary Inquiry Panel and ad hoc Investigative Committees and other
personnel to carry out this Policy and implement any applicable standards imposed by
compliance entities or government or external funding sources. As part of this assistance, the
Research Integrity Officer will be responsible for evaluating whether, as a matter of law,
applicable federal or state regulations mandate türther investigation.
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The Research Integrity Officer will notify research sponsors when the University initiates
an investigation in accordance with applicable law and regulations. Likewise, the Research
Integrity Officer will notify research sponsors in the event that an inquiry or investigation, once
initiated, is terminated prematurely, together with the basis for the decision to terminate.

The Research Integrity Officer is responsible, at any stage of an inquiry or investigation,
for complying with reporting requirements imposed by the research sponsor and for taking
appropriate interim action to protect its funds or funds provided by third parties, including
federal funds.

In the case of federal sponsorship, the Research Integrity Officer also is responsible to
ensure that the University fulfills the purposes for which the federal financial support has been
provided, including, among other things, any required reporting to the Office of Research
Integrity of the Department of Health and Human Services, the National Science Foundation, or
any other applicable agency. In particular, the Research Integrity Officer will notify the
applicable federal agency at any stage of an inquiry or investigation if: (1) there is an immediate
health or safety hazard; (2) there is an immediate need to protect federal resources; (3) the
allegation involves a matter of public health (e.g., a clinical trial); (4) there is a reasonable belief
that a criminal violation has occurred that must be reported within 24 hours of obtaining the
information; (5) there is an immediate need to protect the interests of the Complainant or of the
Respondent, as well as any co-investigators or associates; or (6) it is probable that the alleged
incident is going to be publicly reported.

The Research Integrity Officer will report anticipated delays in the investigation process
and will notify the funding agency(ies) of the outcome of the investigation. The Preliminary
Inquiry Panels and ad hoc Investigative Committees under this Policy will apprise the Research
Integrity Officer of information that the Committees receive related to any of these reporting
requirements.

B. ALLEGATIONS OF MISCONDUCT

Anyone with a good faith belief that a person subject to this Policy has engaged in
misconduct in research or creative endeavor should submit a detailed, written report to the
Research Integrity Officer. Should the Research Integrity Officer believe that he or she has a
conflict of interest with respect to the allegation, the Research Integrity Officer will refer the
Complainant to the Provost, who will appoint a substitute Research Integrity Officer to carry out
the duties set forth below. If a Complainant makes an oral report of misconduct, the Research
Integrity Officer should ask the individual to put the report in writing. If the Complainant makes
the report orally and refuses to make a written report, the Research Integrity Officer, if persuaded
of the seriousness of the allegations, will prepare a written report.

1f upon receipt of a written or oral complaint of misconduct under this Policy, the
Research Integrity Officer believes that the allegation does not constitute a violation of this
Policy, the Research Integrity Officer may dismiss the matter without further inquiry. The
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Research Integrity Officer will notify the Complainant in writing of the decision and will submit
a written report to the Provost, to the Complainant, and to the alleged Respondent. If the
complaint appears to raise issues that other University offices could address more appropriately,
the Research Integrity Officer will refer the Complainant to those offices for consultation.

C. ANONYMOUS ALLEGATIONS

Members of the University community may contact the Research Integrity Officer at any
time to ask questions about scholarly or research misconduct or complaint procedures without
disclosing their names and without filing an allegation. However, because of the inherent
difficulty in investigating and resolving allegations from unknown persons, the University
discourages individuals from making anonymous allegations about scholarly and research
misconduct.

The University will respond reasonably to all allegations of scholarly and research
misconduct. To determine the appropriate response to an anonymous allegation, the University
will weigh the following factors:

The source, specificity and nature of the information provided;
The seriousness of the alleged conduct;
The objectivity and credibility of the source of the report;
Whether individuals can be identified who were privy to the alleged misconduct; and
Whether those individuals are willing to pursue the matter.

If based upon these factors it is reasonable for the University to investigate the matter, the
Research Integrity Officer will proceed in the same manner as with allegations by a known
Complainant.

D. NOTIFICATION; PRESERVATION OF EVIDENCE AND THE RESEARCH
RECORD

Upon receipt of written allegations reasonably evidencing misconduct in research, the
Research Integrity Officer immediately will notify the Respondent and the Chair of the
University Committee on Ethics and Commitment (UCEC) in writing of the alleged violation of
this Policy, including the specific allegations raised by the Complainant. The Research Integrity
Officer will request that the Chair of the UCEC appoint anPreliminary Inquiry Panel to conduct
an inquiry as set forth below.

The Research integrity Officer will prepare a list of all original research records and
materials relevant to the allegation in the presence of or with the assistance of the Respondent, if
possible. The Respondent will cooperate with the Research Integrity Officer to obtain and
preserve the evidence. In a case where the Respondent is unwilling or unable to cooperate, the
Research Integrity Officer will preserve the evidence without the Respondent's assistance and
note Respondent's unwillingness or inability to cooperate in making a record of the inquiry.



The Research Integrity Officer will maintain all laboratory notebooks, computer files,
research and fi.inding records, and other materials in a secure environment for the duration of the
process. This includes computers, computer programs and the contents of computers belonging
to, leased by or under the control or jurisdiction of the University, wherever located. The
Research Integrity Officer will make copies of this potential evidence available on Respondent's
written request so that, if appropriate and possible, the Respondent's scholarship and research
may continue. The Research Integrity Officer also will maintain files of all documents and
evidence gathered in the course of any inquiry or investigation, and will maintain the security
and confidentiality of those files, to the extent permitted by law.

ifi. INQUIRY

INQUIRY PROCESS

The Chair of the UCEC will appoint a Preliminary Inquiry Panel (PIP) composed of two
UCEC members and one faculty member from the general faculty having expertise in a
discipline relevant to the inquiry who has neither a real nor apparent conflict of interest to
conduct the inquiry. In the event a panel member has a conflict of interest, the Chair of the
UCEC will excuse that member from the panel and appoint a substitute. In the event sufficient
UCEC members are not available, the Chair, in consultation with the Research Integrity Officer,
may appoint ad hoc members from the general faculty, whose expertise is congruent with the
needs of the inquiry.

The inquiry will consist of information-gathering and fact-finding to determine whether
an allegation of misconduct under this Policy warrants an investigation. The inquiry ordinarily
will include interviews with the Complainant, the Respondent, and any other persons possessing
relevant information. The Preliminary Inquiry Panel also will review any supporting
documentation. An inquiry, including preparing the written report, must be completed within 60
calendar days of the UCEC Chair receiving notice of the allegations unless circumstances clearly
warrant a longer period. Should it be necessary to extend the period for the inquiry beyond 60
calendar days, the Chair of the Preliminary Inquiry Panel must request an extension from the.
Research Integrity Officer. The report from the Preliminary Inquiry Panel is due ninety (90)
calendar days from the initial written complaint. Extensions may be granted only for good cause,
and the Research Integrity Officer must document the reasons for exceeding the 90-day period
and notify the Respondent of same.

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS; NOTIFICATIONS

The Preliminary Inquiry Panel will prepare a written report that describes the inquiry
process used and the evidence reviewed; summarizes the relevant interviews conducted; and sets
forth the Preliminary Inquiry Panel's findings, conclusions, and recommendations as. The written
report will assess whether sufficient evidence exists to warrant a formal investigation. The Chair
of the Preliminary Inquiry Panel will provide the Respondent with a complete copy of the report
and will provide the Complainant with a copy of that portion of the report directly related to the
evidence brought forth by that individual. The Respondent may comment on the report in writing
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within 5 days of receiving his/her copy. All written comments will become part of the record.
The Panel Chair will provide the inquiry report, together with any comments, to the Research
Integrity Officer.

Within 10 days of receiving the Preliminary Inquiry Panel's report indicating sufficient
evidence to warrant a formal investigation, or if the Research Integrity Officer has separately
determined that applicable regulations require an investigation, the Research Integrity Officer
will notify the Respondent, the Complainant, the President, the Provost, the Vice President for
Research, and the Dean of the college in which the Respondent holds his or her primary
appointment that an ad hoc Investigative Committee will initiate an investigation. If the Research
Integrity Officer determines that, based on the UCEC panel's findings and his or her own
separate regulatory assessment, the charge does not warrant an investigation, the Research
Integrity Officer will direct that any reference to the charge in the personnel file of the alleged
Respondent be removed promptly. The Research Integrity Officer will also notify the
Respondent in writing of the decision within seven (7) days. If the UCEC panel does not find any
cause for further investigation, but the allegation raises issues that another University office can
address, the panel may recommend that the Research Integrity Officer refer the Complainant to
those offices.

After the Research Integrity Officer has circulated his or her decision regarding whether
to initiate an investigation, the UCEC panel Chair will send all materials gathered relating to the
charge, together with the panel's recommendation and any written comments, to the Research
Integrity Officer, who will secure and preserve the records for at least 3 years.

IV. INVESTIGATION

A. AD HOC INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE

In the event that the Research Integrity Officer determines an investigation is necessary,
the University will establish an ad hoc Investigative Committee (the "Committee"), as follows:
The Research Integrity Officer will appoint up to 3 to 5 faculty members who, in the Research
Integrity Officer's judgment, have the appropriate expertise to carry out a thorough and
authoritative evaluation of the relevant evidence. The Provost will appoint one faculty member
who either is familiar with or has training in the research or scholarly discipline or is familiar
with or has training in the ethical and financial rules applicable to the particular research,
scholarly work or other creative endeavors covered by the allegation, who will serve as Chair of
the Committee. The Research Integrity Officer will select an additional two members from
names offered upon a recommendation from the Dean of the college in which Respondent holds
his or her primary appointment, who are familiar with or have training in the research or
scholarly discipline, or who are familiar with or have training in the ethical and financial rules
applicable to the particular research, scholarly work or other creative endeavors covered by the
allegation. Members of the Preliminary Investigative Panel may not serve on the Ad Hoc
Investigative Committee.
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After consulting with the other committee members, the Chair of the Committee will
select two additional committee members who have appropriate expertise to carry out a thorough
and authoritative evaluation of the relevant evidence. The two additional members ordinarily
should be members of the general faculty of the University of Arizona or another University
under the jurisdiction of the Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR). In unusual circumstances,
otside scholars or. persons with expertise in other areas may be included on the Committee
where warranted by the nature of the field or allegations. The Committee may seek additional
consultation from individuals outside of the ABOR system who have demonstrated expertise in
the discipline or area of research or scholarship that is the subject of the investigation.

No membér will serve on the Committee if he or she has a conflict of interest. The
Research Integrity Officer immediately will notify the Respondent of the individuals selected to
sit on the Committee. The Respondent may make a written request to the Research Integrity
Officer to disqualify a Committee member alleged to have a conflict of interest; however, the
Research Integrity Officer will make the final decision related to a member's participation.

B. PRELIMINARY STEPS TO THE INVESTIGATION

An investigation is the formal examination of all relevant facts and evidence to determine
whether misconduct occurred, and if so, to determine the responsible persons and the seriousness
of the misconduct. If investigation reveals additional instances of possible misconduct, the
Research Integrity Officer will decide whether to broaden the scope of the investigation beyond
the original allegation or whether a new and distinct inquiry process should be initiated. The
Committee immediately will notify the Respondent in the event that the scope of investigation
changes from the initial allegations.

At the Respondent's request, the investigation will include a hearing at which evidence is
introduced and witnesses are subject to direct and cross-examination. The Respondent must
submit a written request for a hearing to the Chair of the Committee within 15 days of receiving
notice that an investigation will be initiated. The investigation, including a hearing, if one is
requested, and completing the report, should be completed within 120 days of the Committee's
first meeting. The Research Integrity Officer, with the sponsoring agency's concurrence, must
approve any extension to the 120-day period.

When requested by the Committee, the Research Integrity Officer immediately will
secure any additional pertinent records that were not previously secured during the inquiry. The
Committee has the right to access, secure, and preserve any relevant University document, record
or tangible object, however preserved, and by whomever held. This includes computers,
computer programs, and the contents of computers belonging to, leased by or under the control
or jurisdiction of the University, wherever located.

If the Research Integrity Officer reasonably believes that serious harm to anyone would
occur if an individual involved in the matter continued his or her duties, the Research Integrity
Officer will request the Vice President for Research or the Provost, as appropriate, to take
interim administrative actions, including but not limited to suspending individuals from
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participating further in the research project in question. Any such suspension will proceed under
applicable rules of the University and will not interrupt payment of salary.

INFORMAL RESOLUTION

If at any time during the investigative process the Committee and the Respondent
determine that the charges may be resolved in a manner satisfactory to the University, the
research sponsor, and the Respondent, the Committee may enter into an appropriate agreement,
subject to the approval of the Provost, in consultation with the Vice President for Research, and
subject to the required approval of the Office of Research Integrity or other appropriate agency.
In such instances, the resolution must address the interests of all affected parties.

FORMAL INVESTIGATION PROCESS

The Committee will begin a formal investigation within 30 days of receipt of the UCEC's
report and recommendations from the Research Integrity Officer. In the event that the
Respondent requests a formal hearing, the hearing will begin not later than 45 days afier
initiation of the formal investigation. During the investigation, the Committee may consider any
evidence actually received and will use its judgment in deciding what evidence is fair, relevant,
and reliable. The Committee is not bound by formal rules of evidence applicable to courts of law.

The Committee may schedule, among other things, a meeting with the Respondent to
discuss the allegations in confidence, and meetings with all relevant persons with whom the
Respondent has collaborated. The Committee may conduct the interviews either by written
questions or in person, The Respondent has the right to respond in writing to the allegations, to
appear before the Committee, and to provide names of any additional people with whom the
Committee should meet to discuss the allegations. If the Respondent chooses not to participate in
the investigation, the Committee will proceed in his or her absence.

If the Respondent requests a hearing, the Chair of the Committee will notify all parties of
the scheduled hearing date at least 30 days in advance. For good cause shown, upon request of
either party or on the Chair's own initiative, the Chair may reschedule or continue the hearing to
another time. Not less than 10 days before the scheduled hearing date, the University and the
Respondent will exchange lists of witnesses and copies of documents to be introduced at the
hearing. This 10- day rule does not limit the Committee's right to question the parties and
witnesses directly during the hearing. The hearing will include opening statements, direct and
cross-examination of witnesses, and closing statements.
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Any member of the University community called to testify at a hearing is expected to
testify and any University community member or University office with access to relevant
documents is expected to produce them to the requesting party. If necessary, the Committee may
compel the attendance and testimony during an investigation of any University employee or
student, except the Respondent. The Committee will make every reasonable effort to protect the
Respondent and Complainant from third party inquiries about the investigation, however, the
Respondent will be informed of the identify of all witnesses contacted by the Committee.

RECORD OF THE INVESTIGATION

The Committee will keep a written transcript or an audiorecording of the hearing, if one
is requested, or of any meetings at which it receives evidence or interviews witnesses. The
University will provide the Respondent with a free copy of the transcripts or audiorecordings on
request. In addition to maintaining these transcripts or audiorecordings, the Committee will make.
and keep accurate and complete records, including originals or legible and complete photocopies
of all documents or records obtained and a record of the chain of custody of such documents or
records. The Research Integrity Officer will preserve the evidence of each investigation fora
minimum of three years in such a manner that it is not subject to unauthorized use or tampering.

REPORT OF THE INVESTiGATiON

At the conclusion of the investigation, the Committee will prepare a written report
indicating the process of the investigation, the Committees findings, and conclusions and
recommendations for an appropriate course of action. Specifically, the report will find whether
or not the Respondent or others have engaged in misconduct in violation of this Policy, and with
respect to each allegation, the facts and reasons for each of the findings and conclusions. The
report will include adequate steps to meet the University's obligations, if any, to third parties
affected by the violations, and also may include recommended sanctions.

Within 5 days of completing its report, the Committee will provide the Respondent with a
complete copy of the report and will provide the Complainant with a copy of that portion of the
report directly related to the evidence brought forth by that individual. The Respondent may
respond to the preliminary report either orally to the Committee or in writing within 10 days of
receiving his/her copy. The Committee will add, as an appendix to the report, any written
response the Respondent submits.

The Committee will send its final report, including any comments on the preliminary
report, to the Research Integrity Officer for transmission to the Vice President for Research and
the Provost within 5 days of completing the final report.

RESOLUTION AND OUTCOME

The Provost will consider the Committee's recommendations and, in consultation with
the Vice President for Research, produce a written decision as promptly as possible addressed to
the Respondent, which will accept, reject or modify all or any part of the Committee report,
conclusions and recommendations, based upon a preponderance of the evidence. The Provost
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will submit the decision to the President describing the investigation and the basis for the
decision, and will provide a copy of the decision, together with the Committee's report, to the
Office of Research Integrity.

In the event the Provost concurs that misconduct occurred in violation of this Policy, the
Provost will determine whether to notify other agencies or affected parties regarding the outcome
of the mattèr. The Provost, in consultation with the Vice President for Research and the Dean of
the college in which the Respondent holds a primary appointment, will impose sanctions, up to
and including termination, in accordance with established University policies.

If the Provost finds insufficient evidence upon which to determine misconduct occurred
or disagrees with the Committees recommendations that misconduct occurred, the University,
including the Research Integrity Officer, Vice President for Research and the Provost, will
undertake diligent efforts to restore the reputations of persons alleged to have engaged in
misconduct in research or creative endeavors. They also will make diligent efforts to protect the
positions and reputations of those persons who, in good faith, made those allegations.

H. RICONSDERATION

A Respondent who is dissatisfied with the Provost's decision may request reconsideration
of the decision by filing a written request with the Provost not later than 15 days following
receipt of the decision. Any request for reconsideration must be based on one or more of the
following grounds:

irregularities in the proceedings, including any abuse of discretion or
misconduct by the Committee or the Research Integrity Officer that deprived
the Respondent of a fair and impartial hearing;
newly discovered material evidence that with reasonable diligence could not
have been presented to the Committee for consideration; or
the decision is not justified by the evidence or is contrary to law.

If the Respondent requests reconsideration, the Provost will issue a final decision within
20 days of receiving that request. If no request for reconsideration is made, the Provost's decision
becomes final at the expiration of the period in which to request reconsideration.

V. LEGAL REPRESENTATION

At his or her expense, the Respondent may employ and be accompanied by legal counsel
during any interviews or meetings with the Preliminary Inquiry Panel and ad hoc Investigative
Committee. Ifa formal hearing is requested, the Respondent is entitled, at his or her expense, to
assistance or representation by an attorney at the hearing. The Respondent must inform the Chair
of the Committee of such assistance or representation not less than 15 days before the scheduled
hearing, at which time the University also is entitled to assistance or representation by an
attorney at the hearing.
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The General Counsel, or his or her designee, will advise the Research Integrity Officer,
and the Preliminary Inquiry Panel and Investigative Committee on procedural and legal matters.

CONFIDENTIALITY

To the extent possible consistent with fair and thorough procedures, and as allowed by
law, knowledge about persons involved in the inquiry and investigation processes, including the
identify of the Respondent and the Complainant, will be limited to those who need to know. In
addition, the Preliminary Inquiry Panel and cid hoc Investigative Committee may request a
recipient of confidential information to sign a confidentiality statement or to come to the
Committee offices to review the information.

FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

Notwithstanding any investigation or disciplinary proceeding following a finding of
misconduct within the University, the United States may, at its sole discretion, take additional
action related to the same or different facts and allegations. Action taken by the United States
may or may not be based upon the University investigation and findings and is beyond the
purview of the University. Members of the academic community will cooperate with any such
federal investigation.

Rpc/2002-O3IUARIPDraÛS. 3-021
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MEMORANDUM TO: Faculty Senate Members
From: Professor Roy G. Spece, Jr.
Re: Policy On Ethics In Scholarly, Creative, And Research Activities And Procedures
For Investigations Of Misconduct
Date: October 1, 2001

I will set forth below my proposed amendments to the above-referenced policy as
well as reasons for my suggestions.

I. B. 2., line one, after "will' add: ", as far as can reasonably be expected,"
Reason: Vicarious liability for one's supervisees is a potentially limitless

obligation, the recognition of which is subject to misuse and unfairness. The
reasonableness limitation would ameliorate the risk of abuse.

I.B.2., line two, after "records," add: "as reasonably expected within their
relevant research or scholarly community,"

Reason: Record-keeping expectations vary within fields and professions; an
explicit limitation to abiding by the standards of one's relevant field or profession is
needed to prevent mischief by prosecutors.

I. CA., add at the end: "No person shall be subject to a sanction not required
by the federal government unless the allegation is proven by clear and convincing
evidence."

Reason: Other professionals in Arizona, such as physicians and lawyers, are not
subject to any discipline without findings by clear and convincing evidence; professors
are entitled to at least as much protection, especially when dismissal is contemplated. The
federal regulations refer to preponderance of the evidence, but they are unconstitutional
under both procedural due process and equal protection doctrines. The federa! authorities
do not prohibit greater protections insofar as local sanctions are concerned. I obtained
the latter information from the head of the Office of Research Integrity himself

(4)11. C., add at the beginning: "No person shall be offered anonymity, and no
source shall be kept confidential if the person is identifiable."

Reason: Anonymous complaints are extraordinary, and should only be accepted
reluctantly and when, in effect, "forced" on the University. As currently written, the
Policy seems to assume that "sources" can be known but kept secret if they are credible
enough. If they are so credible, why do they insist on secrecy?

II. D,, six lines down from top of page 6, delete ", if appropriate and possible,"
and substitute ", whenever possible,"

Reason: The presumption of innocence axiomatically leads to a presumption in
favor of allowing research to continue prior to a finding of guilty. Indeed, the research
we do makes a big difference, and its interruption is a major intrusion on academic
freedom and the interests of society in the fruits of our labors.
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Date: October 24, 2002
To: Faculty Senate
From: Robert Mitchell, Secretary of the Faculty
Re: Senate meetings

At the November 4 meeting of the Faculty Senate, the Senate will have an opportunity to discuss
the issues related to "changing directions" and "focused excellence" at the University of Arizona.

As background for this discussion, you will find copies of a recent letter from President Likins,
outlining his thinking on the issue of changing directions for the University of Arizona, as well
as Provost Davis' most recent ABC Bulletin relating to focused excellence. In addition, we have
modified the agenda to put the reports, including those of the Provost and the President, later in
the session in order to segue into this discussion.

While Senators will undoubtedly want to pose questions to the President and the Provost about
issues appearing in either their reports or in these documents, the Senate Executive Committee
hopes that the question-answer approach will not be the sole focus of the Senate discussion. We
hope that Senators who wish to share their own visions for the University will use this
opportunity to do so.

There is one issue in particular on which the Executive Committee would like to receive Senate
feedback - that of continued Senate participation in discussions on these topics. The Senate
traditionally meets once a month, for two hours. Last spring, the Senate voted to cancel the
January 2003 meeting. This leaves us with very little time, on our current schedule, to engage in
a dialogue on these issues before decisions begin to be made.

Would the Senate like to have special meetings in November/December/January to continue a
discussion on changing directions and focused excellence? If so, when would be the best time
for these meetings? Are there alternatives to extra meetings? If so, what are they?
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A MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

October 2002

Dear Friends of the University:

Let me put this in context. We are at the very beginning of what may be the most significant
higher education story in this decade, but all that has been written so far is the preface. In August,
the Arizona Board of Regents asked the presidents of the three universities to think about what
they might do if they were freed from the regulations and constraints the Regents have imposed
on the development of the Arizona University System. That's all.

In the past, Regents tried to be fair to the three state universities by treating them all the same.
Admissions policies are identical for all three; tuition policies are identical; and the Board has
treated the universities as though they had identical missions; although Arizona State University,
Northern Arizona University and the University of Arizona are in fact quite different.

The Regents have begun to realize that the Arizona University System is on a perilous financial
trajectory unless something changes. Historically what we hoped would change is that the
Legislature would become more supportive of higher education and would fund it better. It
appears that we have achieved one goal: the Governor an4 the Legislature are more supportive of
higher education than they were five years ago, but because of the state's economy, we are unlikely
to receive more funding. In fact, it is clear that universities along with other state agencies will get
even less financial support.

Periods of adversity create opportunities, however. The Regents are saying to the universities in
effect, "We can't give you money, but we can give you freedom." They asked each president to
think about what he would do if the Regents relaxed constraints. They made it clear that
collectively we must meet the needs of the State but that, individually, we might concentrate on
different populations. What emerged from that informal conversation in August was that what the
presidents wanted to do was remarkably complementary. I proposed a strategy of "focused
excellence" that I believe will serve the State and the University of Arizona well. This strategy calls
for focus on the highest quality programs, increased tuition at the University of Arizona with an
even greater increase in financial aid, and higher admission standards.

Most people love the concept of excellence, but they aren't as comfortable with the notion of
focus. Universities typically let every flower bloom. Programs at the University of Arizona have
proliferated over the years. Currently, we offer 324 degrees. There are not enough unrestricted
dollars to give all of them the resources they need to attain excellence. We must focus on fewer
things and do those things well. The provost is meeting with the deans to define some broad
themes that will guide our decisions - themes such as "Borderlands" and "Optics."

The strategy of focus will necessarily mean the merging, restructuring and possible elimination of
some programs. This will be painful, particularly in light of the fact that I don't anticipate similar
program reductions at either NAU or ASU. ASU has proposed becoming the nation's largest
university within five years. NAU will increase its enrollment and its distance learning capability.
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As I define it, focused excellence means having departments of academic distinction. It also means
that we fulfill our essential responsibilities to the State. For example, I'm not going to debate
whether the College of Education or College of Nursing is excellent. This state has a desperate
need for teachers and nurses, and all three institutions have an essential responsibility to educate
as many people in these fields as possible. We must embrace these programs and then be sure that
we meet high standards of excellence in doing so.

11 already have received e-mail messages from those who said we are striving to become an "elite"
university. There is a fear that, if we raise admission standards, raise tuition and eliminate
programs, we will drive out minority students. It is an insult to minorities to assume that high
standards and diversity are incompatible. Furthermore, we cannot build a fine university and
prepare students to live in a multicultural, multiethnic world if we have an all-white, all-male
environment. Diversity is a necessary element of excellence.

Furthermore, "elite" is a term that the media have used. I have never used it to describe the
strategy of focused excellence. Even if we increase our admission standards steadily over the next
five years, the University of Arizona will still be one of the easiest flagship universities in America
to get into.

Raising tuition means that affluent families pay a greater share of the cost of educating their sons
and daughters, rather than having everyone's tuition subsidized by the tax dollars of all Arizonans.
Increased financial aid for low-income students make a university education more accessible to
them because it is not the price of tuition that is the biggest financial barrier, rather it is the cost
of books, food and housing that makes a college education unattainable. Increased financial aid
allows us to take all students' unmet needs into account.

In addition to making education more accessible to poor students, raising tuition will provide the
University of Arizona with a vital source of unrestricted funds. Let me define those terms. The UA
is doing remarkably well in attracting restricted money. When a donor gives us $1 million for the
Cancer Center or the federal government gives us $1 million for optics research, we are not free
to use that money to hire a new philosophy professor. We are restricted to using it for the purposes
specified. Funds that come to the University from the Legislature are generally unrestricted. We
can use those funds to support our excellent programs in the arts, humanities or social sciences.
In times of high stress such as we are experiencing now, the Legislature cuts our budget and
departments that do not naturally attract restricted funds suffer the most. We aren't running out
of money at the university; we are running out of unrestricted money.

Even departments that attract restricted funds are affected. We have internationally known
professors who attract millions of dollars to Tucson to support their research. Other universities
commonly offer 40 percent salary increases to lure them away. 'When the state makes a decision
not to increase salaries as promised, the University stands to lose the professor plus the millions
of dollars he or she attracts. We cannot maintain a focus on excellence if we lose our best faculty.
We have to find ways to take control of our own destiny.

Other great public universities in America have been able to accomplish this. The University of
Arizona gets about 35 percent of its budget from the Legislature. UCLA gets about 20 percent, and
the University of Michigan gets only 12 percent, but these are still great universities. If we intend



to sustain our reputation as a great university, we will have to be more self-sufficient because this
State does not have a tax structure that will generate enough resources to maintain higher
education at its current level, let alone support progress. At present, there are only nine states that
have lower expenditures per capita on higher education than Arizona, and that's not likely to
improve. We have to have a game plan that works whether the Legislature funds higher education
or not.

These are the key elements of my proposal for focused excellence. On October 30, the three
presidents will lay their strategies on the table. In November, the Board of Regents should have its
first reading of policy changes that would enable us to implement our strategy, and the UA will
begin open discussion of its strategic investment themes. In January, we will begin public
discussions of restructuring proposals, describing programs to be merged, eliminated or relocated.
Before April, we must submit tuition proposals describing how much we anticipate tuition will
increase, and how fast. We will spend the time from January to June listening to reasons why we
should not do the things we have proposed. This will be a long and turbulent process, and, in
June, we'll see how much of this we can actually do. We may be able to accomplish a great deal
of it and be positioned to move forward when the economy recovers. We may be able to do only
one or two things, in which case there won't be much of a story. But at this moment, we are just
thinking and having conversations. We have not begun the first chapter of the book.

After more than twenty years of service as a university president, I have never felt as challenged
or as motivated as I do today I'm challenged because of the severity of the financial problems, and
I'm excited because we finally have a plan. This is a critical moment in the history of the Arizona
University System. If we pull it off, we will have created a system that meets the needs of the state
far into the future.

Sincerely,

Peter Likins
President
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October 4, 2002

PROVOST'S APPRAISAL OF UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
PATHWAY TO MORE FOCUSED ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE

Background:
The state budget situation is currently in crisis. While some improvement over time is certain, it
is also clear that the structural deficits in the state budget dictate that we will not fully restore or
recover lost ground in the short term, and thus we must plan on a future of permanently
constrained state funding. In response to the state budget crisis and to better serve the needs of
Arizona, the UA and òur sister institutions have embarked on a path of differentiation. The UA
is proposing FOCUSED EXCELLENCE to guide its decisions and new direction.

To survive the state funding realities, while continuing to support excellence in research,
teaching, and outreach, we must make substantive changes through REORGANIZATION, in the
form of programmatic mergers, reductions, eliminations, and restructurings. Attempting to
maintain the present span and scope of programmatic activities with diminished budgetary
support is a formula for mediocrity. In reorganizing, no tenured or continuing faculty will be
released. All actions taken to reorganize, merge, or eliminate academic programs must be
coordinated with the Provost's Office. Reorganization and focus will not be limited to the
academic side of the house, but will cross all areas of the organization.

As a guide to focusing excellence, the Provost is committed to defining ACADEMIC
LEADERSHIP THEMES in the form of a relatively small number of university-scale academic
emphases that will embrace some of our most compelling cross-college and cross-department
strengths in research, teaching, and outreach. The Academic Leadership Themes will serve as an
important basis, but not the only basis, for the Provost's investrnents in faculty recruitment plans
and for vigorous reallocation through the use of new marginal dollars and resources swept from
some fraction of vacant lines. Other institutional priorities are Diversity, Recruitment of
Nationally Distinguished Faculty, Vital Outreach, Meeting Essential Unmet Student Demand,
and Fostering Interdisciplinary Research and Teaching. We must move from our extremely
decentralized model to a hybrid model in which the Provost has greater capacity to reallocate
funding centrally toward institutional priorities.

We can anticipate at the outset that some outstanding academic programs, and some on the cusp
of national leadership, may not fit explicitly into any of the Academic Leadership Themes
chosen, which demands that our institutional investments and reallocations must never be wholly
and exclusively driven by the leadership themes. For example, diversity of people and programs
is an essential, integral part of the qualities of excellence on which universities are judged, e.g.,
by faculty who are being recruited. Thus, Academic Leadership Themes will be among the
"drivers" that the Provost will draw upon in recruitment planning and partnering financially with
deans and directors in addressing our highest priorities.

The pathway outlined here is not only a response to the stress of a profoundly diminished level
of support from the state, but, more importantly, the building of a solid foundation for the vital
future of this institution. The stress has been with us for years, but it is now raised. abruptly. to a
magnitude never before experienced here at UA. Through Focused Excellence, appropriate
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attention to Academic Leadership Themes, and Reorganization, we hold part of the solution to
protecting the reputational strength of UA and its collective faculty; to preserving valued
educational experiences for our undergraduate, graduate, and professional students, and to
delivering economic development and quality-of-life benefits to the citizens of Arizona, the
region, and nation. The rest of the solution must be found on the revenue side in its several
dimensions (e.g., state support, tuition and fees) and in revenue enhancement and cost saving
within the institution as a whole.

Objectives:
Focused Excellence, attention to Academic Leadership Themes, and Reorganization, will result
in:

. The reduction of, or in some cases, the elimination of future encumbrances;

. A clearer and more focused profile for the UA, not only at the scale of the university as a
whole, but within individual colleges and departments;

. Greater flexibility and capacity to adequately support programs and activities of
excellence and mission priority;
The capacity to maintain and support more adequately the essential responsibilities and
the foundational base for the overall university academic enterprise, including both
focused activities of emphasis and the broad educational programs that make the
University a university.

If it is to protect quality and reputation, the University of Arizona cannot try to support its
present span of programmatic activities, given a fiscal environment of markedly dereased state
funding.

Relationship of Leadership Themes and Reorganization:
Most aspects of Reorganization will be program-specific evaluations of mission centrality at
departmental, college, and university scales, and of programmatic quality, performance, and
critical mass, viewed through lenses such as the SPBAC criteria. Selecting Academic
Leadership Themes is about establishing priorities for investing and reallocating limited
resources in ways that will advance the institution overall. Although Reorganization is about
scaling back and reducing costs in ways that are mandated by the permanent cuts we are
experiencing, Academic Leadership Themes may provide context for some choices of
programmatic emphases, mergers, and new organizational relationships.

Selection of Leadership Themes:
Relatively few in number, the Academic Leadership Themes are strategically advantageous by
virtue of harnessing or underscoring such factors as:

Enhancing UA intellectual reputational strength as an AAU institution;
Demonstrating unique, strong, disciplinary and interdisciplinary strengths;
Offering nationally and internationally distinguished programs;
Attracting outstanding faculty;
Enhancing diversity through recruitment and programs;
Attracting competitive federal grants and contract support and/or private support;
Offering substantive opportunities in technology transfer and economic development;
Creating new knowledge of vital societal impact and practical value;
Increasing quality of life in the state and nation;
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Meeting demonstrable student and workforce demand;
Attracting high quality undergraduate and graduate or professional students;

Integrating research into the undergraduate and graduate experience;

The Provost has set in motion the identification of Academic Leadership Themes. He has
consulted with deans, SPBAC, and others in a preliminary way and here presents an extended list
of potential themes under consideration. It is likely that these draft recommendations will serve
to stimulate reflection and input on the part of others, and will result in additional nominations,
suggestions for merging complementary themes, refinements in language characterizations, and

the development of explanatory descriptions.

The taxonomy of Academic Leadership Themes is not intended generally to embed names of
specific departments or colleges, nor are the themes, collectively, intended to map one-to-one
across this vast academic enterprise. The intention is to focus excellence. The objective is to
have deans, colleges, departments, and councils apply "university-scale" vision to the
identification of compelling academic themes that illuminate strategic intellectual directions for
the University of Arizona as a whole.

Provost's Draft Extended List of Potential Academic Leadership Themes Under
Consideration:

Some of the Draft Academic Leadership Themes that to date have risen into view include the
following:

Astrophysics, Earth, and Space Sciences
Biomedical Science and Biotechnology to Advance Human Health and Nutrition
Borderland Studies with Emphasis on the Southwest
Cognitive and Neurosciences Applied to Language, Learning, Health, & Behavior
Cultural and Ethnic Studies, with Emphasis on the American Southwest
Community Outreach Through the Arts and Humanities
Environmental Quality and Sustainability, including Global Change
Exemplary Professional Workforce Development to Meet Pressing Shortages
Information Science, Technology, and Management
Integration of Biomedical Discovery with Health Care Education and Delivery
Indigenous Peoples: Culture, Policy, Economic Development, and Law
Optical Sciences and the Applications of Optical Technologies
Water-Related Engineering, Science, Agricultural Technology, and Policy

Calendar for Selection of Academic Leadership Themes:
By November Ft, 2002, Deans and the Provost will have vetted the draft recommendations with
colleges and councils and will have received feedback on new and modified or merged
recommendations through shared governance processes.

By November 3ØtI, 2002, the Provost and the President will have discussed and considered input
and recommendations received, developed more fully their own ideas, and will have announced
their designation of University Academic Leadership Themes.
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Reorganization Process:
On the academic side of the house, the President, Provost, and Deans are discussing opportunities
and requirements to restructure and reorganize in ways that will focus excellence and release
resources for reallocation and investment. Out of these conversations will emerge proposals for
program eliminations, program reductions, and program mergers. Results of reorganization will
permit the Provost and the colleges to develop greater capacity for reallocation and investment in
ways that support activities directly relatable to Academic Leadership Themes and the
foundational base of the enterprise.

Among the crieria to be used for evaluating reorganization proposals are those developed for this
purpose by SPBAC:

li Educational Excellence: includes demonstrations of unusually high quality and
effectiveness in teaching in the unit as a whole, with special consideration given to
effectiveness in teaching a diverse student community.

2/ Research and Creative Excellence: includes national rankings (within the top 20% of
comparable units nation-wide); significantly increased recognition at international,
national, and regional levels; andlor other demonstrations of excellence in research or
creative endeavor.

3/ Student Demand: includes high or significantly increasing enrollments, provided the
teaching is being done primarily, or closely supervised, by ranked faculty.

4/ Vital Public Impact: includes demonstrable need for this program in Arizona, the
southwest, the nation, and/or the world; as well as for serving cultural diversity.

5/ Revenue Generation: includes capacity of a program to attract non-state revenue, not
only on an absolute scale but in relation to state funding allocated to the program.

6/ Interdisciplinary Need: includes the importance of this program to the success of other
units or programs or to the growing interdisciplinary of the UA.

Reorganization Calendar:
By December 2002, the Provost and Deans, after consultations, will have developed draft
proposals for reorganization within the university and the colleges. Proposals requiring review
under "Reorganization Procedures at The University of Arizona" will include: a summary of the
proposal; a background statement establishing the basis for the proposal; the alternatives
considered; the proposal in detail including a timetable for the action and an implementation date;
an assessment of the impact of the proposed change on the affected research and instructional
program, including a list of the potentially affected faculty members and a description of the
impact on affected faculty members, staff, and appointed personnel; a review of the types of
course and curriculum changes that might be necessary; and a preliminary analysis of the costs
and of the benefits of the proposed reorganization including projections for the future. These will
be submitted to the President and, if he approves, the appropriate review process(es) under
University and ABOR policies will be initiated.
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By January 15d, 2003, the Provost and President will have discussed the proposals, developed
alternatives, and announced which proposals will go forward for review in accord with UA and
ABOR policy.

By June j9tt, 2003, all finalized reorganization proposals will have been submitted to ABOR for
approval.

The Provost invites feedback and recommendations: gdavis @ u.arizona.edu.




