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For Faculty Senate Agenda Item 6

CONSENT AGENDA
Faculty Senate Meeting

2 Dec 2002

Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM

1. Approval of a joint degree program allowing a student to earn a Doctor of Pharmacy
(Pharm. D.) and a Master's degree in Business Administration (MBA) as detailed in
the proposal dated 8/07/02.

Projected effective date: Fall 2003

Justification: The proposed combined program is not offered at any other institution
in the State of Arizona. lt is offered at a number of colleges of pharmacy throughout
the United States. A number of organizations including the American Society of
Health-System Pharmacists have advocated the creation of such programs for filling
leadership positions in pharmacy as the professional field evolves in the health care
arena.

Approvals:
Graduate Council, 23 August 2002
Completed administrative review, 21 October 2002
ICPC, 19 November 2002



Faculty Senate December 2, 2002 Agenda Item 7

20 November, 2002

George Davis, Provost
Academic Affairs
Admin 512

Dear Provost Davis,

I am forwarding to you a proposed policy on threatening and menacing behavior from
Undergraduate Council. This policy was jointly authored by faculty and staff and passed with
unanimous support in Undergraduate Council yesterday. I am eager to take this item to Faculty
Senate on December 2, and I would ask that it move through administrative review with all due
speed. I cannot think of a more important issue than the safety of our community, even in these
vexing budgetary times.

The policy as written contains two paragraphs. The first applies to the classroom and teaching-
related venues, such as offices, labs, field trips, and the like. The second paragraph is meant to
extend the protections to staff and non-teaching members of the University community. (We
couldn't figure out how to combine the language into one portmanteau paragraph without
syntactically placing staff in the classroom.)

The practical goal of the "Administrative Drop With Prejudice" is to add a box on the existing
Administrative Drop form which would enable faculty to document the incident and file the form
in conjunction with the Code of Conduct Complaint Form. This would also provide a tracking
system within a secure, private system (SIS). Staff, not being in the classroom, would have the
SIS option without the Administrative Drop with Prejudice form, but still using the Code of
Conduct Complaint Form.

I hasten to add that Undergraduate Council is not proposing to deny anyone due process; rather,
our goal is to provide protection for our colleagues across the University community.

On behalf of my colleagues on Undergraduate Council, I would appreciate timely administrative
review and support of this policy change. Thanks for your time and consideration.

Cordially,

Jennifer L. Jenkins
Undergraduate Council Chair

cc. Randy Richardson, Vice President for Undergraduate Education
Jory Hancock, Chair of the Faculty



PROPOSED POLICY ON ADMINSTRATIVE DROP WITH PREJUDICE
UNDERGRADUATE COUNCIL

19 NOVEMBER, 2002

Any student who endangers, threatens, or causes physical harm to any faculty member,
student or to himself or herself or causes reasonable apprehension of such harm in the classroom
or any course-related venue will be administratively dropped with prejudice from the relevant
course, will be documented by an administrative notation with prejudice in the Student
Information System (SIS) and the Dean of Students Office and UA Police Department will be
informed.

Once a student has been administratively dropped with prejudice twice, the student will
immediately be expelled from the University.

Endangering, threatening, or causing physical harm to any member of the university
community or to himself or herself or causing reasonable apprehension of such harm will be
documented by an administrative notation with prejudice in the Student Information System
(SIS) and the Dean of Students Office and UA Police Department will be informed.

Once a student has two documented administrative notations with prejudice, the student will
immediately be expelled from the University.

kpc/2002.03/Propo,od Poliry- Aboi t*ivo Drop With Prçpidke



DRAFT
Classified Staff

cSi Human Resources Policy and Procedure
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POLICY

The University of Arizona is committed to providing a safe and healthy workplace for all
employees. It is the policy of the University of Arizona that workplace violence in any form is
unacceptable. Any form of violence by an employee against another employee, student, vendor
or visitor to the University, including but not limited to physical attack, intimidation, threats or
property damage, will be cause for disciplinary action up to and including dismissal as
unacceptable personal conduct and may also result in criminal prosecution, if federal, state or
local laws are violated.

This policy covers every employee of the University, whether ftill-time, part-time, permanent or
temporary, student employees, and anyone employed by or who is an agent of the University of
Arizona. It covers all employees while engaged in any activity related to their employment with
the University, whether on University property or elsewhere.

DEFINITIONS

Prohibited acts of workplace violence include but are not limited to threats, intimidation,
physical attack or property damage. For purposes of this policy, the following definitions will
apply:

Threats: A "threat" is the expression of intent to cause physical or mental harm. Such an
expression constitutes a threat without regard to whether the person communicating the
threat has the ability to carry it out, and without regard to whether the threat is made on a
present, conditional or future basis. In determining whether the conduct constitutes a
threat, including whether the action was intended as a threat, the University will consider
the totality of the circumstances.
Physical Attack: A "physical attack" is, without limitation, unwanted or hostile physical
contact such as hitting, pushing, kicking, shoving, throwing of objects or fighting.
Intimidation: "Intimidation" includes but is not limited to stalking or engaging in actions,
either verbal or physical, which are intended to frighten, coerce, or induce distress.
Property Damage: "Property damage" is intentional damage to or destruction of property
owned by the University or its students, employees, vendors or visitors.

Policy # 401.1

Page lof3

Effective

Revised

Staff Section: Employee Relations Subject: Workplace Violence

Reference:



ELEMENTS OF POLICY

An employee who believes that he or she has been the target of workplace violence should report
this to his or her supervisor or manager, to Human Resources, and/or to the University of
Arizona Police Department. Employees who observe incidents of workplace violence may file
reports of alleged workplace violence with the appropriate supervisors, with the University of
Arizona Police Department, and with Human Resources as soon as is reasonably possible. In
emergency situations, employees should call the University ofArizona Police Department by
dialing "911."

Supervisors are responsible to respond in a prompt and effective fashion either when notified of
an alleged incident of workplace violence, or when they observe workplace violence, and to
contact Human Resources for guidance and assistance in handling such situations in the
workplace. In emergency situations, supervisors will call the University Police Department. A
Human Resources professional will conduct a full and prompt investigation. The University has
created a Workplace Violence Crisis Management Team that meets to assess and review
workplace violence issues and incidents that have been reported to Human Resources. The
University will institute disciplinary action as appropriate and will follow up with victims and
any witnesses to an incident of workplace violence, preserving, to the extent required by law or
policy, the privacy interests of those involved.

The University encourages all employees to be alert to the possibility of violence on the part of
students, former students, employees, former employees, customers and strangers. The
University will handle any report of violence in a confidential manner, to the extent permitted by
law and policy, and will release information related to such reports only on a need-to-know
basis. The University prohibits retaliation against or harassment of individuals who act in good
faith by reporting real or perceived violent behavior or violations of this policy.

The University prohibits individuals from making deliberately false or misleading reports of
violence or threats of violence under this policy. Individuals who engage in such unacceptable
personal conduct will be subject to disciplinary action up to and including dismissal under the
University' s disciplinary policies.

EXCEPTIONS

All weapons, including concealed firearms with permits, are prohibited on the University if
Arizona campus. However, an employee may possess a weapon on campus if possession of the
weapon:

is authorized by the President or his/her designee; or
the employee is a certified law enforcement officer; or
is required as a part of the employee's job duties with the University; or
is connected with training received by the employee in order to perform the
responsibilities of his or her job with the University; and
is in accordance with Arizona law.



WORKPLACE VIOLENCE CRISIS MANAGEMENT TEAM

The University has created a Workplace Violence Crisis Management Team to assess and review
workplace violence issues and incidents. The Workplace Violence Crisis Management Team is
composed of the HR Director of Institutional Relations (Coordinating Chair), a representative
from the University Attorneys' Office, the Chief of Police or designee, the Director of Life &
Work Connections, the Director of Risk Management and Safety, and other ad hoc members as
are deemed necessary on a case-by-case basis (e.g. University Advancement).

The fUnctions of the Workplace Violence Crisis Management team are to:

make recommendations to the employing department head and other appropriate persons
on safety issues that have an impact on employees;
develop a plan of action for risk assessment;
communicate with the public, employees and families on incidents of workplace
violence;
conduct investigations and post-incident analyses to ensure compliance with appropriate
policies and procedures; and
collect and monitor data relating to violence in the workplace.

Workplace Violence Policy, #401.1, 4/30/02



Background Information for Policy on Violence in the Workplace

Last year, a cross-functional team that included Lynne Wood and Vicki Gotkin of UAO, Allison
Vaillancourt and Cathy Nicholson from HR, Darci Thompson from Life & Work Connections,
and Brian Seastone from UAPD met to pursue the development of a draft (attached) employee
policy on workplace violence. It is now being circulated for comment and feedback from
members of the campus community. It is our plan to submit the proposed policy for
consideration to the president's cabinet of senior administrators after campus shared governance
groups have had an opportunity to comment.

One important consideration to keep in mind when reviewing the proposed policy: the policy,
and any processes associated with it, relate specifically to employee actions. Sometimes we are
contacted in HR by employees who have concerns about the behavior of students. Those calls are
referred to the Dean of Students Office (more specifically, Veda Kowalski). This policy only
seeks to address threatening or violent behavior that may be committed by employees against the
University of Arizona. Although we work very closely with the Dean of Students Office to
provide support to employees who are impacted by the behavior of students (or other non-
employees), or when necessary, members of their families, HR does not implement policies that
govern student behavior.

Senexec/2002-03/Background Infomiation for Policy on Violence in the Workplace v.1

Catherine Nicholson, SPHR PH: 520.626.3114
Director, Institutional Relations & HR-IT FAX: 520.621.3714
Department of Human Resources E-Mail: maryn@u. arizona. edu
The University of Arizona www.hr.arizona.edu
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Revised Draft 11/20/02

POLICY ON ETHICS IN SCHOLARLY, CREATIVE, AND
RESEARCH ACTWIT1IS 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 Officer 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 Officer 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 or willful ignorance of facts that would
disprove the allegation.

All 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 other University policies, in a manner consistent with state and federal
requirements.

C. DEFINITIONS

i Complainant means the individual making the allegation of misconduct.

2. 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.

3 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
creative endeavors. Misconduct in research or creative endeavors does not include

2



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.

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.

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

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.

II. PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW

A. RESEARCH INTEGRITY 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 Ppreliminary Inquiry Panels 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 further investigation.

3



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 fùnds.

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 Ppreliminary
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.

4



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.

Upon receipt of a written or oral complaint of misconduct under this Policy the
Research Integrity Officer will conduct a pre-inquiry to determine whether a possible
violation of Policy exists. The pre-inquiry must be completed within 30 days of receipt of
the complaint. If 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 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 Research Integrity Officer determines that the
complaint merits further investigation, he/she 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 and
request that the Chair of the UCEC appoint an preliminary Inquiry Panel to conduct an
inquiry as set forth in Section 110 below. 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

5



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 a Ppreliminary 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 funding 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. INOUIRY

A. ThIQUfflY PROCESS

The Chair of the UCEC will appoint a Pprcliminary Inquiry Panel (PIP) composed of two

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 chair of the UCEC will appoint a preliminary Inquiry Panel composed of three
UCEC members. In the event that a member of the UCEC does not have expertise in a
discipline relevant to the inquiry, the chair, in consultation with the Research Integrity
Officer, may appoint an ad hoc member of the preliminary Inquiry Panel with such
expertise. No member of the preliminary Inquiry Panel will have either a real or apparent
conflict of interest in conducting the inquiry. If a panel member has a conflict of interest,
then the Chair of the UCEC will excuse that member and appoint a substitute.
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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 Ppreliminary Inquiry Panel also will review any supporting
documentation. An inquiry, including preparing the written report, must be completed within
sixty (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 Ppreliminary Inquiry Panel must request an
extension from the Research Integrity Officer.
duc 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 60-day period and notify the Respondent of same.

B. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS; NOTIFICATIONS

The Ppreliminary 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 Ppreliminary Inquiry PanePs findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The written
report will assess whether sufficient evidence exists to warrant a formal investigation. The Chair
of the Ppreliminary 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 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 ten (10) days of receiving the Ppreliminary 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
these that offices.

After the Research Integrity Officer has circulated his or her decision regarding whether
to initiate an investigation, the UCEC Inquiry 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.

7



IV. INVESTIGATION

AD HOC INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE

In the event If the Research Integrity Officer determines an investigation is necessary,
then the University will establish an ad hoc Investigative Committee (the "Committee"), as
follows: The Research Integrity Officer will appoint four (4) up to 3 to S 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 (1)
additional 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 (2) 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 Ppreliminary Inquiry Panel may not serve on the ad
hoc Investigative Committee.

After consulting with the other committee members, the Chair of the Committee will
select two (2) 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, outside 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 member 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.

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. Any additional allegations will be specified in writing.

8



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 fifteen (15) days of
receiving notice that an investigation will be initiated. The investigation, including a hearing, if
one is requested, and a 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 secured previously 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
participating ftirther in the research project in question. Any such suspension will proceed under
applicable rules of the University and will not interrupt payment of salary.

ThWORMAL 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 thirty (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 forty-five (45) days
after 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
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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 thirty (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 ten (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 1 0-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. The Respondent has the
right to present testimony of witnesses, the opportunity to cross-examine witnesses, and
opportunity to present evidence, including documentary evidence.

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 for a
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 Committee's 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.

10



Within five (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 five (5) days of completing the final report.

G. 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
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 matter. 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 Committee's 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. RECONSIDERATION

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 fifteen (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
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. 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
twenty (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.

LEGAL REPRESENTATION

At his or her expense, the Respondent may employ and be accompanied by legal counsel
during any interviews or meetings with the Ppreliminary Inquiry Panel and ad hoc Investigative
Committee. If the Respondent requests a formal hearing is requested, then 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.

The General Counsel, or his or her designee, will advise the Research Integrity Officer, and the
Ppreliminary Inquiry Panel and Investigative Committee on procedural and legal matters. The
Inquiry Panel and Investigative Committee shall have the right to approach the University
Attorneys' office for permission to obtain independent counsel.

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 Ppreliminary Inquiry Panel and ad 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/2002-03/ResearcMntegrityPolicy I 1.22.02

12



Significant Differences Between UIHAP Policy and Proposed
Policy on Research Misconduct

Definition of misconduct (p.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

Faculty Senate December 2, 2002 Agenda Item 9

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 no 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

IJHAP Policy Proposed Policy



Presidenf s conclusions and outcome of case Provost consults with VP for Research and
Reported to accused, complainant, appropriate consult; decision submitted to President with
Dean, VP for Research, chairs of CAFT & UCEC 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,
UCEC works with accused to restore damage
to reputation of the accused

rpc\2002-03\Significant Differences Between UHAP Policy and Proposed Pot icy.doc

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
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RPC Responses to Proposed Amendments, Comments, Questions regarding proposed
Policy on Ethics in Scholarly, Creative, and Research Activities and Procedures for
Investigations of Misconduct

Amendments supported by RPC and changes agreed upon as a result of questions and comments
are highlighted in bold type in the November 18, 2002 version of the proposed policy. Deletions
are indicated by strike-throughs. Some corrections of typos and other minor changes for clarity
are indicated the same way.

Amendment Proposed by ¿JCEC: Replace Section III, A with the following:
The chair of the UCEC will appoint a Preliminary Inquiry Panel (PIP) composed of three

UCEC members. In the event that a member of the UCEC does not have expertise in a discipline
relevant to the inquiry, one faculty member from the general faculty with this expertise may be
appointed as an ad hoc member of the PIP. The Chair, in consultation with the Research Integrity
Officer, will do the selection. All members of the PIP will have 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.

RPC supports this amendment. It has been inserted, with some re-writing for clarity, in
the proposed policy. The rationale is that UCEC members are elected by the general
faculty; this work is part of their responsibility; there are enough members to manage
the workload; and external members will be added when needed expertise is not
present on UCEC. However, a minority of the RPC members feel that it would be
valuable to have a member external to UCEC appointed to each Inquiry Panel ¡n order
to guarantee needed expertise, to share the workload, and to assure that one
participant has not been socialized by previous UCEC responsibilities.

Amendments Proposed by Senator Roy Søece:

Section I. B. 2., line one, after "will" add: ", as far as can reasonably be expected,"

RPC does not support this amendment. The rationale is that the policy as worded
states an belief that researchers and scholars are responsible for exercising due
diligence in the training and supervision of those individuals whom they supervise and
for monitoring the work of those whom they supervise and that this responsibility
should not be weakened. It is understood that a researcher or scholar cannot exercise
complete control over thework (or misconduct) of others, but appropriate supervision
of work must be exercised to reveal problems that the supervisor needs to address.

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

RPC does not support this amendment. The rationale is that it is not needed. The
policy does not designate one set of expectations for record-keeping. There is an
expectation that standards of the discipline will apply. This is the reason for including
Inquiry Panel and ad hoc Investigative Committee members with expertise in the
relevant discipline.



Section I. C. 4., add at the end: "No person shalt be subject to a sanction not required by the
federal government unless the allegation is proven by clear and convincing evidence."

RPC does not support this amendment. The committee supports the reasoning
presented by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in the Federal Register
"Other Comments" of December 6, 2000, that states "While much is at stake for a
researcher accused of research misconduct, even more is at stake for the public when
a researcher commits research misconduct Since 'preponderance of the evidence' is
the uniform standard of proof for establishing culpability in most civil fraud cases and
many federal administrative proceedings, including debarment, there is no basis for
raising the bar for proof in misconduct cases which have such a potentially broad
public impact."

Section II. C., add at the beginning: "No person shall be offered anonymity, and no source
shall be kept confidential if the person is identifiable."

RPC does not support this amendment. The rationale is that sufficient safeguards are
included to guide the assessment of anonymous complaints to protect researchers and
scholars from unsupported anonymous complaints. The committee believes that UA
must take seriously all complaints. RPC also believes that, in some cases, actuál or
perceived differences in power or authority could prevent students or junior faculty
from reporting misconduct unless they are able to do so anonymously.

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

RPC does not support this amendment. The rationale is that in some cases where
misconduct is alleged, such as research involving human subjects, it may be possible
to continue research but it would not be appropriate to do so until it has been
determined that the allegations of misconduct are unfounded.

Section IV. B., add at the end of the first paragraph: "Any additional allegations will be
specified in writing."

RPC supports this amendment. The rationale is that this was assumed, but adding this
amendment will make that assumption explicit.

Section IV. B., add to the end of paragraph three: "In all proceedings, the University will
respect the Fourth Amendment rights of all persons involved."

RPC does not support this amendment. The rationale is that it is not needed. This
policy is not a document that will overturn Fourth Amendment rights. The records,
materials, documents, etc. to be secured under this Policy are University property, not
personal property.

Section IV. B., four lines from the bottom of the page, add after "serious,": "physical"



RPC does not support this amendment. The rationale is that some research may
involve human subjects and misconduct could result in serious psychological, not just
physical, harm if continued.

Section IV. D., at the end of the last paragraph on page 9, add: 'The Respondent has a right
to call and examine any person who has been interviewed at any time in the process, and both
sides shall be allotted sufficient time to present their case."

RPC supports the right of respondents to present testimony of witnesses, to cross-
examine witnesses, and to present evidence. RPC consulted with the UA Attorneys'
Office and developed wording based on the University of North Carolina policy and
ABOR policies that will ensure that Respondents have these rights. The ad hoc
Investigative Committee has a set amount of time to accomplish its work (with
possible extensions if necessary) and needs to work with the Respondent to ensure
that the investigation is completed within a reasonable time.

Section V., at the end add: 'The preliminary Inquiry Panel and Investigative Committee shall
have the right to request independent counsel to advise them on procedural and legal matters."

RPC members were split on this issue, but agreed on compromise wording inserted in
the proposed policy that states that Inquiry Panels and Investigative Committees have
the right to request that UA Attorneys' Office approve the seeking of independent
counsel. A majority of the RPC members believe that it is important to provide a means
for Inquiry Panels and ad hoc Investigative Committees to clearly indicate situations
where they believe outside counsel is needed to help them do their work. A minority
of RPC members believes that it is part of the job of the UA Attorneys' Office to advise
groups such as these and that Bar ethics rules would prevent members of that office
from engaging in activities that might represent a conflict of interest.

Comments from Tom HAvn, ¿JA Research Intearitv Officer

Section I. C: The 9/13/02 draft changes the definition of plagiarism given in the 3/6/02 draft. The
9/13/02 definition is different from the current federal definition in that it deletes the clause
"including those obtained through confidential review of others' scholarship and research such as
by reviewing proposals or manuscripts."

RPC is using the definition from the Office of Science and Technology included in the
Federal Policy on Research Misconduct published in the 12/6/00 Federal Register.

Both the 3/6/02 and the 9/13/02 drafts use the term "respondent" in definition #6 and, thereafter,
define the term in definition #8. Were definition #8 moved up to become definition #2 in the list
of definitions, it would make more sense.

RPC changed the order of these definitions.

Section II. A: The 9/13/02 draft changes the term "Inquiry Committee" proposed in the 3/6/02

draft to "Preliminary Inquiry Panel." This may potentially confuse Office of Research Integrity
reviewers of the policy because "Pre-Inquiry" is a designation used in federal training programs for



research integrity officers. Pre-inquiry is a standard procedure in which the research integrity
officer makes an initial determination to eliminate nuisance or misdirected allegations that have no
merit under federal regulations. Furthermore, because there is only a single inquiry panel involved
in the policy, it seems unnecessary to designate it as "preliminary."

Several RPC committee members wanted to leave in the word "preliminary" to
emphasize that it was the first inquiry, not the formal investigation that would follow
an inquiry if the complaint as found to warrant investigation. We decided to remove
the capitalization of preliminary so that the text reads preliminary Inquiry Panel.

Section III. A: The 9/ 13/02 draft appears to have a typographical error of 90 for 60 in the last
sentence under part A. Perhaps the 9/13/ 02 drafters intend something different than has been the
standard in the past. This seems unlikely, however, because the earlier text makes reference to 60
rather than 90 days.

The draft was indeed confusing. RPC revised the first paragraph of Section II B to
include a 30-day limit for the RIO's pre-inquiry, to clarify the possible outcomes of the
pre-inquiry, and to eliminate the reference to 90 days in this section.

Section IV. A: The 9/13/02 draft changes the text of the 3/6/02 draft to "The Research Integrity
Officer will appoint up to 3 to 5 faculty members ..." from "The Research Integrity Officer will
appoint 5 faculty members ..." This change allows variation in the size of Committee selected and
probably should be avoided for consistency of process.

RPC agreed that consistency was important and that the change created confusion.
RPC revised this to be 4 members appointed by the Research Integrity Officer. The
additional appointments referenced later in this section will result in a committee of
nine people. RPC preferred an odd number as the total to avoid the potential for a
four-four or a five-five split.

The 9/13/02 draft adds a statement to the 3/6/02 draft that is as follows: Members of the
Preliminary Investigative Panel may not serve on the Ad Hoc Investigative Committee. Note that
what is meant here is that members of the Inquiry Panel may not serve on the Ad Hoc
Investigative Committee. Presumably the reason for this change is to prevent an Inquiry Panel
from influencing the independence of an Investigative Committee. Federal training programs for
research integrity officers point out that some representation is not inappropriate. The Inquiry
Panel may cover extensive ground, and knowledge of its findings and processes might be useful to
the Investigative Committee. Perhaps it would be useful to limit joint membership to a single
individual as a compromise. Importantly, there is no federal regulation disallowing such a
possibility.

A majority of RPC members felt it was important to compose the Inquiry Panel and the
ad hoc Investigative Committee of distinct members in order to avoid the possibility
that a member of the ad hoc Investigative Committee had formed an opinion, during
the inquiry, that misconduct had occurred. RPC assumes that the adhoc Investigative
Committee will consult with members of the Inquiry Panel if information in addition to
the Inquiry Panel's report is needed.

RPC/2002-03/R2C Respons Il-22-02



Mailing Address:
'cu1ty Center
.e University of Arizona

rO Box 210473
Tucson, AZ 85721-0473

email: facsen@u.arizona.edu

Shared Governance Review Committee

DA: November 14, 2002

TO: All members of the Faculty Senate, SPBAC, and the University Council

FR: The Shared Governance Review Committee (the SGRC)
Professor Wanda Howell, Chair,
and the Subcommittee of J. Hancock, J. Hogle and J. Schwarz

RE: The Tracking of Proposals to the Faculty Senate or SPBAC

The University of Arizona is entering a period where very serious decisions will
need to be made about focussing for excellence long-term and the consequences of
immediate and continuing state budget reductions. Our President and Provost have
assured us that all of these decisions will be arrived at after careful and extensive
conversations throughout the University, particularly with representative groups, as per
the Shared Governance Memorandum of 1997 and the Plan for Extended Shared
Governance of 1998. The SGRC wants to make certain that the various proposals and
problems we will soon need to discuss are channeled through the appropriate Shared
Governance groups, including their appropriate subcommittees in some cases. This
message is at least a first and clarfring step in that effort.

One question that faces us in processing proposals is: "which group deals with
University-wide academic proposals that may involve organizational, curricular, student-
service, and/or financial changes?" More specifically: "which such proposals should be
sent through the Faculty Senate (including its standing committees) and which are more
appropriate to be evaluated by SPBAC (the UA Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory
Committee)," both of which are predominantly faculty bodies including elected
representatives from the faculty. A general answer is that both groups do have areas of
interest in common where both should have a major voice, an example being
reorganizations. Still, after carefully rereading sections B and E of the Shared
Governance Memorandum and the Constitution and Bylaws of the General Faculty, the
SGRC has concluded that the following types of proposals, once they reach the
University-wide level, should be channeled first through these groups (though both may
be ultimately involved at different points in time):

To the Faculty Senate (through the Chair or Vice Chair of the Faculty):

THE UNIVERSFrY OF

ARIZONA
TUCSON ARIZONA

Location:
Faculty Center
1400 E. Mabel St.
Tucson, AZ 85721-0473

Phone: (520) 621-1342
FAX: (520) 621-8844



General Policies & Procedures on the Opening/ Closing / Reorganizing of academic units
UA Curriculum (mcl. addition or deletion of degree programs & Gen. Ed. requirements)
Personnel Policies (mcl. overall UA policies/procedures on faculty employment)
Research Policies (mcl. policies on conflict of interest and research ethics)
Student Affairs Policy (mcl. policies on admissions, financial aid, and tuition)
Student and Faculty Codes of Conduct
Faculty and Administrative Salary Policy (mcl. policies on salary equity)
The Setting or Resetting of the Academic Calendar
Policies Governing Official University Catalogs
Corporate Relations Policy (aided by the University Committee on Corporate Relations)

To SPBAC (through the SPBAC Chair, in consultation with the Chair of the
Faculty):

The Overall University Budget (mcl. short-term allocations/reductions, long-term
prospects, and decisions involving revenues)

The University Strategic Plan (il. partial annual revisions and mid-year adjustments)
The University Mission Statement and its Elements (as part of the Strategic Plan)
Principles and Criteria for Prioritization (within both the budget and the Strategic Plan)

mcl. criteria for evaluating programs from a planning and budgetary perspective
Prioritizations and Funding Sources for New University Space (mcl. space planning)
The Measures by which the UA is Assessed (as part of the Strategic Plan)

Proviso: In all the above categories, these groups make recommendations to the
President or his designees and do so within the Arizona Board of Regents (or ABOR)
policies governing each of these areas. In certain areas of interest to faculty, such as
policies governing Admissions, Tuition and Financial Aid, ABOR has a primary interest
that may require first consideration, but these areas still warrant consultation with either
SPBAC or the Senate or both..

The SGRC, again, recognizes that there are some areas of overlap between the
Senate and SPBAC. Prioritization and reorganization are among these. It is
consequently important for both groups to communicate with each other on such matters,
at least through elected faculty and others who are members of both. After all, SPBAC is
an expanded and more widely representative extension of what once were the General
Faculty Committees on Space and on Planning and Budget in the Constitution and
Bylaws of the General Faculty.

In general, however, the Senate recommends policies that are specifically
implemented elsewhere, and SPBAC recommends budget and planning guidelines and
arrangements directed at specific financial and organizational results that are worked out
elsewhere. Consequently, a proposal for an academic reorganization (for example) must
be handled through the policies and procedures established by the Senate (subject to
ABOR policy and Presidential approval) but will be evaluated according to SPBAC
criteria from a planning and budget point of view (again, towards a decision by the
President or his designee within ABOR policies). In these particular matters now facing
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us more and more, in other words, both groups make recommendations from their
different points of view.

In this way, we believe we have clarified where different academic proposals
should go in Shared Governance, depending on their nature. Please contact us, through
our chair, if you have questions or concerns. If there are uncertainties about where a
proposal goes, this problem should be referred to the Vice Chair of the Faculty, as Chair
of the Shared Governance Review Committee.

Cc: Academic Personnel Policy Committee
Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee
Research Policy Committee
Student Affairs Policy Committee

.hgov/OO2.O3/SPBAC-*U.kig
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Graduate and Professional
wdent Council

November 18, 2002

MEMORAND UM
TO: Deans, Directors, Department Heads,

Graduate Advisors, Graduate Program Coordinators

FROM: Peter Morris
President, Graduate aPessional Student Council (GPSC)

SUBJECT: Effect of Reorganization Proposals on Graduate and Professional Students

The following memo highlights the most significant effects state and university-wide cuts are having on the
graduate/professional students in your college and departments. This memo asks you to protect graduate and
professional students in the reorganization proposals for your colleges and departments. The evidence
concerning the position of graduate and professional students at the University of Arizona makes a cogent
case for protecting them from the recision and further supporting them into the future.

Graduate and professional students are particularly threatened by the uncertainty surrounding the current
round of budget cuts. Recent data from the Graduate College has revealed that graduate student attrition is a
problem draining valuable resources at the University of Arizona. One in every five Masters students at the
University of Arizona does not complete their degree. This figure worsens for Doctoral students who, in one-
third of cases, leave without completing their degree.

Many graduate students are considering leaving the university thereby threatening to waste or considerably
reduce the return on your investment in their education. New recruits and those about to begin their doctoral
studies are most likely to consider leaving as the impact of budget cuts is clarified. The departure of these
students will significantly impair the capacity of colleges and departments to offer quality education at the
University of Arizona.

We believe graduate students leave and will continue to do so because of quality of life issues such as
relative TA/RA stipend, student healthcare and the absence of some specialist services such as childc are and
graduate student housing. The poor remuneration of graduate teaching assistants has been a consistent
problem for the University of Arizona. Despite efforts to increase GTA net stipends, the situation relative to
peer institutions has significantly deteriorated from the still problematic 54th percentile in 1999-2000 to the
23 percentile in 200 l-2002 (this figure has been adjusted by the Graduate College to include the tuition
remission and is reported at the 38th percentile).

The Council is currently working with the administration on solutions to the net stipend and other quality of
life issues. We are focusing on:

At least 50% remission of tuition for GTAs in Fall 2003
Equivalent remission for other Graduate Assistants in Fall 2003
An equitable increase in ERE benefits paid to GAs to provide funds to deal with quality of life issues
such as health care, dental care and child/elder care
An increase in resources devoted to the above mentioned quality of life issues

THE UNIVERSITY' OF

ARIZONA
TUCSON ARIZONA

A

P.O. Box 210066
Tucson, AZ 85721-0066
(520) 626-7526
FAX: (520) 626-8154



Excellent education at the University of Arizona is at risk if GTAs are not protected in reorganization
proposals. The fact that GTA positions may be cut and that Fall 2002 appointments may not be renewed for
the Spring poses substantial problems for the number of classes that can be offered for Spring 2003, graduate
assistant workload issues and graduate student attrition. Resources that have been invested in graduate
education and the quality of undergraduate education is threatened if GTA positions are eliminated.
This evidence highlights the need to protect graduate students in your reorganization proposals. Council
representatives would be delighted to meet with you and discuss these matters in greater depth. It is
important to us that we argue in detail for graduate student quality of life and offer solutions and support as
we deal with these difficult times at our university.

For your information I have attached a roster of representative contact information - please feel free to
contact me, or your specific representative, to gain graduate and professional student perspectives on any of
these issues. We look forward to working with you throughout the year and will be in contact to arrange a
meeting shortly.

Roster of GPSC Representatives 2002-03

Agriculture Avnish Kapoor
avnish@ag.arizona.edu

Law Michael Thieme
michael.thieme@law.arizona.edu

CAPLA Carlos Salazar
carlosr(email.arizona.edu

Ron Gard
rgardemail.arizona.edu

Education Audrey Ching
ching@life.arizona.edu

Medicine Monica Farla
mgfcemail.arizona.edu

Veronica Diaz
vdiaz@u.arizona.edu

Nursing Jennifer Runquist
runquistj nursing.arizona.edu

Eher (Business) Paul Francis
pfrancis@u.arizona.edu

Optical Sciences Meredith Whitaker
whitake i (email.arizona.edu

Bryan Patchett
bpatchet@bpa.arizona.edu

Pharmacy Durgesh Bhandary
bhandarycpharmacy.arizona.edu

Engineering Felipe Ip
felipe@hwr.arizona.edu

Public Health Linda Scheu
scheu(ag.arizona.edu

Soni Yatheendradas
soni@hwr.arizona.edu

Science Natalie Murray
murray(llatmo.arizona.e.du

Fine Arts Heidi Lamb
hopperlu@hotmail.com

Jani Radebaugh
jani@ipl.arizona.edu

Humanities Thomas Kinney
tkinney@u. arizona.edu

SBS Aaron Gubi
a.gubilycos.com

IDPs Pete Morris
pmorris@u.arizona.edu

Rachel Neal

rsn@email.arizona.edu
Karen Sweazea
ksweazeacu.ariyona.edu

Non-Degree Jim Collins
co1lins(vega.lpl.arizona.edu




